CRITICAL AND EXEGETICAL

COMMENTARY

oN

THE NEW TESTAMENT.

BY

HEINRICH AUGUST WILHELM MEYER, TuD,

OBELCONSISTORIALRKATH, HANXNOVER.

From the German, ith the Sanction of the Author.

THE EPISTLES OF FETER AND JUDE.
LY

Dr. J. E. HUTHER.

EDINBURGH:
T. & T. CLARK, 38 GEORGE STREET.

MDCCCLXXXI.



NOTICE TO SUBSCRIBERS.

[N

This Issue completes the ¢ Meyer’ series of COMMENTARIES on
the NEw TESTAMENT, with the exception of

Hebrews, One Volume, and

The Epistles of James and John, One Volume,

which will be ready in a few months.

Diisterdieck on Revelation

will not be translated in the meantime.

The completed scries will therefore occupy Twenty Volumes.



CRITICAL AND' EXEGETICAL

HANDBOOK

TO

THE GENERAL EPISTLES

OF

PETER AND JUDE

BY

v
JOH. ED. HUTHER, TsaD,

PASTOR AT WITI'KNFGHX)H.N, SCHWERIN,

EDINBURGH:

T. & T. CLARK, 38 GEORGE STREET.
A DCCCLXXXL



THE TRANSLATION OF

THE EPISTLES OF PETER

HAS BEEN EXECUTED BY

D. B. CROOM, MA.

THE EPISTLE OF JUDE

PATON J. GLOAG, DD.



PREFACE.

WN revising this Commentary on the Epistles of Peter
for the present fourth edition, the work which I
had chiefly to cousider and subject to a careful
examination was the Exposition of the Epistles by
von Hofmann. This accordingly I did.— Von IMofmann
often secks to surmount the exegetical difficultics presented
in the epistles by a ncw exposition, and, of course, no cxcep-
tion can be taken to this; but it is to Le regretted that the
interpretations are not unfrequently of so artificial a nature,
that they cannot stand the test of an unprejudiced examina-
tion, and are consequently little calculated to promote the true
understanding of the text.

As regards the origin of the Second Epistle, my renewed
investigations have produced no result other than that which
T had {formerly obtained. I can only repeat what I said in
the preface to the third edition of this Commentary: « If I
should be blamed for giving, in this edition also, no decisive
and final answer to the question as to the origin of Second

Peter, I will say at the outset, that it scems to me more
correct to pronounce a mon liguct, than to cut the knot by
arbitrary assertions and acute appearances of argument.”
Although this Commentary on the whole has preserved its
former character, yet it has been subjected to many changes in
particulars, which I hope may be regarded as improvements.
I would only add, that in the critical remarks it is princi-
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pally Tischendorf’s Recension that has been kept in view.
Tisch. 7 refers to the editio scptima critica minor, 1839 ;
Tisch. 8, to his cditio octava major, 1869. Where the two
cditions agree in a reading, Tisch. simply is put.

J. ED. HUTHER.

WITTENFORDEN, May 1877,



THE FIRST EPISTLE OF THE APOSTLE PETER.

INTRODUCTION.

SEC. 1.—THE APOSTLE PETER.

HE apostle’s real name was J{puwr (according to

another pronunciation Supedw, Acts xv. 14;

2 Pet. 1. 1). A native of Bethsaida on the Sca

of Galilee (John i. 45), he dwelt afterwards in

apern’mm (Luke iv. 31, 38), where he was married (cf.
1 Cor. ix. 5), and where his mother-in-law lived. In the
tradition, his wife is called at one time Concordia, at another
Perpetua, and is said (Clem. Alex. Strom. 7) to have suffercd
martyrdom before him. Along with his father Jonas (Matt.
xvi. 17; called ’Iodvvys also, John i, 43, xxi. 15) and
his brother Andrew, lie was by occupation a fisherman on
the Sea of Galilee. When the Baptist began his ministry
at the Jordan, the two brothers resorted to him. On
John’s testimony Andrew, and through his instrumentality
Deter, attached themselves to Jesus, who gave to the latter
the name full of promise, Cephas. Trom that time forth
Peter, and along with him Andrew, remained a disciple of
Christ. After he had accompanied Jesus—as there is no
reason to doubt—on the journeys recorded by John, chaps. ii.
2-iv. 43, we find him, it is true, again cngaged in his eartiily
calling ; but from this there is no reason for concluding that
e had fmswken Jesus, who Himself was then living in Caper-
naum, Matt. iv, 13, 18, At that time he received his call to
enter on the service of Christ. On the occasion of the miracu-
lous draught of fishes he was impressed powerfully, and as
he never before had been, by the revelation of his Master's

1 PETER. A




2 THE FIRST EPISTLE OF PETER.

glory ; to his words: &éfenfe dr' éuod, the reply is given: dwo
Tob viv avbpomovs éon Lwypédr! Received afterwards into
the number of the apostles, he forthwith gained a prominent
place among them. Not only was he one of the three who
stood in most trusted fellowship with Jesus, but on himself
pronouncing in his own name and in that of his fellows the
decisive confession : o €l 0 Xpiaros, 6 vios Tov Oeod (cf. John
vi. 67 1f), Jesus confirmed the name formerly given to him,
and added the promise: émi TadTy TH WéTpa olkoSopricw pov
v ékkAnaiav . . . kal dwaw ool Tas xheis ThHs Bacikelas ToY
obpavdyv. Thus a primacy was lent to him which is in
harmony with the word of Christ later on: ompifor Tovs
adergots oov (Luke xxii. 32), and the charge of the Risen One:
Bocxe Ta dpvia pov (John xxi. 15-17). And for such a call-
ing Deter was peculiarly fitted, by the eunergy prompting to
decisive action, whieh formed an essential feature of his
character ; though not until his natural man had been purified
and sanctified by the Spirit of the Lord. For, on the oue
hand, his resolute character betrayed him more than ouce
into vaingloriousness, self-will, and wnthinking zeal; and, on
the other, he was wanting in the patience and even fimness
which might have been expected from him who was surnamed
the Rock. Whilst, too, he pressed on swiftly to the end he
had in view, as if to take it hy storm, confronted with
danger he was seized of a sudden with taint-heartedness ; his
nature was suited more to quick action than to patient suffer-
ing.  As proofs of this may be taken his walking on the sea
and his sudden fear (Matt. xiv. 28-31), his rebuke of Christ
(Matt. xvi. 22), his question as to the sufficient measure of
forsiveness (Matt, xviil. 21), his inquiring what reward they,

! That Luke (v. 11f.) and Matthew (iv. 18 f.) relate the same fact, admits of
no doubt ; not only are the scenes and the persons identical, but the words in
Matthew : wodow dpas &rsrs avbpomwr, agree in sense with those in Luke addressed
speeially to Peter.  Neither is there any inward difference (ef. Meyer on Luke
v. 111.), for the ““point ” of Matthew’s narrative is not the mere injunction and
promise, as in Luke’s it is not the *“miracle of the draught of fishes,” but the call
to become fishers of men. Nor does Luke contradict himself, for what is related
in v. 8 docz not prove that previous to this Peter had had no experience of
miracles, since that which produced the mmpression on Peter—related by Luke
—was not necessarily the first miracle he witnessed.
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the disciples, would have, in that they had forsaken all for
Christ’s sake (Matt. xix. 27). In still more marked lines
does the picture of his distinctive character stand out in the
background of Christ’s passion, when he first in vain self-
confidence promises to the Lord that he would never forsake
Him, but would go with Him even unto death, and then on
the Mount of Olives is unable to watch with Him ; he wishes,
thereupon, to save his Master with the sword, and follows
Him even to the court of the high priest, but in sudden
cowardice denies Him before the men-servants and maids, and
as quickly, feeling the whole weight of his guilt, leaves the
judgment-hall in tears. On account of these unquestionably
serious vacillations in feeling and conduct, he nevertheless can-
not be accused of indecision of character. If he showed himself
weak on particular occasions, this was the result partly of his
sanguine temperament, in which action instantaneously fol-
lowed on excited feeling, and partly of his great self-confidence,
into which he was betrayed by the consciousness of his own
strength. The denial of Christ led to his inward purification ;
all the more that after His resurrection Christ revealed Him-
self to Peter first among the apostles. And so to the thrice
repeated question of the Lord, if he loved Him more than
the others, he returned the answer, humble yet full of faith:
“ Lord, Thon knowest that I love Thee.”

After the ascension of Christ, Peter appears standing at the
head of the apostles, for it is at his advice that their nwnber
1s again increased to twelve. After the descent of the Spirit,
however, he becomes in reality the Rock, as Christ had
ordained him ; henceforth the direction and furtherance of the
church rests chiefly in his hand. It was his sermon—the first
apostolic sermon—by means of which, on the day of Pentecost,
three thousand were added to the church of God; and if after-
wards he laboured at first in connection with John, it was yet him-
self who was the real actor (Acts iii. 1,4 ff., 11 ff)). He healed
the lame man, addressed the people, and on both apostles
being brought before the ecclesiastical authorities, it was he who
was the speaker. He had to execute judgment on Ananias
and Sapphira (Acts v. 1-10); and when the whole of the
apostles were sumoned to appear befure the Sanhedrim, it is
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he, too, who in the name of all testifies for Christ. Again, in
Samaria, whither he went along with John to continue the
work begun by Philip, John appears beside him only as an
accompanying fellow - worker. — During the time that the
churches had rest after the conversion of Paul, Peter journeyed
thronghout the districts of Palestine bordering on the Mediter-
ranean Sea ; in Lydda he healed Aeneas (Acts ix. 32 ff), and
raised up Tabitha in Joppa (ix. 306 ff.). — In accordance with
the position assigned to him by Christ, ic was permitted by
God to bring into the church the first-fruits of heathenism ;
for although Paul was destined to be the Apostle of the
Gentiles, it was still Peter who should first preach the gospel
to the heathen and administer the ordinance of baptism, that
thus also he might retain the primacy and be the Rock of the
Church, — During the persecution raised shortly before his
death by Herod Agrippa I, Peter was cast into prison.  After
his miraculous release he quitted Jerusalem?® for a time, but
later on again returned thither. The last eirctunstance which
the Acts of the Apostles relates of him is his justification of
Tand at the so-called convention of apostles in Jerusalein.

The labours of Taul among the heathen, and the reception
of believing Gentiles into the Christian church, occasioned the
first division amongst the Christians. What position did
Peter then take up? After what he himself had witnessed
at the conversion of Cornelius, he could not make common
cause with the judaistically - minded Christians; in the pro-
ceedings at Jerusalem, too, he placed himself decidedly on the

1 We are not told where Deter went; Acts xii. 17 only says: #ropeitn sis
t=epov womer.  The statement of several Fathers, thut Peter then betook himself to
Rome, and there founded the Christian church, has, without sufficient warrant,
been accepted by Thiersch (die Kirche im apost. Zeitalter, p. 96 f1.). This is
decidedly opposed not only by the Epistle to the Romans, but also by the
indefinite cxpression employed here. Lwald also (Qeschichte des Volkes Israel,
VI. p. 6181L) thinks ‘“that the okl legend as to Peter’s sojourn in Lome
during the reign of Clandius, and his meeting here with Simon the magician, was
not altogether without foundation,” but that the Christian church in Rome
had then already been established. — But it is not credible, either that if Peter
had visited the church in Rome, Paul should not have made the slightest
allusion to the fact in his Epistle to the Romans, or that Peter should have gone
to Rome with the intention of there, as in Samaria, opposing Simon ; cf.
Hofmann, p. 203 ff.
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side of Paul, and spoke against the subjugation of the heathen
to the law. It was then, on Peter formally recognising the
arace given by the Lord to Paul, that an agreement was come
to, that ’aul and Barnabas should labour among the Gentiles,
whilst he himself, along with John and James, should
devote themselves to the Jews (Gal. ii. 9)—the field of mis-
sionary enterprise being in this way divided among them. —
In thus limiting his activity to the Jewish people, Peter
detracted in no way from his primacy ; for this, which had
never in any sense been absolute, remained intact, as is
evident from the ecircumstance that Paul took especial care to
assure himself of Pcler's consent, and acknowledged his fore-
most position among the apostles (cf. Gal. ii. 7, 8).

That Peter, with all his recognition of Paul’s principles, was
wholly unfit to undertake the direction of missions to the
Gentiles, is proved by his conduct at Antioch, for which he
was called to account by Paul. He was not wanting, it is
true, in a right perception of the relation in which the gospel
stood to the law, so that without any misgivings he entered
into complete fellowship with the Gentile-Christians;? still,
as regarded his own conduet, this perception was not vivid
cnough to preserve him from the hypoerisy which drew forth
Paul’s rebuke (Gal. 1i. 12). I'or, when “certain came” to Antioch
“from James,” Peter withdrew himself from them, fearing
those of the circumcision, doubtless because he did not wish
to appear in the light of a transgressor of the law. Ilow
dangerouns his example was, became evident even then; and it
is clear further that the Jewish-Christians hostilely disposed
to the heathen-converts were only too ready to appeal to the
example of Peter in their opposition to Paul. Irom this,
however, it must not Le concluded that there was any want of
harmony in prineiple between I’aul and Peter, and that by
the Sefras Ewrav éuot xui BapvdfBa xowwvias is to be under-
stood a mere “temporary truce,” which they had concluded

1As in Gal. ii. 2, 8, 9, 15, =& ¥Hx mecans not Gentile - Christians, but
Gentiles, Paul seems, by the expression in ver. 12: pira =dv iy euvicdies, to
have meant heathens also.  But even if they were only Gentile-Christians
with whom Peter ate, it is not their Christianity, but their Gentile nationality

and customs, as distinguishing them from the Jews, which Paul has here in
his eye.
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with each other in a purely external manuer, and whilst
holding fast their internal differences.!

As to where and with what result Peter worked after Paul
commenced his labours, all precise and reliable information is
wanting ; from 1 Cor. ix. § it follows only that he made
missionary journeys to various regions. If by Babylon (chap.
v. 13) that city itself and not Rome is to be understood, he
must have been at the time our epistle was written in
Babylon, whence by means of this letter lhe extended his
influence to the churches of Asia Minor, which, in part at least,
had been founded by Paul.

The account which the I'athers give of the life of the
apostle is pervaded by many mythical traits. The more
important his position, the more natural it was for a one-sided
Judaeo-Christiauity, as well as for the Catholic Church, to draw
by invention, intentional ov unintentional, the picture of the
apostle’s labours in their own interests. Without any sifting
of the legendary elements, Ilieronymus describes the subse-
quent life of Pcter in the following manuer: “Simon Petrus
princeps apostolornm post episcopatum Antiochensis ecclesiae
et praedicationem dispersionis eorum, qui de circumcisione
crediderant, in Ponto, Galatia, Cappadocia, Asia et Bithynia
secundo Claudii imperatoris anno ad expugnandum Simonum
Magum, Romam persit, ibique viginti quinque’ annis cathedram
sacerdotalem tenuit, usque ad ultimum annum Nevonis, id est,

1 The Tiibingen sciiool confessedly considers the first apostles, and DPeter in
particwlar, to have been narrow Judaists, and accordingly ascribes to them pre-
cisely those views which P'aul so decidedly combats in those of his epistles whicl
are undoubtedly genuine. Though compelled to adimnit that it was not the first
apostles themselves who opposed Paul and his gospel at Corinth and elsewhere,
Plleiderer (der Judakmus, p. 299), nevertheless, maintains that they supported
those who did so. He explains Peter’s conduct in Antioch (p. 296) in this way :
that the apostle, in order to please the Leathen-Christians, adopted therea mode of
life freer than was really permissible from his dogmatic standpoint. The fact, on
the contrary, was that his mode of life was stricter than was consistent with lis
principles, for which reason Paunl accused him of dxénpaiz. It is more than
singular that Pfleiderer should so entirely overlook the dishonour thus hrought
upon Paul by maintaining that the first apostles preached a different gospel from
that which he taught. For how eould Paul, without grossly vielating his own
conscience, accept the 3tfiz xovwvias offered him by James, Peter, and John, if his
avabspe forw (Gal. 1, 7, 8) was applicable to cach of them as the preacher of a
'l'ﬂpav eDayyitior !
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decimum quartum. A quo et affixus cruei martyrio coronatus
est, capite ad terram verso et in sublime pedibus elevatis,
asserens se indignum, qui sic crucifigeretur ut dominus suus.
Sepultus Romae in Vaticano juxta viam triumphalem totius
orbis veneratione celebratur” (De seriptor. cecl. cap. 1. de Petro).
In this narrative the following particulars are mythical :—
(1) The episcopate of Peter in the church at Antioch; the
saying, too, of Eusebius (Chronicum ad annum, i), that Peter
founded the church at Antioch, must be considered apocryphal,
as contradicting Acts xi. 19-22. (2) His personal activity in
the regions of Asia Minor; this is doubtless mentioned already
hy Origen as probable;' but it must be regarded simply as
an inference from 1 Pet. i. 1, as even Windischmann ( Vindeeiae
%t § 112 f) admits. (3) His journey to Rowme for the pur-
pose of combating Simon Magus®  This story is based on
a passage in Justin’s Apologin maj. c. 26, which speaks of
a statue in Rome with the following inscription: JIMNNI
AEN SATKTL, which, however, has been discovered to be
the dedication not to that Simon, but to the Sabine god
Semo Sanctus. (4) The twenty-five years’ residence of Peter
in Rome (cf. on this Wieseler’s Chronol. des apostol. Zeitalters,
p- 571 f£). Perhaps also (5) the peculiar manner of his
crucifixion, which has been recorded by Origen already (in
Tuseb. H. £.1il. 1: aveckoromiofy kata xedalils) ; the motive
given for it by Hieronymus must certainly be looked upon as
an arbitrary addition. As indisputable fact, there remains,
in the first instance, only the martyrdom of the apostle, which
is corroborated by the unanimous testimony of antiquity, and
especially by John xxi. 19;° the residence in Rome appears

! Buseb, H. FE. iii. 1: Xérpos i Movrw %o A, xexspuxivar cals iv dicowops lowdalos
ECIREY,

* The stories about Peter and Simon M. in the Clementine J{omilics are merc
legendary formations.  Lven Ewald’s opinion, that Peter, after his release, went
to Rome for a short time, in order there to oppose Simon 1. ; that, on his return
to Jerusalem, he had visited the districts in the north-east, and there founded
the churches to which he later addressed this epistle,—is too destitute of secure
historical foundation to be regarded as correct.

3 The explanation given in this verse of the prophecy contained in ver. 18 is
indisputably correct. Maycerhofl is wrong in calling it in question (Einl. in d.
Petr. Schriften, p. 87) by applying Christ’s words to Peter, not to the martyr-
dom he was abuut to sufler, but to the apostle himsclf, as destined to be the leader
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more open to doubt, still the reasons which can be urged
against it are not suflicient to prove the purely legendary
character of the tradition. Although Clemens Rom. (Ep. ad
Corinth. c¢. 5) does not say that Peter suffered martyrdom in
Rome, yet Dionysius of Corinth (Euseb. A. Z. ii. 25), Irenaeus
(adv. Hacr. iii. 1), Tertullian (contra Mare. iv. 5, and de prae-
seript. adv. hacret. c¢. 36), and Origen (Euseb. H. E. iii. 1)
do ; and so early as by the presbyter Cajus mention is made
of the 7pomaia of the two apostles Peter and Paul. Doubt-
less these testimonies are mixed up with many inexact and
inaccurate particulars; but this does mot justify doubt as to
the truth of the circumstance to which Ignatius seems to
refer in the words: oy ds ITérpos xai ITadhos Siardogopar
(Ep. ad Rom. c. 4). It is less certain that Peter was in Rome
at the same time with Paul; nor, as Wieseler wrongly asserts,
are all the witnesses of the second century who speak of
the martyrdom of Peter in Rome guarantees for it. Yor, with
the exception of the author of tlie Pracdicatio Pauli, whose
testimony is uncertain, not one of these witnesses speaks of a
meeting and a conjoint labour of the two apostles in Rome,
although all relate that both of them in Rome had a part
in founding the church, and that they suffered martyrdom
there. Even the circumstance mentioned by Dionysius of
Corinth (Euseh. H. E. ii. 25): éuapripnoav xara Tov adrov
xaipov,! does mot prove that at any previous time they had
lived together; for this expression allows, as Wieseler himself
grants, the possibility of a period of time—provided it be
not too long — having eclapsed between the deaths of the
two apostles. “What remains then as the kernel of ecclesi-

of the church: ¢“He explains to Peter the necessity of a ministry of this
kind, by pointing out to him that active support of the needy is a duty imposed
by love to Christ.” Meyer gives the right explanation of this passage. Cf.
in loc.

1 The words of Dionysius : xal yap dugw xal s iy huiripay Kipsboyr puresaavris
huzs tdidafay, owolws 3t xai ¢ls «iv 'leadiav suice Bidd¥avris tpapripnoay xaTe Tov
avriy xagov, admit on the whole of but a doubtful inference, the more so that
what is said here of Peter's labour in Corintli appears to have arisen only from
the fact that there was at an early period in Corinth a party ealling itsclf by
Peter’s name. A legend such as this could originate all the more easily from
the endeavour to bring the two apostles as near as possible to each other; the
xard ov abriv xwipsy Mmay also have arisen from that endeavour.
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astical tradition is this: that towards the end of his life Teter
came to Rome, that he there laboured for the propagation of the
gospel, and that he suffered martyrdom under Nero” (Wiesinger;
cf. also Bleek, Introd. to N. T. p. 563 ff. [E. T. II. 157 f.]).
As, then, the Epistle of Peter is addressed to Pauline churches
(4.c. those churches which were cither founded by Paul himself,
or had sprung from such as had been so founded), and as Peter
could hardly feel himself called upon during Paul’s lifetime to
interfere with the latter’s field of missionary operations, it is not
at all improbable that he suftered martyrdom later than Paul.
This is supported by the circumstance that after Paul's death,
and then only, was the fitting time for him to labour in Rome.
Had Peter been there earlier, some trace surely of his presence
would have been found in Paul’s epistles written from Rome.
If, then, Paul suffered martyrdom at the earliest in the year
G4, the death of Peter must have taken place in the time
between 65-67 A.p.!

SEC. 2.—CONTENTS, AIM, AND CHARACTER OF THE EPISTLE.

The contents of the epistle are in the order of thought as
follows: First of all, thanksgiving to God for the hope of the
eternal inheritance in heaven, of which the Christians had
been made partakers, of which they can with joy be certain,
although for a time here they have to suffer tribulation, and
of which the glory is so great that the proplets diligently
searched after it, and the angels desired to behold it.  This is
followed by a series of exhortations, which may be divided

! According to Ewald, Peter suffered martyrdom before Paul—thut is to say,
during the persecutions of the Christians by Nero, A.b. 64, whilst Paul, having
been released from his Roman captivity, was in Spain.

* The cpistle is one of those termed already by Origen, the seven imisrora
xaborixai; for the meaning of the designation, cf. Jatrod. to the N. 7., and
Herzog's Encyclopddie, VII. p. 497 . The most probable view is this: that
when the Pauline Epistles were classified together as a whole, the other ¢pistles
of the N. T. canon were united together under the title of eatholic cpistles,
beeause they were not addressed to individual churches or particular persons,
but as eircular letters to Christendom generally, or to a somewhat extensive
system of churches, just as Origen termed the aposlolic epistle, Acts xv. 22, au
imicrorn xaforixs. The objection may doubtless be raised to this view, that



10 THE FIRST EPISTLE OF PETER.

into threc classes. The jirst class (1. 13-ii. 10) is linked on
to the thought of the glovy promised to the Christians, and
has sanctification in general as its object. Ioremost and as a
starting-point stands the summons to a full hope of the future
grace (Tehelws énmioarte); then follows the exhortation to an holy
walk (@vyeor yeviifnre) in the fear of God the impartial judge,
based on a conscious knowledge of the redemption wrought by
the blood of Christ (i. 14-21); theu,to a pure and unfeigned
love of the brethren (aAXsfhovs dyamijoaTe), as became those who
were born of incorruptible seed (i. 15-25); and lastly, laying
aside all xakia, to desire the pure milk, and firmly cleaving to
Churist, as living stones to build themselves up more and more
to the spiritual house, in accordance with their calling as Churis-
tians (70 Aoyikov dbolov raha émmolhjoare . . . @s Aot
tovres oikodoueiofe), 1. 1-10.-— The sccond series of ex-
hortations (ii. 11-iv. G), which are of a special nature, is in
connection with the position of the Christians in the world
(rapaxa\@d @s sapolkous Kal Tapemidijuovs’ . . . THY ava-
oTpodyy Tudy év Tois Evesww Eyovtes, vv. 11, 12), and has
reference—i{1) To the relation to civil authorities (ii. 15-17);
(2) To the particular relations of dowmestic life: («) exhortation
to the slaves (o oixérar vmotacoopevor . . Tois SesmoTals,
18-23) to obedience towards their masters in patient endur-
ance, even of unjust suffering, based on a reference to the
sufferings of Christ; (0) exhortation to the women to be sub-
ject unto their hushands, and to an holy walk, with refereuce
to the godly women of the O. T., especially Sarah, iii. 1-6;
(¢) exhortation to the men to a discreet treatment of their
wives; (3) To the relation to the world persecuting the clhurch ;
after a short exhortation to unity and love (ver. 8), the apostle
the Epistle to the Hebrews should be included among these, whilst Second and
Third John should be e¢xeluded from them. DBut the addition of the former to the
Pauline Epistles is explained by its having been belicved to have been by Paul ;
and the inclusion of the latter among the catholic epistles, by the circumstance
that, having in later times only come to be regarded as canonical, they were
added on to the much more jwportant First Epistle of John. Hofmann’s
opinion, ‘‘that the seven e¢pistles have the above designation because they are
writings neither arising from nor pertaining to any personal relation of the
writer to those whom he addresses,” is contradicted by the term itself, since

the expression xaforixss contains not the slightest allusion to a relation subsist-
ing between the writer and those to whom he writes.
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exhorts not to return evil for evil (vv. 9-14); with meckness
to give a reason for their own hope (ver. 15), and iun the
midst of suffering to give proof of faithful submission to the
divine will (vv, 16, 17). These exhortations are based on
a reference to Christ, who through suffering eutered into His
glory (vv. 18-22), and who by His death appeals to believers
not to continue their former life, but to lead a new one, even
though they should be reviled for it. Lastly, the apostle
reminds his readers of the future judgment of Christ (iv. 1-6).
—The third class of exhortations (iv. T-v. 9) has special refer-
ence to life in the church, and i1s connected with the thought
of the nearness of the end of all things (iv. 7). The several
particulars to which prominence is given are: soberness unto
prayer (ver. 7), ardent love towards cach other (ver. 8), hospi-
tality (ver. 9), a faithful administration of spiritual gifts for
the general good (vv. 10, 11), joyful beaving of the sufferings
of Clrist (vv. 12-19). Hereupon follows an exhortation to
the elders to guide the church in a right manner, referencc
being made to the reward which awaits them (v. 1-4); then
a command to the younger to submit themselves to the elder
(ver. 5); on this, admomtions to all to an humble Lehaviour
towards each other, and to humiliation before God (vv. 6, 7);
lastly, a summons to watchfulness against the temptatious of
the devil (vv. 8, 9). — The epistle concludrs with the benc-
diction and a doxology (vv. 10, 11), an observation on this
epistle itself (ver. 12), and sundry commissions (vv. 13, 14).
The aim of this epistle is stated by the apostle himself (v.
12) in the words : éypayra wapakaldv ral émypapTvpdy TavTyY
elvar anbdi) xdpw 7o Oeob, els Wy éoTikare. Accordingly
lie proposed a wapaxarwyr and an émipaprupdy, both in close
connection with each other, as the immediate juxtaposition
of the ideas shows. The occasion of them lay in this, that
the readers, as professing Christians, had to endure severc
afflictions through the slanders of the heathen. In view of
the dangers lying therein, the apostle was caveful, on the one
hand, to exhort them to patience, by directing their minds to
the future sAnpovouia, as also to the continuance in holiness,
and to a conduct towards each other and towards the lcathen
such as would lead the latter to see how groundless thetr
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manders were; and, on the other hand, that his exhortation
slight not be without a firm basis, to assure them that a state of
suffering was the true divine state of grace. Accordingly the
epistle bears neither a polemical nor a doctrinal, but an entirely
kortatory character. No doubt dogmatic ideas are interwoven
In some passages ; these, however, are never treated doctrinally,
but are always made subservient to the purpose of exhortation.

REyMark.—Schott regards this epistle as, in the first instance,
a letter of consolation, in which the readers are calmed and
comforted, on the one hand, with respect “ to the accusations of
the heathen, that they as matter of principle denied a moral
basis to social life ;” and, on the other, as regards their fears, lest
the fact of God’s permitting persecutions should be a proof to
them that they were without the “complete moral certainty of
their salvation in Christ.” In opposition to this, it is to be
remarked that DPeter uses swpazarciv only in the sense of “to
exhort,” and that even if the apostle in the treatment of his
subject does introduce some words of comfort, the whole
epistle canmot on that account be styled a letter of consolation,
the less so that these very words are always made subservient to
purposes of exhortation ; cf. Weiss, dic petrin. Frage, p. 631 f—
Several interpreters asswme from imuaprvpiy zr.h., that Peter
composed his hortatory epistle with the intention also of
formally confirming the preaching of the gospel, aforetime
addressed to his rcaders. Viesinger says: “DPeter in his
epistle to Pauline churches has impressed the seal of his
testimony on the gospel as preached by Paul” Weiss, while
questioning this, in that he does not consider the church to
have been Pauline, nevertheless asserts that “ the apostle wished
by his apostolic testimony to confirm the preaching already de-
livered to the readers,” and for this reason precisely, « that it had
not yet been proclaimed to them by an apostle.”  Dut although
in 1. 12, 25 we have it attested, that the true gospel is preacherd
unto them, and in v. 12, that thus they are made partakers of
the very grace of God, still this testimony is not made in such
a form as to warrant the conclusion that the Apostle Teter
cousidered it necessary to confirm by his apostolic authority
the preaching by which the readers had been converted; nor
does it imply that the readers had hegun to doubt of its truth,
because it had come to them—directly or indirectly—irom Paul,
or even from one who was no apostle. The double testimony
is rather to be explained simply thus: the apostle was desirous
of preserving his readers from the danger to which they were
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exposed, by the trials that had befallen them, of entertaining
doubts as to their state of grace, and of conﬁmmmr them in the
confident trust in the grace of which they had been made
partakers, apart 'tltOf*ethel from the person by whom the gospel
had been preached to them. —Hofmann, wlile justly recognis-
ing the hortatory character of the eplstle thinks that Peter’s
intention in it was “to secure the fruits of Paul's labours
in a way possible only to the Apostle of the Circumecision.”
But in the epistle there is not the smallest hint of any such
intention, ner is there any mention made of a difference
between the Apostle of the Gentiles and the Apostle of the
Circumcision. Besides, if such were his intention, it is im-
possible to understand how Peter could have written a hor-
tatory epistle of such length. This same objection may be
urged against Bleek’s idea, that the sole occasion of the epistle
was the journey of Silvanus to Asia Minor. — Dfleiderer (as
above, p. 419) eorrectly gives the design of the letter thus: “an
exhortation to patience and perseverance under severe persecu-
tion from witliout, as also to a Dlameless life, by means of which
the Christian church might avoid every oceasion for a justifiable
persecution.”—On Schwegler’s hypothesis, that the letter was
written with the design of effecting a compromise between the
followers of Paul and those of Peter, see § 4, Introd. Ewald’s
view, that this circular letter was composed chiefly with the
design “ of teaching the true relation to all heathen and heathen
rulers,” is refuted by the contents themselves, which go far
beyond this.

The peculiar ckaracter of the epistle is due as much to the
individuality of its author as to its own hortatory tendency;
but not to this, that its author preached a Christianity different
from that of the other apostles, that is to say, a narrow Jewish
Christianity. The Christianity of Peter, in its subjective as in
its objective side, is the same as that of Paul and Jolm. As
regards the objective side, there are no conceptions of the
person of Christ here expressed lower than in the other
books of the N, T. Weiss, who draws a distinction between
the historical and the speculative methods of viewing the
person of Clrist in the N. T, is no doubt of opinion that
only the former of these is to be found here, and that there-
fore Peter’s conception is, in this respect, only a preliminary
step to those of Paul and Joln. Dut although Peter does not
speak of the pre-existence of Christ in so many words, yet the
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significance which, according to him, Christ had for the realiza-
tion of the eternal purposes of God toward humanity (i. 2,
3,7,8,10-12, 18-20, ii. 4-10, 21-25, iii. 18-iv. 6, iv.
13, 14, v. 4, 10), goes to prove that he did not regard
Christ “as a mere man,” distinguished from other men only
in that “ He was anointed by God at His baptism with the
Holy Spirit, and thus equipped for the office of Messiah.”
Besides, however, there are not wanting hints which point
to a higher conception than this. If Christ be not called vios
Tot @eod, God is spoken of directly as maryp Tot xuplov
Incob XpioTod (chap. i. 3, 2); and the name xvpeos, which
Deter, according to the O. T. usage, frequently applies to God,
is by him attributed without any explanation to Clrist
also. Again, if the Trinity, to which reference is made in
chap. 1. 2, be ouly the economical Trinity, still in it Christ is
placed in such a relation to God “as could absolutely never,
and especially never in the domain of Old Testament faith, be
applied to a mere human instrument” (Jul. Kdstlin).  Still
further, in chap. 1. 20, wpoeyvwouévov wpo xataBolsls koo~
pov, where even Weiss is forced to find an idea expressed
beyond any that can be explained on the “historic principle,”
though it be true that here it is not—as Schumaun (déc Lelire
v. d. Person Christi, p. 449) assumes-—the real, but only, in
the first instance, the ideal pre-existence that is affirmed, yet
this very ideal pre-existence undeniably points heyond the
simple Immanity of Christ. Ivis, too, a mere makeshift for
Weiss to assert that the idea was formed in Peter’s mind,
from the circuunstance only, that Christ had already heen
predieted by the prophets, for wpo xaraBohijs koouov plainly
voes far beyond thiz. And lastly, even if Weiss’ interpretation
of 70 . .. mvedua Xpigrod, chap. i. 11 (see Comment. in loc.),
were admissible, it would also follow, from the very fact that
Peter spoke of the working of God’s Spirit in the prophets,
aceording to its indwelling in Christ, that he had a conception
of Christ’s nature higher than any Weiss would allow him to
have had.

Peter’s estimate also of the worl of Christ, as of His person,
is in no way different from that of the other aposties. For him,
too, it is the death and resurrection of Clhrist which lays the
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foundation of man’s salvation, the connnunication of the Spirit
of the glorified Christ by which that salvation is appropriated
by man, and the second coming of Christ by which it is
completed. No doubt Weiss thinks that Peter attributes to
the blood of Christ a redemptive, but not an expiatory power,
and that certainly the idea of sacrifice is foreign to him, if
that of substitution be not; but this opinion can he justified
only by a misconception of the particular points in the
passages in question (i. 18, 19, ii. 24, iii. 18).

With respect to the subjcetive side of Christianity, Peter
has in reference to it also no peculiar teaching. According to
him, it is again faith which is made the condition of a partici-
pation in the salvation of Christ; ef. 1. 5, 7,8, 9, 21,1ii. 7
(iv. 13), v. 9. True, the 7ioris of Peter is not characterized
as specifieally Christian by any adjunct such as els XpioTév;
but that none other than a faith on Christ can be meant is
evident, partly from the reference to the redeeming death of
Christ which pervades the whole epistle, and partly from the
circumstance, that when God is spoken of as the object of
faith (i. 21), the phrase: Tov éyelpavra avrov (XpioTov) éx
vekpy xai Sofav adrd dovra (comp. Rom. iv. 24), is added to
Oebv by way of nearer definition. It can with no justification
be asserted that faith according to Peter is, on the one hand,
only the trust 7n God based on the miracle of the resurrection,
and on the other simply the zccoynition of the Messianic
dignity of Christ, and that accordingly he does not, like Paul,
make reference to the atonement accomplished by the blood of
Christ. For, precisely becanse Peter regards the death of Christ
as the ground of salvation, it is plainly impossible that he
should think of this faith by which redemption is obtained,
without reference to the death of Christ and its effects.
Weiss, though he admits that this faith, according to the view
taken of it not merely by Paul and John, but also by Peter,
introduces into real community of life with Christ, does so
only under this restriction, that Peter’s conception is based
entirely on the utterances of Christ, and has not as yet been
worked into didactic shape ;—as if the living faith were not
necessarily conscious of community of life with Christ, and
as if the matter contained in an epistle written with the view
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of imparting instruction must of necessity be brought into
didactic form. If, according to Peter, the life of faith be, from
its earliest commencement, a life of obedience, there is taught
in this nothing different from what Paul more than once
affirms (Rom. vi. 17, xv. 18, xvi. 19, 20; 2 Cor. x. 15);
but that Peter “makes the idea of obedience so prominent,
that faith as the fundamental condition of the possession of
salvation retires completely into the backyround” (Weiss), is an
unfounded assertion.—Since, then, the epistle is written with
the desicn mapaxalely the Christians, who were cnduring
refliction for their faith’s sake, the reference to a future and
complete salvation—wAnpovoula, cwrnpia, dofa, xdpis {wris—
forms, along with the exhortation to a pious Christian walk of
life, a chief feature in it, and it is therefore quite natural that
the éasris should appear as the centre of its apostolic mwape-
KAnoes (chap. 1. 3, 13, 21, iii. 5, 9, 15, iv. 13, v. 1, 4,
10). DBut although it is peculiar to Peter to gaze on the
future completion of salvation with a hope that stretched
away beyond the present possession of it, yet we must not on
that account seek to draw a distinction between him as the
apostle of hope and Taul as the apostle of fuith ; and still less,
with Weiss, attribute to him a different conception of doctrine
in that, whilst according to Paul hope is only a single con-
stituent of faith, Peter saw in faith only “the preleminary
step to hope.”

UNARK.—Whilst Weiss considers the doctrinal conception
in the epistle as a preliminary step to Paulinism, Pfleiderer, on
the other hand, charvacterizes it as “a Paulinism popularised,
and thereby rendered weak and insipid.” In reference to this, the
following remarks must be made :—(1) Pfleiderer indeed adinits
that the emphasis laid on the death of Christ as the means of
our redemption is a genuincly Pauline feature; at the same
time, however, he is of opinion that the death of Christ must
be taken here as referring not, as with Paul, to the expiation of
the guilt of sin, but only to the removal of a life of sin, and
that its redeinptory effects can only be considered as morally
communicated, in order that it may as a powerful example
bring about the resolution to an obedient imitation of Christ.
But this is clearly incorrect, for it is apparent from an -
prejudiced perusal of the passages in question that redemption
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from the guilt of sin is viewed as the primary effect of Christ’s
death, though there is undoubtedly also reference to its tinal
aim in delivering from the power of sin. How can redemption
from a lite of sin be conceived of without the forgiveness of
sin?  The very expression javriouds ainere; I X, (I 2) is a
proof that our anthor regarded the forgiveness of sin as the
effect of the blood of Clivist. The idea that man must earn pardon
for himself by his own obedient following of Christ, is totally
foreign to this epistle. (2) It Pfleiderer asserts that here we
have faith presented in an aspect difterent from that of Paul,
inasmuch as its object is not Clrist the historical Redeemeor
trom sin, but Christ the Glorified One, it must be urged in
reply, that Christian faith, in the nature of it, has reference
at once to the abased and to the exalted Christ—to the former
because He is exalted, to the latter in that He was made low,—
and that iu this passage also hetween Paul and the writer of
this epistle there was no difference and could be none. (3) In
opposition to Plleiderer’s assertion, that olbedience also has for
each of the two a different import, inasmuch as, while Paul con-
siders moral obedicuce to be the fruit of faith, the author of this
cpistle looks on morality as a particular clement of faith itself,
it must be remarked, that if obedience bhe the fruit of faith,
it must in germ be contained in faith, that is, be an element
of faith. (&) With respect to the meluw, Plleiderer adniits
that it is for both in every way the life-principle of Christi-
anity, only he finds it worthy of notice that in this epistle the
comnunication of the Spirit 1s not made to stand in any way
connected with baptism.  Dut it is clearly a quite unjustifiable
demand, that this relation should find expression in the single
passage in which reference is made to baptismi.—No doubt it
cannot be denied that the several particulars of Christian faitl,
knowledge, and Iife have received from Paul a fuller develop-
ment, and as a consequence a clearer definition, than in our
epistle ; but this can be acconnted for as much by the individu-
ality of the two apostles as by the purely hortatory character of
this epistle, and is no evidence of the correctuess of I'fleiderer’s
view.—Hofmann justly remarks: «The epistle contains nothing
by which its author can be recognised as the advocate of an

. usipid Paulinism, and nothing either which betrays his
dependence on Pauline forms of thought.”

The peculiar character of the epistle, by which it is distin-
guished from the writings of Paul and John, has its origin
not in any doctrinal difference, but on the oue hand in the
individuality of its author, and on the other in its own practical

1 PETER. B
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design. Peter does not mean to fcach, he is anxious rather to
exhort in accordance with his practical mind,! as far removed
from the dialectic bent of Paul as from the intuitive of John.
—The epistle bears further a characteristic impress in the
O. T. modes of thought and expression peculiar to it In
none of the writings of the N. T. do we find, comparatively
speaking, so numerous quotations from and references to the
O. T. (comp. chap. 1. 16, 24, 25, ii. 3, 4, 6, 7,9, 10, 22--24,
iii. 10-12, 13, 14, iv. 8, 17, 18, v. 5, 7). Dut more than
this, the anthor lives and moves so much in O. T. conceptions,
that he expresses his thoughts by preference in O. T. language.
‘When he wishes to set forth the dignity of the Christian
church, or to make reference to the future salvation of
believers, or to exliort to a walk becoming Chuistians, he does
so for the most part in the mauner peculiar to the O. T.
Even when he speaks of the death of Christ as the ground of
salvation, it is in O. T. language that he lays stress ou its
significance.  And all this without so much as hinting at the
specific difference between the 0. and N. T. So that all the
ideas, more especially, which are in Paul rooted in the clear
consciousuess of the difference between the two economies :
Sikatovabas éx Tis mioTews, viofeaia, the relation of affection
between God aund Cluistians as His children,? ete., occupy here
an entirely subordinate position.  Nevertheless the tone of
the whole epistle is decidedly Christian, not only in that it is
ingpired by that spirit to which Christ referred when He said
to James and John: “Inow ye not what spirit ye are of 2”
but becanse there is to be found in it no trace of Mosaic
legality, or of the national narrowness peculiar to the Jewish

1 Strangely enough, Hofmann takes offence at what is here said, although he
himself describes ¢ Peter’s mind as one which directly apprehended the duty of
the moment, as the moment presentud it, and set about fullilling it by word
and decd without cireumlocution or hesitation, "—proof cvidently of a practical
mind.

2 According to Hofmann, it is not the conception, but the manner of ex-
pression, that is that of the O. T.; but is not expression determined by con-
ception ?

3 This, too, Hofmann questions, assigning as his reason chap. i. 17; but
the expression Father is applied to God in the O. T. also (Isa. Ixiii. 16; Jer.
xxxi. 9), without the relation of ¢hild being conceived in the same way as it
is by Paul.
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people.  The Christian church is a yévos éeherrdv just in
that it is Christian, and not in any way because the greater
part of it belongs to the nation of Israel, “into which the
others have only been ingrafted.” The Mosaic law is not
so much as mentioned, nor does the expression wépos once
ocenr.  No doubt it is strongly insisted upon that Christians
should live an floly life; but the obligation is deduced not
from any law, but from the fact that they are redeemed from
their paraia dvasTpody by the Tiuoy alpa of Christ, and are
born again of seed incorruptible, while, as the meaus through
which they ave to procure their sanctification, the mvedua is
mentioned, not the legal letter (a qpaupa). From this it
follows that the name “ Apostle of the Circumeision” (Weiss),
given to Peter, is inappropriate, if it be understood in a sense
different from that in Gal. ii. 7, 8. It can uowhere be proved
from his cpistle that circuneision had for Peter any significance
whatever for the Christian life. Rather is he penetrated by
0. T. ideas only in so far as they obtain their true fulfilment in
Christianity, and no allusion whatever is made to those of them
which had already found their realization in Christ.—Further,
the epistle bears a peculiar character from the traces in it which
prove the author to have been an eye-witness and an ear-witness
of Christ. Not only does the apostle style himself pdaprvs Tdv
To0 XpioTob wabnudrwy, but the way in which he discourses
of the sufferings and glory of Christ is a proof that he speaks
from a personal experience, the power of which he himself
had directly felt. Nor this alone. Oftentimes in his expres-
sions the very words he had heard from Christ are re-echoed,
and hence the many points of accord, especially with the
discourses of Cluist as these are comtained in the synoptic
Gospels; ef. chap. 1. £ with Matt, xxv. 34 ; i 8 with Johu xx.
23, 1. 10 ff. with Luke x. 24; i, 13 with Luke xti. 35; ii
12 with Matt. v. 10;ii. 17 with Matt. xxil. 21; il 13-15
with Matt. x. 28; and v. 10, 11, iv. 13, 14, with Matt. v.
12 v. 3 with Matt. xx. 25, 26; v. 6 with Matt. xxiii. 12

1 Hofmann, indeed, disputes that there is here any allusion to the words of
Chuist ; he admits, however, that it is possible that ““the expression used by our
Lord, Matt. v. 16, wus present to the mind of the apostle when writing ii. 123’
and e says: “the &y otx Bdvres avasare shows clearly cnough that it is written
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Lastly, the epistle shows an unmistakeable kinship with
various writings of the N. T. Did this consist merely in
the occurrence here and there of single cognate thoughts,
conceptions, or expressions, there would still be no proof of
interdependence. In the whole of the N. T. writings there
is contained a gospel substantially one and the same, and
there must have prevailed in the intercourse of believers
with one another — every allowance being made for diver-
sity in the individual —a common mode of thought and
expression, which had its origin chiefly in the writings
of the O. T. But the affinity which is apparent between
the Epistle of Peter and several of the Epistles of Paul and
the Epistle of James, goes far beyoud this. Among Paul’s
writings there are several passages in the Epistles to the
Romans and Ephesians to which Peter’s epistle stands in a
relation of dependence. Almost all the thoughts in Ilom. xii.
and xiil, are to be found repeated in the Epistle of Deter,—
only here they are scattered thronghout the whole letter ;—
and not detached thoughts alone, but whole trains of thought,
in which there is a similarity of expression even in what is
of secondary momeut ; cf. from Rom. xii, ver. 1 with 1 Det.
it. 5, ver. 2 with 1, 14, vv. 3-8 with iv. 10, ver. 9 with i. 22,
ver. 10 with ii. 17, ver. 13 withiv. 9, more especially vv. 14-19
with iii. 8-12; aud from chap. xiii, vv. 1-7 with ii. 13, 14
(see on this Weiss, p. 406 {f). But echoes of other passages in
Ilomans are to be found; ef, Pet. i. 21 with Lom. iv. 24;
Tet. 11. 24 with Rom. vi. 18 ; DPet. iil. 22 with Rom. viii. 34;
Det. iv. 1, 2 with Rom. vi. 7 (here it is not the clauses only
which correspond : 6 wafov k1. and o amofavev x.T.A., but
the subsequent thought of Teter: els 7o pnrere av@porov
©.7.\., answers to the previous idea of Paul: Tol pnkére Sou-
heveww xTN); Pet. vo 1 with Rom. viil. 18; particularly
striking is the agrecment between Ict. ii. 6 and Rom. ix. 33
(x. 11). — The kinship between the Epistle of Peter and that
to the Ephesians is based not on single passages only, but at the
same time on the composition of the two writings.  If our epistle
by one who has seen the Lord.,” Hofmann is wrong in denying that the words

pdpzvs wiv wob Xpigrod wafrpdrwy, v. 1, bear the meaning here presupposed.
See Hofmann in loc.
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be in superscription and introduction similar to the epistles of
Paul, it bears a peculiar resemblance to that to the Ephesians,
inasmuch as the thanks expressed in the latter have reference
not to the particular circumstances of a special church, but to
the common salvation of which the Christians had been made
partakers; the formula of thanksgiving, too, is in both literally
the same: edhoynros ¢ Oeos KT\ (thus Cor.). The contents,
too, of the epistles present many points of similarity both in
the general exhortations to a walk in love towards each other,
humility, and meekness, and a renunciation of their former
heathenish life in fleshly passions and lusts, and in the special
exhortations with respect to domestic relations; further,in the
swmnmons to resist the devil, and lastly, in the concluding wish
of peace. The following particular passages may be compared

with each other: Pet. i. 1 (éxhextols ... xara mwpoyvwow
Ocod . .. é&v dyiaopd mreduaros) and Eph. i 4 (éferéfato

Huds . . . mpo kataBoXis xoopov, elvar fp. aylovs); et i H
and Eph. 1. 19; Pet. i. 14 and Eph. ii. 3; Pet. i. 18 and Eph.
iv. 17; Pet. 1i. 4, 5 and Lph il. 20-22; Pet.ii. 18 and Eph.
vi. 5; Pet.iii. 1 and Eph.v. 22; Pet. iii. 18 (mpoaaryewr) and
Eph. i1, 18, iii. 12 (wpogaywyn) ; Pet. iii. 22 and Eph. i. 20,
21; Pet. v. 8,9 and Eph. vi. 10 ff. It is also worthy of
special remark that in both epistles the goal of the Clristian
is indicated by the word sXmpovopia, and that in both the
angel world is represented as standing in a relation to Christ’s
work of redemption; cf. Pet. i. 12 and Eph. iii. 10; Peter
seems to make reference also to Eph. iv. 8-10.

The similarity between particular passages of Ieter’s epistle
and Paul's other epistles is uot of such a nature as to
warrant the conclusion that therc is a dependence of the
former on the latter. If, cg., Pet. iil. 2, etc., and 1 Tim. ii. 9
treat of the ornaments of women, and the order in which the
particular objects are brought forward be in both cases the
same, this may doubtless be a merely accidental circumstance.
Besides, the nomenclature varies.—On the other hand, the
agreement Letween particular passages in the Epistles of
James and Peter is of such a kind that it cannot be regarded
as acmdentﬂ, sce Pet.i. 6, 7 and Jas. i. 2, 3 (comp. dyah-
Atdofe and yapav 1]"/7]0’(10’96 ; Awmnbévres v wowkiNows Telpac-
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pols and 8rav weipacpols mepiméaete woukidows, and in both
passages the identical T6 Soxipior dudv Tijs wioTews) ; further,
Pet. ii. 1 and Jas. i. 21 (there: amoféuevor macav raxiav;
here: amofépevor macav pumrapiav kai wepiocelay kakias; there:
T0 Aoyueoy ddohov ydia émimofyoare ; here, the not very dis-
similar thought: 8é£acfe Tov éudurov Aéyov ; there, the aim:
Wa év adrg adfnbiTe els awrnpiav; here, the similar thought
in the participial clause: Tov Suvdpevov cdoar Tas Yvyas
Dpdv); lastly, Pet. v. 5—9 and Jas. iv. 6, 7, 10, where in
both passages there is the same quotation from the O. T,
then the exhortation to humble submission to God, and
thereon the summons to withstand the devil; besides this,
Pet. v. 6 is almost identical with Jas. iv. 10.!

The dependence of Peter’s epistle on the writings already
mentioned, whilst it is acknowledged by almost all inter-
preters (in recent times more especially by Wiesinger, Schott,
and Hofmann; in like manner, too, by Ewald, Iteuss, Dleek ;
Guericke’s opinion is doubtful), is denied by Mayerhoff, Rauch,
and Briickner.  DBriickner, while admitting that there still
remains the general impression of so many echoes, which
always secms to point back to the dependence of Peter’s
epistles, is nevertheless of opinion that the shmilarity can he
explained simply from the circumstance that cognate ideas in
the minds of the apostles called for cognate ters, cspecially
if there be taken into account the power of primitive Chris-
tian tradition on early Christian styvle, and the prevalent
modes of expression which had arisen out of conceptions
formed under the mfluence of the Old Covenant,  This result,
liowever, he obtains in the following way :—Ie resolves the
similar thoughts into their several elements; and having
directed special attention to these, hie lays particular siress on
the differences he discovers. This process of separation is of
necessity misleading, and if it be not employed, the similarity
is so great that there can be no doubt as to the dependeuce of

1 Although several of the citations from the Epistles to the Romans and
Ephesians, and from that of James, might lead to the supposition that the pas-
sages in question in DPeter’s epistle are not dependent on them (cf. Hofmann,
p- 206 f.), yet, asis fully rccognised by Hofmann, that in no way alters the
matter itself.
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the one composition on the other. Weiss has demonstrated
this at full length with respect to the relation between the
Epistle of Peter and those to the Romans {chaps. xii. and xiii.)
and Ephesians. He is wrong, however, when he says that
the dependence is on the side of Taul, and not on that of
Peter. With regard to Rom. xii. and xiii.,, it must be remem-
bered—(1) That it is entirely improbable that Paul should,
guite contrary to his usual custom, have been at the trouble
to collect the thoughts here arranged from an epistle where
they occur in a quite different connection ; whilst there is in
itself mnothing improbable in the supposition,—if he were
acquainted with the Epistle to the Romans, and more espe-
cially the above chapters,—that Peter wrote under the influence
of Paul's expression in the different passages of his epistle,
where the course of his own thonghts suggested to him the
same ideas. (2) That the views of Weiss necessarily lead
to a depreciation of the literary capability of Paul. Weiss
himself says that Paul’s dependence on Peter caused Liwm to
place in chap. xii. 6, 7, diaxovia, in the narrower sense, which
is “evidently jarring” between the three spiritual gifts; to
introduce in ver. 11, “ without any purpose,” the exhortation 3
é\mide yaipovtes; to put the thonght in ver. 15 in the wrony
place ; and in ver. 16 to interpolate the idea quite inappropri-
ately.! As to the Epistle to the Ephesians, it must be remarked
—(1) That no foreign influence can be recognised in it,—when
compared with the other Pauline Epistles. Its dissimilarity is
to be explained from its own individual tendency as a circular
letter. (2) That the special peculiarities by which this Epistle
is distinguished from the other letters of Paul, even from that
to the Colossians, have nothing whatsoever in commnion with
the Epistle of Peter. In addition to this, let it be noted that
tlie independence of TPaul, which is apparent in every one of
his epistles, stands in sharpest contradiction with the assump-

1 Since Weiss himself uses the expressions above quoted, the accusatjon that
he detracts from Paul’s independence is certainly not without justifieation. If
lie complain that cven in this commentary regard is not paid to ‘“the general
considerations” (pp. 403-40G in der Petrin. Lelrbegrif), we must observe in
reply, that general possibilities do not issue in much,—more especially when
concrete circumstances prevent that being regarded as a reality which is in
itself possible.
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tion that the apostle was indebted to those passages in Peter’s
epistle ; whilst, on the other hand, the leaning which Peter
had to the O. T. and to the words of Christ, shows that to
allow his mode of expression to be shaped by the influence of
another was in no way opposed to the peculiar character of
his mind, but entirely in harmony with it, as part of a nature
“ easily determined, reeeptive, and peculiarly open to personal
impressions,” Schott.

IEMARK. — Weiss, in his essay entitled Dic Petrinische
Frage, written for the purpose of defending his views on the
dependence of the Epistles to the Romans and Ephesians,
against objections raised to them, substantially repeats what
he had formerly said, and hardly adduces anything new. In
denying that there subsists any relation of dependence between
Rom. vi. 7 and Pet. iv. 12, aud between Rom. vi. 2, 18 and Pet.
il. 24, Weiss overlooks the fact that the resemblance rests not
alone on the two expressions ¢ axedeviy and & wadsy cupzi, and that
his interpretation of rai: guapriviz dmoyeviuwevor 1S a1 €ITONCOUS OLLC.
A more minute examination of the several clauses of chaps. xit.
and xiii. of Romans can result merely i1 the conclusion, that it
1s not in itself impossible that this epistle was conceived under
the influence of Peter’s letter. Dut the priorvity of the latter
15 not thereby proved. The hortatory design of this epistle
explains why it is that Peter has confined himself to these two
chapters, and why in his composition are to be found none “of
the developments of Christian doctrinal conceptions peculiar
to Paul”  DBesides, it must be noted that although Peter says
nothing of the relation of the yiues and the #pye #65 viwes, lie is
completely at one with Paul in the fundamental conception
that sinful man can obtain salvation only through faith in
Christ. — With respect to the affinity between the Ipistle of
Peter and that to the Ephesians, Weiss himself adimnits that
“evidence for the originality of the Tetrine passages can be
led with still less strictness from a comparison of details.”
Weiss wrongly atlirms that the Epistle to the Ephesians is
related to that of Peter precisely in those very points which
distinguish it {rom the rest of Paul’s writings. IFor the peculiar
and distinctive character of the Epistle to the Ephesians does
not cousist only in that it is a cirenlar letter (an assertion
which, however, is decidedly denied by many eritics, and
particularly by Meyer; see his commentary, Einl. § 1), and
that its commencement is of an import more general than that
of the other Pauline Epistles, but more especially in the whole
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diction, which, in the rich fulness of its expression, hears an
impress different from the rest of the apostle’s writings. That
this peculiarity, however, cannot be traced to a knowledge on
the apostle’s part of Peter's epistle, needs not to be proved.
When Weiss finds it a characteristic of the Epistle to the
Sphesians that its “ ethical exhortation culminates in advices for
the several stations of life,” he must have forgotten that exactly
the same is the case with the Epistle to the Colossiaus, which
plainly was not written under the influence of Peter’s epistle.

The dependence of this epistle on Paul and Janmes is not,
as Schott assumes, to be attributed to I’eter’s intention to show
the agreement of his doctrine with that of these two wmen.
For it is precisely their doctrinal peculiarities which are not
echoed in the related passages; and altogether a doctrinal
intent is nowhere discernible. It must therefore be assumed
that Peter, from his familiarity with these epistles, was so
penetrated by their prevailing modes of thought and expres-
sion, and the connection of their ideas, that recollections
of these, although mnot wnconsciously still involuntarily,
became interwoven with lis style. Such reminiscences, too,
would press themselves upon his mind the wmore readily in
the case of the Epistle to the Ephesians, that it was addressed
to the same churches in Asia Minor which Peter felt himself
urged to coufirm and strengthen in their state of grace.”

With all this dependence, however, the epistle has still
its peculiar impress different from that of the epistles of Paul
and James. Although it abound in conceptions which are

! Schott’s opinion ts far-fetched, that Peter’s continual references to the Pauline
Epistles arose from his tender anxiety lest hie should add to  the disquiet and
apprehension of his readers, by giving any dircet expression to his apostolic
individuality, unknown as it was to them.” He thinks that for this reason Peter
had, ‘“without mentioning his intention, unnoticed, and as it were by chance,
here and there, sometimes more distinetly and sometimes less so, allowed his
readers to hear the well-known voice of their real pastor.”

2 Hofmann goes too far in maintaining that Peter ¢‘purposely” connected
Lis epistle with that to the Ephesians, making the opening passages of the
former thus similar to these of the latter, *‘in order that from the commence-
ment his heathen readers must pereeive his intention, and recognise the
larmony subsisting between that which was written by the Apostle of the
Circumcision and that formerly penned by the Apostle of the Heathen.” This
assertion avises from the mistaken views which Hofinann has formed as to the
design of the epistle,
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common to all the apostles, there are yet to be found in it
not only particular expressions and terms, but also many ideas,
which are foreign to the other writings of the N. T. Thus
it is distinctive of this epistle, that the work of salvation is
characterized as something after which the prophets searched,
and inte which the angels desived to look (i. 10-12); that
the Christians are called mdpoiror wai wapemidnuor (il 11);
that the exhortation to an holy walk is based on this, that
thereby the heathen would recognise the groundlessness of
their accusations (ii. 12, iii. 16); and that the endwrance of
wrong is termed a ydpes. Turther, peculiar to this epistle
are: the exhibition of Christ’s sufferings as a type of their
own sufferings for the faith’s sake (ii. 21 ff); the idea that
Christ has preaclied to the spirits in prison (iii. 19, iv. 6);
the consolation drawn from the similarity of the affliction of
the Christian brethren (v. 9); Sarah, in her subjection to
Abraham, held np to women as an example (iii. 6); the
comparison drawn between baptism and the flood, and the
designation of the former as cwvveidiicews ayabijs émepoTnua
(iil. 21); the thought that the sufferings of Christ form the
beginning of judament (iv. 12); the exhortation to the elders
(v. 1--3); the term dpytmoiwiy as (v. 4) applied to Christ, ete.
It cannot justly be urged against this epistle that it is
wanting in logical development of thought.  Since the epistle
bears an hortatory character, there is nothing to excite surprise
when the author makes a transition from more general to more
special precepts, and again from more special to more general,
and when le, as the spirit moves him, bnilds now one
exhortation, now another, on this or on that fact of redemp-
tion, finding here agaiu occasion for fresh admonitions. But
that with all this there 1s no want of a definite train of
thought, is proved by the above summary of contents, The
style does not abound in aphorisms, like that of the discounrses
of Jesus and the Epistle of James, but is distingunished by
thoughts connected by meaus of participles, relative pronouns,
copulative particles, as in the Pauline Epistles. A peculiarity,
too, is to be found in the frequent condensation of several
conceptions into a substantival or adjectival idea by means
of the definite article (chap. i. 3, 5, 10, 12, 13, 14, 15,

>



INTRODUCTION, 27

17, etc.); further, the frequent use of the particle ds (chap
1 14, 19,1 1, 5, 16,iv. 10, 11, 15, 16, v. 3); lastly, the
construction of the participle, both with an imperative either
preceding (i. 13, 14, 22, 1ii. 1, 4, 16) or following it (i. 18, 23,
1. 1, 2, 5, 7), as also its employment in an absolute and
independent way, without being joined to a particular finite
verb (il. 18, iil. 1, 7, 9, 16, iv. 8).

‘Whilst de Wette looks on the epistle as hardly worthy of
an apostle, others praise, and rightly too, the fresliness and
vividuess of its style! its “richness in Christian doctrine,”
and the “noble artlessness which feels itself satisfied and
blessed in the simple and believing reception, and calm amd
quiet possession, of the facts of a divinely given salvation”
(Schott).

SEC. 3,~—THE READERS OF THE EPISTLE; THE TIME AND PLACE OF
ITS COMPOSITION.

Whilst the epistle itself gives no precise information as to
who the rcaders addressed are, its superscription shows them
to have been Christians in Asia Minor, more especially those in
Pontus, Galatia, Cappadocia, Asia (by which term proconsular
Asia is to be understood), and Bithynia; that is to say, the
Christians in regions where Paul and his compaunions, according
to his epistles and the Acts of the Apostles, had first preached
the gospel and founded the Christian church—1In ancient
times the prevalent view was that the epistle was addressed to
Jewish-Christians. This opiniou was eutertained by Eusebius,
Didymus, Epiphanius, Hierouynus, Oecumeniug, Theophy-
lactus; and among more recent authors, by Erasiuus, Calvin,
Grotius, Bengel, Augusti, Hug, Dertholdt, Pott, and others.
Several interpreters, like Wolf, Gerhard, Jachmann, ete, have
modified this view, in so far that they hold the epistle to have
been written principally (principaliter) no doubt for Jewish-
Clwistians, but in a eertain sense (quodammodo) for Gentile-
Christians also (fidei interna ac loci externa unitate illis con-

1 Grotius : habet hace epistola =3 #@0dpéy, conveniens ingenio prineipis aposto-
lorum. DBengel : mirabilis est gravitas et alacritas Petrini sermonis lectorem
suavissime retinens.
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junctos).  This is the position taken up by Weiss. He
assumes that the majority of church members were Jewish-
Christians, and that these were regarded by Peter as the real
body of the congregations; for this reason, and not thinking of
the admixture of heathen which had everywhere taken place,
the apostle addresses the Jewish-Christians only. Weiss' view
is very closely bound up with his opinion, that the chwrches
in question had already been founded before the missionary
journey of Paul to Asia Minor, by Jews of that region who
had been converted at Jerusalem on the day of Pentecost or
subsequently to it. This assertion, however, is not only with-
out any foundation whatsoever in history, but is opposed to
all that is told us of the Apostle Paul’s labours in Asia Minor,
in his epistles and in the Acts of the Apostles, inasmuch as
there is in neither the smallest hint that when he commenced
his work there, a Christian chnrch was in existence anywhere
in that land. It is surely inconceivable that Paul should have
pwrsued his missionary work in that region without in any
way taking notice of the church already established there,
and all the more so if that church had by that time risen to
such importance as to draw on itself the persccuting hate of
the Zeathen.—The proofs adduced by Weiss, that the epistle
was addressed to Jewish-Christian chuvches, are as follow :—
1. The designation of the readers in the superscription of the
letter; 2. The style of expression so strongly hased on the O. T.;
3. The occurrence of several passages, namely: chaps. 1. 14, 18,
it. 9, 10,111 6, iv. 3, which point apparently to Gentile, but in
reality to Jewish-Christians as readers. The first proof falls to
the ground when the expression éehexrol mapemidnuor Sracmopas
Hovrov w7\ is correctly understood (sce comment. to i. 1).
With regard to the sceond proof, however, it must be noted
that the references to the O. T. were for Gentile-Christians
(who of course cannot be conceived of without some acquaint-
ance with the O. T.) not less intelligible than for Jewish-
Christians.  Taul himself makes frequent enough allusion to
the O.T. in his epistles addressed to Gentile-Christians (cf. c.g.
1 Cor. 1. 19, 31, ii. 9, 16, iii. 19, 20, etc.).'—With respect

3 Weiss wrongly tries ‘die Petrin. Frage, p. 623) to neutralize the cvidential
value of this remark, by saying ““that it does not touch the very pith of his



INTRODUCTION. 29

to the third proof, the previous condition of the readers in
the passages quoted is not in appearance ouly, but as a matter
of fact, characterized as heathenish, and that umot positively
simply, but negatively also. For in these verses there is not
the faintest intimation that the readers before their con-
version had stood, as Israclites, In the covenant relation to
God to which Paul invariably makes reference when he
speaks to Jews or of them. The whole character of the
epistle speaks not against, but much more <n favour of the
assumption that the churches here addressed, at least the larger
part of them, were composed not of Jewish, but of Gentile-
Christians. In favour, too, of this view, is the circuumstance that
these same churches are represented as suffering persccution,
uot at the hands of the Jews, but of the heathen; which goes
to show that the latter did not regard these Christians merely
as a sect within Judaism, as would naturally have been the
case had they been formerly Jews, or for the wost part Jews.
The persecuting zeal of the heathen was directed against it
only when Cliristianity began to draw its professors no longer
from Judaism chiefly, but from heathendom; and it was not
Jewish, but Gentile-Christian churches which were the objects
of detestation. Justly, then, did Augustine (contra Feustu,
xii. 89) already, and Cassiodorus (dv instit. div. Lit. it. p. 516)
later on, Luther and Wetstein, and in recent times Steiger, de
Wette, Briickner, Mayerhoff, Wiesinger, Schott, Hofamn, as
also Neander, Guericke, Reuss, Lechler, Schaff, Jul. Kostlin,
Bleek, and others, pronounce in favour of the opinion that the
churches in question must be held to have been composed of
Gientile-Christians.  The hypothesis of Benson, Micluelis,
Credner, and some others, that this epistle is designed for
argument, which consists in this, that Peter expressly quotes the (. 'T., as Paul
iloes only ini. 16, 1i. 6.” For, on the one hand, Paul, too, employs O. T. expres-
sions and phirases without adding yéypar=a or the like, e.g. in the passage above
«uoted, 1 Cor. ii. 16. On the other hand, the O. T’ expressions employed by Peter
without the formula of quotation, arc of such a kind as to have been intelli-
¢ible to the Christians as such, irrespective of whether they formerly had been
lLeatliens or Jews ; nor do they by any means ¢ presuppose so intimate a know-
lIedge of the O. T. as is conceivable only in those who had formerly been
Jews,” Wilh regard to their acquaintance with the O. T., cf. Meyer on Lom.
vii. 1, where Paul speaks of the Christians, without exception, us juazzszi;
vouar
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such Gentile-Christians as had before their conversion to
Christianity been “IProselytes of the Gate,” is evidently a
purely arbitrary one.

As to their condition, we gather from the epistle for the
most part only, that the churches were at that time exposed
to many persecutions at the hands of the heathen, which,
Lowever, consisted more in contumelies and revilings than
in actual ill-treatment. That these manifold persecutions
were instituted by the state cannot, with Hug, Mayerhoff,
and Neander, be concluded from the expressions amoroyia
and kaxomowos in iii. 15, 16. Schott’s conjecture, that they
were connccted with those which arose under Nero, is refuted
on the one hand by their chavacter as deseribed in the epistle,
and on the other by the testimony of listory, which confines
the Neronic persecution solely to Rome. A too gloomy
picture of the moral condition of the readers must not be
drawn from the exhortations given to them relative to the
persecutions, although 1t is mnot incredible that the short-
comings hrought here and there to light by the persecutions
may have induced the apostle to compose this epistle; open
blame is nevertheless not expressed. Nor is there anything
to indicate that the church was disturbed by heretical tenden-
cies, or opposing parties of Jewish and Gentile-Christians.—
The notion that Leter was personally acquainted with his
readers, is opposed as much by the want of auy personal
relations on his part to his readers, as by the distinction le
makes between himself and those who had proclaimed the
gospel to them.

Only one passage (v. 13) has reference to the placc where
the epistle was composed. From the circtmstance that Peter
sends greetings from the church (not from his wife) in Babylon,
it may correctly be inferred that during the composition of the
cpistle he was in that city. Dut whether hy Dabylon is to
be understood the Babylon properly so called, on the banks of
the Euphrates, or Tlome rather, the capital of the world, is a
question by no means settled as yet (cf. on this the remarks
to the passage). It is not at all improbable in itself that Peter
was for a time in Babylon proper, and laboured there as an
apostle, the less so that from of old, in that very city,
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there were large Jewish communities, which stood in intimate
connection with Jerusalem.

In order to settle more precisely the (ime of the composition,
it must be observed principally — (1) That the epistle is
directed to Pauline churches; (2) That it presupposes the
acquaintance of its author with the Epistle to the Ephesians.
If these two points, above proved to be correct, are estab-
lislied, the epistle can xneither, as Weiss assumes, have heen
composed at the beginning of Paul’s third missionary journey,
nor, as Driickner conjectures, at the end of it; its ovigin
must be relegated rather to a later date. Assuming thin
the Epistle to the Ephesians was written by Paul during
his captivity at Rome, Wieseler would place the composition
of our epistle in the latter part of that captivity. Dut the
following facts militate agminst this; on the one hand, that the
persecutions of the Christians in the provinces of Asia Minor,
which occasioned this letter of I'cter, are mentioned neither
in the Epistle to the Ephesians nor in that to the Colossians ;
and, on the other, that in the former there is no reference to
those false teachers whose appearance these epistles presuppose.
Peter, too, if he had composed his epistle at that time, would
certainly not have left the imprisonment of Panl unnoticed,
the more especially that lie was writing to a Tauline clhurel.
The letter can have been composed, then, only after the two
years’ imprisonment of Paul in Rome. Ewald and Hofmann
are of opinion that it was written immediately after his release
from captivity., But it is more than improbable that an epistle
addressed to a Pauline church was composed when Taul was
still alive and engaged in work. If such had Dbeen the case,
Peter would certainly not have omitted to specify the relation
in which he stood to Paul, and the motive which induced him
to write to a Pauline church, since by so doing he was evi-
dently encroaching by his apostolic lubours on the wissionary
territory of Paull Accordiugly, it must be assuned that the
epistle was not written until after Paul had been removed by

! Hofiann’s remark is singular: that those only were guilty of an interfercies
who attempted to turn away from Paul the Gentile-Christian churches foundet
by him, and that Pcter would only have Leen guilty of an encrouchment it he
had aimed at forming a number of Gentile-Christian churches.
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martyrdom from the ficld of apostolic labour, and withal at a
time when this fact had become known to the churches, other-
wise Peter could not have passed it over in silence. We must
agree, then, with those critics who place the composition of
the epistle in the closing years of DPeter’s lifetime, at the
earlicst in the year 66 (as Reuss, Bleek, Wiesinger, Schott).
1f Peter died under Nero, that is, about the year 67 A.D,
the period which extends from the Neronic persecution of
the Christians and the death of Taul — especially as he
suffered martyrdom soon after the conflagration in Rome,
64 A.D.—to the time when this epistle was composed, is long
enough to allow of it seeming natural that Peter in his epistle
should leave those two events unnoticed.!

All that we learn from the epistle as to the circumstances
in which the churches in question were placed, and in parti-
cular, respecting the persecutions to which they were exposed,
15 in harmony with this date. For although the Christians
had to suffer persecution cven during the time of Paul's
missionary labours (cf. 1 Thess. 1. 6, il. 14 ; 2 Thess. 1. 4, ete.),
yet this was by no means so generally the case—a statement
Hofmann unjustly calls in question—as our epistle seems to
presuppose, but took place for the most part then only when
the lheathen were instigated by the Jews (Acts xvii 5, xviil,
12), or by particular individuals to whose intevests Christianity
was opposed (c¢f. Acts xvi 16 ff, xix, 23 ff). Aud albeit
Tacitus records that the Christians, even so carly as the burning

! The opposite view (Hofmann's), that the epistle was written between the
antumn of the year 63 and that of 64, is based on assumptions, the correctness
of which cannot he proved.  Hofinann supposes that immediately after Paul’s
release Peter undertook the journey from Jerusalem to Rome, passing through
Asia Minor by way of Ephesus, withal ““in order that lie might restrain those
whose enmity towards Paul threatened to produce a dissension which would
have heen specially injurious to the church of the world’s capital ;” further,
that during this journey he beeame acquainted with the Epistle to the Ephesians,
with which he ““ purposely” connected his own ; and that hie took Mark, who was
with him when he composed his epistle, away with im from Eplesus, ““because,
that of all the Jewish converts who, without helonging to the company of the
apostle of the Gentiles, were preaching Christ in Rome at the time of Paul’s
imprisonment, he was perhaps the only one whose conduct towards Peter was
influenced by love instead of by jealousy and enmity ;7 that, immediately upon
his arrival at Tiome, he wrote his cpistle. Al these suppositions are purely
fictions, nor can the slightest trace of them be found in the Epistle of Peter,
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of Rome, were the “odinm humani generis” and “ per flagitia
invisi,” they could have begun to be so only after Christianity
had shown itself a power capable of advancing on heathendom
and convulsing it. This it became only in consequence of
Paul’s missionary labour; and Weiss is not justified in taking
advantage of the fact to support his views as to the carly
date of composition. On the other hand, the epistle shows
that, at the time of its origin, the hostility of the Gentiles
towards Christianity had not risen to such a height that the
hieathen authorities sought to suppress that religion as a
rcligio nova fraught with danger to the state, but had con-
fined itself as yet to slanders and the like, to which the
heathen population were ineited for the reasons given in
chap. iv.  All this, in like manner, harmonizes with the
date above mentioned. Weiss concludes that the epistle
belongs to a time considerably carlier, from the following
circumstances : “that these sufferings were for the Christiaus
still something new, at which they wondered ;” and “that to
the heathen it was a thing novel and strange that the Chris-
tians should reuounce their vicious life;” and from tlis also,
that “the apostle still expresses the naive () hope that the
heathen, on bhecoming better acquainted with the holy walk
of the Christians, wonld cease from their enmity, as having
arisen from ignorance.” The conclusion, however, is unwar-
ranted, the niore so that, on the views above expressed as to
the origin of the churches of Asia Minor and the date of the
epistle’s composition, the time during which the churches
had existed was even shorter than on the theory supported
by Weiss; according to the latter, they had already becn in
existence for about twenty years; according to the former,
for only about fifteen. Under these circumnstances, which he
has omitted to take into account, Weiss can naturally draw
nothing favourable to his own opinions from the expression
occurring in chap. ii. 2 : apruyévvyra Bpédn. The mention, too,
of the vewtepor, in contrast to the wpeaBiTepor (chap. v. 5), is
not evidence that the epistle was composed at an earlier date,
for there is no proof that such vewTepor were no longer to be
found in the churches of Asia Miuor, say, ten years after the
time mentioned by Weiss. But the chief reason which Weiss
1 PETER. C
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adduces as proof that the churches in question iwere not
Gentile- Cliristian, but Judaeo-Christian communities which
had already been in existence before the apostolic career of
Paul, and that Peter’s epistle had been written before the
literary labours of the former had commenced, is his own
affirmation, that the doctrinal system of Peter’s epistle “is pre-
paratory to that of Paul.” This assertion, in itself erroneous
aud opposed to the real state of the case (cf. more particularly
Jul. Kostlin, “ Einheit und Mannigfaltickeit in d. neutest.
Lehre,” in the Jaked. fiir deutsche Theologic, 1858), can he
brouglit as evidence of the early composition of the epistle,
the less that it in no way admits of proof that Paul became
acquainted with the opinious of Peter by means only of this
epistle, and that Peter afterwards remounced his own system
for that of Paul. From the presence of Silvanus and DMark
with Peter at the time he composed this epistle, nothing with
any exactitude can be concluded, since the former is mentionedl
in Acts xviii. 5 as the companion of Paul; the latter, although
he was in Rome (Col. iv. 10) during Panl’s first imprison-
ment, and during the second (2 Tim. iv. 11) in Asia Minor,
may have been with Peter at any other time.

SEC. 4.—AUTHENTICITY OF THE EPISTLE.

The epistle is one of the writings of the N. T. the authen-
ticity of which is most clearly established from antiquity.
Althonglh in the works of the Apostolic Fathers, (lemens
Romanus, Barnabas, and Tgnatiug, there are no formal citations
from the epistle, but only echoes of it, the direct reference of
which cannot with certainty be established, still, on the other
Land, it is undeniable, not only that it is mentioned in the
so-called Sccond Epistle of Ieter, but that DIolycarp also
quotes verbatim several passages frowm it, thus justifying the
remark of Eusebius (A. E. iv. 14), that Polycarp had already
made usge of it; we have it likewise on the testimony of
Kuscbins that Papias did the same in his work, Moylwy xvpia-
kGv éfeyioes. lrenaeus, Tertulliau, Clemens Alex., Origen,
Cypuian, quote passages from the epistle with direct reference
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to it by name, and that without the smallest hint that there
had ever a doubt been entertained as to its genuineness. It is
found also in the older Pesciiito, which contains only the three
catholic epistles. Eusebius justly, then, numbers it with the
Homologumena. In the so-called Muratorian Canon our epistle
is doubtless not definitely quoted, but the passage to which
reference is made is not of such a nature that it can be used
to impugu the authenticity of the epistle! The words of
Leontins of Byzantium do not prove that Theodoret of Mop-
suestia disbelieved in its genuineness (confr. Nestor. ¢ Eutych.
iii. 14), on which Theodorus: “ ob quam causam, ut arbitror,
ipsam epistolam Jacobi et alias deinceps aliorum catholicas
abrogat et antiquat.” The fact, however, that the Pawliciang,
according to the testimony of Detrus Siculus (Hist. Menich.
D- 17), rejected it, plainly does not affect the question.

In more recent times, Cludius (Uransichien des Christen-
thuins) was the first to deny the epistle’s genuineness—on

1 The passage rans thus: Epistola sane Judae et superseripti Johannis duas in
catholica habentur. Etsupicntia abamicis Salomonis in Lionorem ipsius scripta.
Apocalypsis etiam Johannis et Petri tantum recipimus, quam quidem ex nostris
legi in ecclesia nolunt.—Iug, who looks upon the whole document as a transla-
tion from the Greck, puts a full stop after Johannis, and eonnects the words
Apocalypsis etiam Johannis with what preeedes ; lie regards tantum as a mis-
understood translation of gesvas, and quam quidem (or quidam) =25 Tapii =u:s.
Guericke agrees with I{ug, only with this difference, that instend of 75 aapi3 zies.
he considers 5y zaes to De the original text. — Wieseler likewise unites the first
words with the preceding passage, and then reads: quem quidam, so that the
sense is: “ Of Peter also we accept as mucl (as of John, who was previously
mentioned, #.e. two epistles and an Apocalypse), which seme amongst us woulid
not allow to be read in the churel.” — Dietlein’s conjecture and explanation is
still simypler (die kath. Lricge, Th. 1. . 47).  According to it, instead of Apoca-
Iypsis, there should be “Apoecalypses,” and the passage would be translated :
““Furthermore, of Apocalypses we accept only those of Johin and Peter, whiclt
(latter) some amongst us would not allow to be read in the church,” — Thicrsch’s
change of ““tantum ” into ““ unam epistolam,” and of the words * quam quidem™
into ““alteram quidam,” is rather too bold.  According to Hofmann, the cpistle
is not alluded to in the Fragment; he, like Hug, aceepts an original Greck
locument, and takes the first half of the passage to say of the Epistle of Jude,
and of the two—as stated in the superscription-—by Juhn (eonsequently the first
is not included, for it has no superseription), that they are valued in the church
as utterances of wisdom written by friends of Solomon (i.¢. Christ) to his honour;
in the second part of the passage he understands the writer to say : we so far
accept the revelations both of John and Deter, as, indeed, some of us will not
allow them to be read in the church,
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grounds, however, entirely insufficient, the weightiest of them
being, that in thought and expression it bears a too great
similarity to the Pauline Epistles ever to have been composed
by Peter. This is what brought Eichhorn to the hypothesis
that the epistle was written by some one who had for a lony
time been connected with Paul, and had consequently adopted
his current ideas and phrases. But as this canuot be applicable
to Peter, and yet as all worth must not be denied to ecclesi-
astical tradition, Eichhorn goes further, and concludes that
Peter supplied the material, hut that Masl; worked it up into
the epistle before us! Bertholdt, while justly rejecting this
hypothesis, has defended the opinion hinted at already by
Hieronymus, and more definitely expressed by Baronius, that
the epistle was not originally written in Greek (but in
Aramaic ; according to Baronius, in Hebrew), and traunslated by
an interpreter (Baronius holds by Mark, Bertholdt by Silvanus)
into Greek. But this hypothesis is not less arbitrary than
that of Eichhorn; for, on the oune hand, it is an assertion
incapable of proof that Teter could not have been familiar
with the Greek language; and, on the other, as much the
entire diction of the epistle as the harmony with the corre-
spouding passages in the epistles of Panl and Jaes, and the
whole manner of quotation from the O. T, are evidence against
any other than a Greek original. De Wette speaks with
some vacillation as to the gcuuiueuess."' He recognises, indecd,
the weight of the external testimony, and thinks it wounld be
hazardous in the face of it to condemn the epistle as spurious;
yet still lie is of opinion that its character is evideuce rather
against than jor its genuineness,~—especially on account of its
want of distinctive features, and the reminiscences of the

1 Ewald's assertion is no less arbitrary, that Peter, not being able to speak
and write Greek fluently, employed Silvanus to write the epistle.

? Reuss, too (Gesch. d. heil. Schriften N. T.), while no doubt recognising
that the tradition of the church from the earliest times unanimously pronounces
Peter to Le the author, still thinks that there is much in the epistle (more
especially its dependence on the Pauline Epistles already mentioned, without
any understanding of the system of DPaul) which appears strange as coming
from Peter. He himself, however, attempts to refute his own objections, though
without being able to make up his mind to acknowledge decidedly the authen-
ticity of the epistie.
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cpistles already repeatedly mentioned. In reply, it must he
urged that the epistle is in no wise wanting in individual
impress, and that the writings referred to, if Peter had read
and become familiar with them, might have left such an
impression on him that echoes of them should be discernible
without this in any way interfering with a free and independent
development of thought, or standing in contradiction to the
personal and apostolic character of the composition. That the
Tiibingen school should hold this epistle to Le spurivus, was of
course to be expected from its views respecting the apostolic
and post-apostolic age!  The reasons which Schwegler urges
against the genuineness are the following :—(1) The want of
any definite external occasion, and the general character of its
contents and aim.—Dut such a want is not apparent, and the
gencral character is to De explained, partly by the fact that
the apostle was personally unacquainted with the members of
the church, and partly by the designation of the epistle as a
circular letter. (2) The want of any literary or theological
¢haracter beariug the impress of individuality.—1It has, how-
ever, been shown in § 2, that in the epistle there is no want
of individnality ; but that this must necessarily be as sharply
defined as in Paul and John, is an unwarrantable demand.
(3) The want of any inner connection of thought.—Dut the
tendency of the epistle is opposed to any such “firn, definite
progression of thought” as Schwegler demands, and as is to
be found in the Pauline Epistles. (4) It was impossible that
Peter, while labouring in the far East at a time and in a region
destitute of any means of literary connnunication, could have
had in his haud the later epistles of Paul—supposing these
to he genuine——so short a time after their composition.—Dut
in Peter’s epistle there are no echoes of the latest of Taul’s
epistles. It cannot De denied that hetween the composition
of this epistle and that to the Ephesians, a period of time
elapsed sufticiently long to allow of the possibility of Peter’s
having become acquainted with the latter; nor will it be

! Pfleiderer’s opinion, that the Apostle Peter was in favour of a Judaic Christi-
anity, whilst the epistle expresses a feeble and insipid Paulinisui peculiar to
Inter times (see on this § 2, p. 16 f.), must necessarily lead him to deny the
authenticity also.
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disputed that even before his residence in DBabylon DPeter
might have known it. (5) The impossibility—on the assump-
tion of its having been composed in Babylon—of harmonizing
the Neronic persecution, presupposed in the epistle, with the
martyrdom of Peter in Rome during that persecution.—DBut
the supposition that the persecution here referred to was the
Neronic, finds no support in the epistle ; nor is it by any means
a necessary assumption for “the friends of the conservative
school of historians, and a positive criticism,” that the perse-
cution reforred to be the Neronic.—Ior his theory, that the
epistle was written in post-apostolic times, and withal under
Trajan, Schwegler chiefly depends (here Ifleiderer agrees with
him) on this, that the persecution presupposed in the epistle
1s not the Neronic, but the Trajanic; and for the truth of his
assertion he brings the following proofs:—(1) The calm, unim-
passioned tone of the epistle as contrasted with the impression
which the Neronice persecution made upon the Christians, (2)
TUnder Nero the Christians were persccuted, mmasmuch as they
were aceused of participation in fire-raising, that is to say, on
account of o definite crime ; but at the time of this letter they
suffered persecution as Christians (@s ypioriavor), on whom
suspicion was sought to be thrown on account of their general
behaviour (ws kaxomotor ). (3} 1t 1s incapable of proof, and
ineredible, that the Neronic persecution extended beyond
Rome.  (4) The epistle takes for granted investigations, with
regular trial and under legal forms; whilst the Neronic per-
secution was a tumultuary act of popular law.,  (5) The
position of Christianity in Asia Minor, presupposed in the
epistle, corresponds with the description of it given 1 Pliny’s
letter to Trajan—Of all these, however, this oae point alone
must be conceded, that the persecution referred to cannot be
regarded as due direetly to the Lurning of Rowe —all the
other assertions being based simply o arbitrary assumptions
or on false interpretations.! It is also entirely out of place

1Tn opposition to Schwegler, it must be remarked—(1) The passionless tone
would remain cyually admnirable in the Trajanic persecution as under that of
Nero ; any other style would have been hardly hecoming an apostle.  (2) From
the first, and not under Trajan alone, the Christians had to suffer from the very
fact of their being Clristians,  3; Although the persecution of Nero, ie. the
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for Schwegler to understand the formula of salutation (v. 12)
symbolically, so as to find in it the expression of the later
churclr tradition “as to the presence of Peter in Rome, along
with his épuevevrsjs Mark,” and to assert that v. 2 points to an
ecclesiastico - political constitution (!) which had overspread
the whole of Christendom, and to the sway of hierarchical
tendencies (!) which had already forced their way into it.
Schwegler sees the real design of the epistle expressed in the
Passage v. 12, according to which “it is simply the attempt
on the part of one of Paul's followers to reconcile the two
opposing schools of Peter and Paul, by putting into the mouth
ol Peter, as testimony to the orthodoxy of his fellow-apostle
Paul, a somewhat Petrine-coloured presentation of the Pauline
system.”  Schwegler seeks to establish this hypothesis, which
even Pfleiderer calls in question, thus: that, on the one hand,
1 the epistle are to be found “almost all the chief conceptions
and fundamental ideas” of Paul; on the other, the latter’s
doctrine of justification is wanting, and thoughts, views, and
expressions occur which are peculiar to Petrinism. It is not
to be denied that Schwegler, in carrying out his idea, has
sought out every point which could in any way be used in
its favour; his labour, however, lias been in vain—the unten-
ableness of the hypothesis being too apparent. For if the
maintenance of the churches in the gospel preached to them
l.e a matter obvionsly near to the apostle’s heart, yet in
its whole comyposition there is no justification for the assertion
that the epistle has for its aim a conciliatory design which is
nowhere apparent in it. How strange that the matter of
<ief moment showld be, not the exhortations of which the
«pistle is eomposed, hut something entirely different—nowhere
expressed In it, not even in ver. 5! How can a Paulinism be
conceived of from which the very pith is wanting, the doetrine

one which he himself instituted, did not extend Leyond Rome, still in his day
the Christians might, throngh the hatred of the people, have had to endure
persecution in the provinces as well.  (4) No mention is made in our epistl: of
any judicial persecution of the Christians according to legal form. (5) The
description given in Pliny’s letter does not prove that the persecution mentioned
here was that under Trajau ; in the Letter; the Christians were punished forinally
with death ; whilst there is nothing in our epistle to show that such took place
in the former.
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of justification by faith, with its characteristic terminology :
Sukaroovn and Swearotobar? Precisely the absence of this
doctrine, and the other points which Schwegler brings forward
as cvidence of a Petrine colouring, show that the epistle
cannot have been composed by one who belonged to the school
of Paul, but must be the production of Peter, or of one of his
disciples.! Lastly, opposed to Schwegler’s hypothesis as to
the post-apostolic origiu of the epistle, is the circumstance that
it is hardly conceivable how a forger should have attempted
to palm off oun definitely formed churches, some fifty years after
his deatl, a letter professing to have been written by Deter,
in which they are comforted in their present affliction; and
that he should have been so sucecessful, that the fraud was
detected by no one in the churches (comp. against Schwegler,
in particular Briickner, Introd. § 5«)—Although the charac-
teristic traits which Krummacher (Evangel. Nirchenzeituny,
1829, No. 49), and after him Guericke, briugs as proof of the
genuineness, namely, “tle mauner of exhortation, so human
and evangelical, so strong and gentle; the urgent directions
to stedfastness of faith in lowliness and patience, with reference
to the example and the glory of Christ; the urgent appeals
to more watchfuluess and sobriety the higher their calling as
believers ; the repeated summonses to humility ; the way in
which the general aim is kept in view ; the clearness, precision,
and emphatic character of the style’——these characteristic
features, although in themselves they do not prove Peter to
have been the author of the epistle, still show that it breathes
an apostolic spirit such as is not peculiar to post-apostolic
writings, and that in its Iirward structure there is nothing to
justify a doubt as to its genuineness.

! Namely, the great stress laid on xadra ¥y, o0 2ywbs dvasszopi, on dydan(l),
on dyeborasiv, on iawiz, as a dogmatic fundamental idea synonymous with
~irris; the symbolizing of the Jewish temple and sacrificial services; the
conception of Christians as the trune Messianic people ; the introduction into the
new covenant of the idea of the O. T. priesthood ; the cxpression dizrzope in
the superscription.



ITérpov émarory al

Instead of this superscription, which A C¥ have, B reads
Tiéirpev ¢ 5 1N some min, 1t IS: Tlispoy zalodizs spury émierons, il
in G: iziorors zadorins wl vl Qyioy 2ol TuvEuPhmLey awooridov TIirpon.

CHAPTER 1.

Ver. 6. ¢ oéov fo7i] Tisch. omits ésr/; it is wanting also in B ¥,
(lem. ete.; Lachm, has retaimed it; the most of the codd.
(A C K LP,ete) read it, indeed, but it is more easy to explain
how it was afterwards added, than how it was left out later. —
rvendivrec] The reading Avarndiras, in L& and several min, is
probably only an error in copying. — Ver. 7. sodurimérepor]
adopted by Griesb. already, instead of sond suidrepor in K, etc.
— Instead of mpdv zai 8éSwv (Lice., according to K L P, ete),
Lachm. and Tisch. read 66Suv zai su4y, which is supported Ly
A B C¥, many min., several vss. ete.-— Ver. 8. «idirsg] Bec.
after A K L P, etc, Copt. Clem. Theopl. ete.; Lachm. and
Tisch.,, following B C & 27, ete., Syr. Aeth. ete., read /darz; as
both readings give a fitting sense, and as both are attested by
high authorities, it cannot with certainty be deecided which is
the original. DBriickner and Hofmann are in favour of idirec,
Schott of <idéres, Wiesinger uncertain. — Ver. 9. After =isreu;,
Tisch. 7, following D, several min. Clem. Acth. ete., omits vuiy,
attested though it be by most of the authorities (A C K L P ¥,
al, ete.); Tisch. 8 has retained. Although it may be superfluous
for the meaning, yet its omission is not justified. — Vv. 10, 11.
Tustead of ¢Znpedwnouy and épewvivres, Tisch., following A D, has
adopted Enpudvrons, and after B¥ ‘paviivres — Ver. 110 1 oniits
Xpiorod, which must be regarded as a correction. — Ver. 12.
Instead of the Received aui 6: (K, «l, Copt. ete.), Griesh.
Scholz, Lachm. Tisch. have rightly adopted the reading i &,
attested by A BC LD §, al, Vulg. cte! — & medpar ayiy] Ree,

1 Buttmann has retained the Rec. auiv 3, after B, as he asserts. De Wette
holds the Rcc. to Le the original reading, it being natural that the apostle
should include himself, and o rather than & ... éuiv would be expected after
spiv ; Briickner justly gives preference to the opposing testimony.

11
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after C K L Py, etc,, Copt. Theoph. etc. (Tisch. 8); Lachm. and
Tisch. 7 owmit &, after A B, al, Slav. Vulg. Cypr. Didym. etc.
Possibly ¢ was interpolated on account of the usage prevalent
clsewhere in the N. T. — Ver. 16. Tisch. 7 reads after éypuarar:
71 dryor foeols, &3 on the other hand, Tisch. 8§ omits &7 before
dyio, and has after fosofe: diim.  With the preponderance of
authorities éyin faeode, ér11s to be read; almost B alone is in
favour of = before dyior; and for diézs, only N — yéveade] Fec.,
after I P, etc. — Lachm. and Tisch. rightly read fsefe, after
A B CN, al, Vulg. Clem. Syr.; yéveode is a correction after the
preceding yeasdgre. In the LXX. fs:o0: stands. —In A B*
Clem. Cyr. «jus is wanting after dyrwez; Lachm. and Tisch. have
justly omitted it.— Ver. 20. Lachm. and Tisch. rightly read,
instead of i7" ieydrav (e, after K L P, ete): é7 Zoydrov (A B
C N, al, Copt. Syr. utr. ete.). — Instead of ipa:, A and several
min. have auzde, whicl, liowever, must be considered as a
correction. — Ver. 21, siorsboras] Lcc., according to C K L P ¥,
cte., several vss. Theopll. Oee.; still the reading wsreds might
be preferved as the more difficnlt, with Lachm. and Tisch., after
A DB, especially as musris iz does mot occur elsewhere in the
N. T.; Wiesinger and Schott also consider =isrois the original
reading, whilst llofmann gives the preference to the FRec.—
Ver. 22. The e has the words die =mvebuasce after argdsioe,
following IX L P, Theopl. ete., which Griesh. already considers
suspicious; Lachm. und Tisch. have justly omitted them
(following A B C &, many min. ete.). — Lachm. and Tisch. read
sz napdins (A D, Vulg); the Lec. Is ¢z zadupds zoapiin: (C K.
L PN, «fl, nearly all the vss. etc.); zabapds 1s certainly very
suspicious, since its addition Is more easily cxplained than its
omission; c¢f. 1 Tim. 1. 5; 2 Tim. il. 22; on the other hand,
Lhowever, sce Rlom. vi. 17. Holmann assumes that zadupds 1s
omitted only by mistake. — Ver. 23. The words iz v aidva,
following in the Lre. after gphore, which in A B C & and
other authorities are wanting, were justly omitted already by
Giriesb.— Ver. 24, Lachn. omits as before yiproc, after A, several
min. Syr. ete.  Most of the witnesses are in favour of ag, the
omission of whicl is to be regarded as a corrcction after the
text of the LXN. — 4iZe adric] after A B C K L D, cte, instead
of the Zlee., to be found almost only in min. Ree.: 66Sa dsbpimon
Ju & pr. m. is to be found the reading: # 8fu wdred. — After
=t avlez the Ree. has «ired, retained by Tisch. 7, after C K
L P, ete., Vulg. Copt. Lachm. and Tisch. 8 have omitted it after
A BN, ete.; 1t is certainly suspicious, since it may have been
interpolated as an explanation ; on the other lhand, its omission
may be a correction after Isa. x1. 7, LXX.
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Vv. 1, 2. The superscription, while corresponding in funda-
mental plan with those of the Pauline Epistles, has nevertheless
a peculiar character of its own. — ITérpos] As Paul in his
epistles calls himself not by his original name Saddros, o
Peter designates himself not by his original name Iiuor, but
by that given him by Christ, which “may be regarded as his
apostolic, his official name” (Schott); otherwise in 2 DPet.:
Svueov ITérpos. — An addition such as &ia BelsjuaTos Oecod,
or the like, of which Paul oftentimes, though not always,
malkes use in the superscriptions of his epistles, was unneces-
sary for DPeter. — Peter designates his readers by the words :
éxhextols mapemidyuors Siacmopds Ilovtov wx7X] le calls
the Christians to whom he writes—for that his epistle is
addressed to Christians cannot be doubted—*“clect strangers ;™
and withal, those who belong to the Stacmope throughout
Pontus, ete.  éxAextol the Clnistians are named, inasmuch as
God had chosen them to be His own, in order that they
might be made partakers of the wigpovouia (ver. 4) reserved
for them in leaven; cf chap, iil. 9: Jueis yévos éxhexTov.
— mwaperidnpos is e who dwells in a land of which he is
not a mnative (where his home is not); in the LXX. it is
given as the rendering of 3P, Gen. xxiil. 4 ; Ps. xxxix. 12
(in other passages 3R is trauslated by wapoikos; cf. Ex.
xil. 45; Lev. xxil. 10, xxv. 23, 47, etc.) ; in the Apocrypha
wapemwidypos does not occur; in the N, T., lesides in this
passage, it is to be found in chap. ii. 11; Heb. xi. 13.
— If account be taken of vv. 4, 17 (o0 7i}s wapokias Upudv
xpovos), and particularly of chap. ii. 11, it cannot be doubted
that Peter styled his readers mwapemiénuor, because during
their present life upon carth they, as Christians, were not in
their true Lome, which is the xAnpovouia . .. Ternpnuévy €v
ovpavois. The expression is understood in this seuse by the
more wodern writers, in particular by Steiger, Briickner,
Wiesinger, Weiss, Luthardt (Reuter’s Reperfor. 1855, Nov.),
Schott, Hofrnann, ete.! It is incorrect to refer the word here to

11t is inexact to interpret =mpswi3apas simply by ¢ pilgrims of carth ;"
Steinmeyer, on the other haud (Disquisitio in ep. Petr. 1. proocmiwm), vightly
observes: * quum mansio in terra sempiterna permittatur nemini, in universos
omnes vox quadaret, nec in cos solos, qui per evangelium vocati sunt ;7 but
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an earthly home, that is, Palestine, as is done by de Wette, and
in like manner by Weizsiicker (in Reuter’s Repert. 1858, No. 3).!

Rexark.—In the O. T. 2¢%n occurs in its strict signification in
Gen. xxiii. 4 Ex. xil. 45; Lev. xxil. 10, xxv. 47 (LXX. =dporxos). In
Lev. xxv. 23, the Istaelites are called Daviny o™y, in a peculiar
connection; (10(1 says that such they are « ‘ith “Him ("my, cf. Gen.
xxiii. 4), in that the land wherein they should dwell belongs 7o
Him. The same idea is to be found in Is. xxxix. 12, where the
Psalmist hases his request for hearing on this, that he is
and AR with God (70Y), as were his fathers; for although in
vv. 5-T the shortness of human life is made specially prominent,
yet there is nothing to show that in ver. 12 there is any refer-
ence to this. On the other hand, in 1 Chron. xxix. (xxx.) 15,
David in prayer to God speaks of himself and his people as D™
and D'2tHR, because they have no abiding rest on earth (3242 Sy
mpn PN ]‘1\1‘1‘5)“ here it is mnot the preposition MY, but ‘335
wluch is used. In the passage Ps. cxix. 19, the relation in
which the Psalmist speaks of himself as a stranger is ot
e\plessed 183, ver. 54; he calls his eaxthly life *3m, as Jacol:
in Gen. xIvii. 9, which pomts evidently enough to the circum-
stance that the Israclites were not without the consciousness

that their real home lay beyond this earthly life; cf. on this,
Heb. xi. 13, 14, and Delitzsch in loc.

Whilst the expression éxhextois wapewiSijpois—wherein
not éxrextols (Hotmaun) but wapemidijpors is the substantival
idea—is applicable to all Christians, the following words :
Swaomopas Ilovrov k7., specify those Christians to whom the
epistle 1s addressed (ef. the superseriptions of the Pauline
Epistles). — &waomopi] strictly an abstract idea, denotes,

when Steinmeyer adds: ‘“quare censemur, wapiwid. . . . significare . . . in
wundo viventes, cujus esse desierint, cui ipsi sint perosi,” he thus gives an
improper applivation to the word, the more so that the conception xiruos, in an
cthical sense, is foreign to the Epistle of Peter. — Weiss weakens the idea
by saving : ““The Christian is in so far a stranger on the earth, as hc is aware
of ihe inheritance reserved for him in heaven ; this Inowledge the unbeliever
cannot have, and accordingly he cannot feel hiwself a stranger on carth.”
It is not the knowing and feeling, but the really being, which is of consequence.

' It is still more erroncous to suppose, as Reuss does (Gesch. der L. Schriften
N. 7' § 147, note), that the readers are here termed zapzxid., ¢ beeause they are
lovked upon as py proselytes, ie. Israclites aceording to faith, not according
to the form of worship.” This view, however, is opposed to the usus loquendi,
since srapswidrea nowhere denotes proselytes.
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according to Jewish usage: “ Israel living scattered among the
heathen,”-—that is, it is a complex of concrete ideas, 2 Mace.
i 27; John vii. 35; cf. Meyer i loc. ; Winer, bibl. Reol-
wirterd, see under “Zerstreuung.”' The question is now:
Is the word to be taken as applying only to the Jewish
nation ¢ From of old the question has, by many interpreters,
been answered 1in the affirmative (Didymus, Oeccumenius,
Eusebius, Calvin, Beza, de Wette, Weiss, ctc.), and there-
from the conclusion has been drawn that the readers of the
epistle were Jewish - Christians® But the character of the
epistle is opposed to this view (cf. Introd. § 3). Since the
Apostle Peter regarded Christiaus as the true Israel, of which
the Israel of the O. T. was only the type (il. 9), there is
nothing to prevent the expression being applied, as many
interpreters hold (Driickner, Wiesinger, Wicseler too; Rettberg
in Ersch-Gruber, see under “ Petrus,” and others), to the Chris-
tians, and withal to those who dwelt outside of Canaan. No
doubt this land had not for the N. T. chnrch the same
significance which it possessed for that of the O. T, still it
was the scene of Christ’s labours, and in Jerusalem was the
mother-church of all Christendom.’ Somie interpreters, like
Avretius, Schott, Hofmann, leave entirely out of view the local
reference of the word, and take it as applying to the whole of
Clristendom ccelesia disperse i toto orbe, in so far as the latter
represents “a concrete corporeal centre aronnd which the
members of the church were locally united,” and “has its
point of union in that Clrist who is seated at the right hand

! The LXX. translate nqj (as a collective noun), Deut. xxx. 4, Neh. 1. 9, by
dizomopd, and as mcmctly and even ineorrcctly '-um, Jer. xxxiv. 17; a9,
Jer. xv. 7 Smuv vy, Tsa. xlix. 6. )

2 Taken in this way, the genit. Simsropis must be interpreted as genit.
partit., thus: the members of the dasxepsd who have become Christians
(ixrcxrol mapiwidnpo).  Weizsicker is altogether mistaken (Leuter's Repert.
1858, No. 3) in his opinion that the refercuce is to “ the Christians who, in as
far as they dwell among the dispersed Jewish cominunities, are members of the
Diaspora.”

3 It is worthy of notc that Paul also considers the Christian church to be the
Israel xara aviiua, that he looks upon the converted heathen as the hranches
ingrafted into Israel, that he was ever anxious to keep up the connection
between the heathen Christian churches and the mother chureh in Jerusalem,
and that he distinctly terms the church triumphant # &ve 'Ipovoaise.
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of God” (Schott’). Against this, however, it must be urged
that Peter, if he had wished the word Stacmopd to have been
understood in a sense so entirely different from the established
usage, wordd in some way or other have indicated this—It is
entirely erroneous to suppose, with Augustine (contra Fous-
tum, xxii. 89), Procopius (in Jes. xv. 20), Cassiodorus (de
enstit. div. litd. 3. p. 516), Luther, Gualther, and others, and
among more recent authors Steiger, that in the expression
used by Peter the readers are designated as heathen Christians,
or even with Credner (Einl. p. 638), Neudecker (Finl. p.
6'77), as aforetime proselytes. The onc correct interpretation
1s, that in the superscription those readers only are described
as “Christians who coustituted the people of God living,
scattered throughout the regions mentioned, who, in con-
sequence of their election, had become strangers in the world,
but who had their inheritance and home in heaven, whither
they were journeying” (Wiesinger). The reason why Peter
employed this term with refercuce to his readers lies in the
design of the epistle; he speaks of them as éxdextol, in order
that in their present condition of suffering he might assure
them of their state of grace as wapemwi®nuor, that they might
know that they belonged to the home of believers in heaven.
But it is at least open to doubt whether in Scasmwopas there
is any reference to the present want of direct union around
Christ (Schott). — ITovrov, I'ahatias x.T.\.] The provinces of
Asia Minor are named chiefly in a westerly direction, Galatia
westward from Pontus, then the enuneration continues with
Cappadocia lying south from Galatia, that is to say, in the
cast, and goes from thence westward towards Asia, after which
Bithynia is mentioned, the eastern boundary of the northern
part of Asia Minor. So that Dengel is not so far wrong (as
opposed to Wiesinger) when lie says: Quinque provincias
nominat eo ordine, quo occurrebaunt scribenti ex oriente. If
in Asia, besides Caria, Lydia, and Mysia, Phrygia also (Ptolem.
v. 2) be included, and in Galatia the lands of Pamphylia,
Pisidia, and a part of Lycaonia,—which, however, is impro-

! Schott, however, grants that “ Peter considers Jerusalem and the mother

church in Jerusalem typically as the ideal centre for all believers under the New
Covenant.”
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bable, —the provinces mentioned by DTeter will embrace
almost the whole of Asia Minor. — In the N. 1. there is no
mention of the founding of the Christian churches in Pontus,
Cappadocia, and Bithynia. — Ver. 2. xata mpéypwow x7A.]
The three adjuncts, beginning with different prepositions, are
not to be taken with dmdoTores, as Cyrillus (de recta fide),
Oecumen., Kahuis (Lehre v. Abendm. p. 65), and others think,
but with éelexTols mapemibnuais, pointing out as they do the
origin, the means, and the end of the condition in which the
readers as €xhextor mapemwidnuor were. It is further incorrect
to limit, as is prevalently done, their reference simply to the
term éwextols,! and to find iu them a more particular defini-
tion of the method of the divine election. Steinmeyer, in
violation of the grammatical construction, gives a different
reference to each of the three adjuncts joining xara mwpoyv.
with éxhexTols, év ayiacue with wapemidnpots, and els vmrax.
with dytaop®.  But inasmuch as the ideas éwhextols mape-
midnuors stand in closest connection, the two prepositions
kard and év must apply equally to them. xate states that
the éxdextol mapemibnuor are such n virtuc of the wpoyvwos
Oeod; kare denotes “the origin, and sives the pattern accord-
ing to which” (s0, oo, Wiesinger). wpoyvwois is translated
uenerally Ly the comnnentators as: predestination;?® this is
no doubt inexact, still it must be observed that in the N. T.
mpoyrwais stands always in such a connection as to show
that it expresses an idea akin to that of predestination,
but without the idea of knowing or of taking cognizance
being lost. It is the perceiving of God by means of which

o

the object is determined, as that which He percetves it to be.

! Hofmann supports this applieation as against that to repemidipns, ¢ heeause
the state of Leing a stranger, even though taken spiritually, is not a condition
to which the prepositional determinations ave suited.”  Hofmann does not state
the ground of this asscrtion ; as the idea of being o stranger is identical with
that of being a Christian, these are very well adapted to Exiexzols mapwdipos.
The mere circumstance that the question here is not one of a nearer definition
of cleetion, but of the condition in which the readers were, is opposed to a con-
nection with ixacxca;. Cf. 1 Cor. i. 1, where 3.z ¢eadrearss stands connected
With x2neds &wirrares "lns. Xp. and not with zxz-é; ; sec 2 Cor. 1. 1.

2 Lyranus: praedestinatio; Erasmus : praefinitio; Bezi: antegressum deere-
tum s. proposituin Dei; Luther: the foreseeing of God; Gerhard: mpidiois juxta
quam facta est clectio; de Wette : fovasd or mpoogiosess.
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Cf. Meyer on Rom. viii. 29 : “ It is God’s being aware in His
plan, in virtue of whieh, before the subjects are destined by
Him to salvation, He knows who are to be so destined by
Him.” It is incorrect, therefore, to understand the word as
denoting simply foreknowledge ;' this leads to a Pelagianizing
interpretation, and is met by Augustine’s phrase: eligendos
facit Deus, non invenit. Estius translates wpoyvwois at once
by: praedilectio; other interpreters, as Bengel, Wiesinger,
Schott, would include the idea of love, at least, in that of
foreknowledge ; but although it must be granted that the
mpoyvwars of God here spoken of cannot be conceived of
without His love, it must not be overlooked that the idea of
love is not made prominent’ Hofmaun says: “wpoyrecis is
-—precognition ; leve, therefore, a work of (God the Father,
which consists in this, that He makes beforehand those whom
He has chosen, objects of o knowledge, as the akin and homo-
geneous are known, that is, of an approving knowledge.” —
matpos is added to @eot; the apostle has a’:ady in his mind
the following mveduaros and "Inoot Xpioron, in order thereby
to emphasize more definitely the threefold basis of election.
Bengel : Mysterinm Trinitatis et oeconomia salutis nostrae
innuitur hoc versw. — €v dayiaop® mredpatos] It seems
simplest and most natural to interpret, with Luther and most
others, “ through the sunctifying of the Spirit)’—that 1s, taking
ayiaopss actively, and év as denoting the instrumentality.
The only difficulty in the way is, that dywaopds, a word
foreign to classical Greek, and occurring but seldom in the
Apocrypha, has constantly the neutral siguitication : “ sancti-

1 The word has not this signifieation in the N. T. ; it has it, however, in the
ook of Judith ix, 6 and xi. 19.—The verb mpoyupraoxy has the meaning of
simple forcknowledge in Acts xxvi. 5 and 2 Pet. iii. 17 (so, too, Bouk of Wisd.
vi, 13, viil. &, xviil. 6); the sense is different in Rom. viii. 29, xi. 2, and 1 Pet.
i 20.

2 Schott’s assertion, that *“rugsaexwy is always a cognizance of this kind,
since he who is cognizant gives himself up in his inmost nature to the object
in question, so as again to take it up into his being and to appropriate it to
himself,”— further, that ‘“the perceiving of God creates its own objects, and
conscquently is a wpoyiyréoray,” and that accordingly ncither death nor sin can
be the objeets of God's foreknowledge, —contradicts itself by the clearest state-
ments of Scripture ; ¢f. Deut. ix. 24, xxxi. 27 ; Matt. xxii. 18 ; Luke xvi, 15;
John v. 42; 1 Cor, iii. 20, etc.
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fication ;! cf. Meyer on Rlom. vi. 19. Now, since the word,
as far as the form is concerned, admits of Doth meanings (cf.
Buttmann, cusfiihel. gricch. Sprachl. § 119, 20), it is certainly
permissible to asswme that here—deviating from the general
usus logucindi—it may have an active signification, as perhaps
also in 2 Thess. ii. 13. If the preposition év le taken as
equal to “through,” there results an appropriate progression of
thought from origin (katd) to means (ev), and further to end
(es). If, however, the usage establish a hard and fast rule,
the interpretation must be: “the holiness wrought by the (Holy)
Spirit,” so that the genitive as gen. auct. has a signification
similar to that in the expression Swxatocivny Geoir;” in this
interpretation €v may equally have an instrumental force. No
doubt, many interpreters deny that év can here be equal to i,
since the election is not accomyplished by meauns of the Holy
Spirit.  Dut this ground gives way if the three nearer defini-
tions refer not to the election,—as a divine activity,—and so
not to the éxhextois alone, but to the state into which the
readers had been introduced by the choice of God, that is, to

1 Cf. Rom. vi. 19, where it is contrasted with &vepiz; 1 Cor. i. 30, where it is
connected with dixaissdvn, 1 Tim. ii. 15 with aydra, and 1 Thess. iv. 4 with
zpiy 1 Thess. iv. 7, where it stands in antithesis to &xafapsia ; and Heb.
xii. 14, where, like eipdvny (cf. 1 Tim. vi. 11: dwx: dixaioosvny), it depends on
duixsrs ; in 1 Thess. iv. 3 also it has the meaning referred to.  If it be here taken
in an active sense, and sxév be the ohjective genitive, the subject is wanting ;
but if suay be the subjective genitive, then it is the object which is wanting.
Liinemann's interpretation accordingly : ““that yow sanctify yowrselves,” is
unwarranted.  &yiespss can only be artificially interpreted by ““sanctifying ™ in
the passages quoted. A striking example of this is Hofnann’s interpretation
of 1 Thess. iv. 4. Ouly in 2 Thess. ii. 13, where the expression, as here, is:
iy aysaops wyvivuases, does the active meaning seem to correspond better than
the nenter with the thought. There is no foundation whatever for the opinion
of Cremer, cf. s.2., that—whilst in the Apoerypha the word never has an active
signification, but is either ** sanctuary ™ (thus also in the LXX. Yack. xlv. 4 and
Amos ii. 11) or ““sanctity "—it is in the N. T. for the most part ““sanctifying.”
—Schott very justly calls in question the active signification of the word; but
when, not content with tlic rendering ‘¢ sanctification,” he interprets - ¢“ the
condition of holiness heing increasingly realized,” he eonfuses the conception by
references which are simply imported.

* The idea of holiness is liere by no means inappropriate, sinec the readers
would not be ixrixroi wapsmidnges if they had not become dyies through the
Holy Spirit. It is this &y e which is here expressed by éyizouis.  Also
in 2 Thess. ii. 13, there is no nrgent reason for departing from this signification
of tlic word. ITofmann erroncously appeals to 2 Muce. xiv. 36 ; ¢f. Cremer, 5.0,

1 PETER. D
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the éxhextois wapemridyuors. It is incorrect to attribute to év
Lere a final signification ; Beza : ad sanctificationem ; de Wette :
€ls 70 elvar €v ayacue ; the conception of purpose begins
only with the subsequent els. — The explanation, that év ay.
7rv. points out the sphere (or the limitations) within which the
readers are éw\. mapew. (formerly supported in this com-
mentary), is wanting in the necessary clearness of thought. —
els Umaxony Kal pavricpov aiuatos 'Inocod Xp.] The third
adjunct to éxh. wapewid., giving the end towards which this
condition is directed. The preposition els is not to be con-
nected with dywaopos (de Wette, Steinmeyer) ; for although
such a construction be grammatically possible, the refcrence to
the Trinity goes to show that these words must be taken as
a third adjunct, co-ordinate with the two preceding clauses.
Besides, if there were two parts only, the conjunction xal
would hardly be awanting. dwaxon is to be construed neither
with "Incet XpioToh, whether taken as a subjective genitive
(Beza: designatur nostrae sanctificationis subjectunm, nempe
Christus Jesus qui patri fuit obediens ad mortem, where els
is arbitrarily rendered by &ie), nor, with Hofinaun and Schott,
as an objective genitive : “ obedience towards Clrist” (for
then this genitive would stand in a relation other than to
afpatos?), nor with afuaros. varaxon must be taken here
absolutely, as in ver. 1-4; cf. Rom. vi. 16, With regard to the
meaning of dmwarxoer, many interpreters understand by it faith
in Clrist; <o Luther, Gerhard, Vorstius, Heidegger, Bengel,
Wiesinger, Hofmann, ctc.; others, on the contrary, take it to
signify “ moral obedience;” so Pott, de Wette, Schott, ete.
Many of the former, however, iusist that by it a faith is
meant “which of itself includes a conduct corresponding to
it” (Hofmann), whilst by the latter it is emphasized that that

1 Hofmann thinks that since juvriopis eipers; forms one conception, and
{rexes can be accompanicd by an objective genitive, 'lxsot Xperes, being the
subjective genitive to aiueres, might at the same time be objective genitive to
bwaxs7.  In opposition to this, we observe (1) that it is self-contradictory to say
that juvr. «iuesss forms onc conception, and that ’Izees Xp. is dependent on
@ivaros 3 und (2) that it is grammatically inadmissible to take the same genitive
as being at once subjective and objective genitive. —This much only is correet,
that the nearer definition, which must be supplied to $waxs, has, in sense, to
be borrowed from the subsequent genitive *Insos Xp.
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moral obedience is meant which springs from faith, so that both
interpretations are substantially in accord. It may then be said
that vwaxoy is the life of man conformed in faith and walk to
the will of the Lord, which the éxhexToi mapemridnuor as such
must realize; so that there is no reason why the idea should
be limited towards the one side or the other; e¢f. 1 John
iil. 23. The second particular: xai pavriopov aiparos Inaod
XpioTob, is closely linked on to Imaxoer. Some commentators
have held that the O. T. type on which this expression is based
was the paschal lamb (thus Beda: “ aspersi sanguine Christi
potestatem Satanae vitant, sicut Israel per agni sanguinem
Aegypti dominatum declinavit;” Aretius, ete.). Others think
that the ceremonial of the great day of atonement is meant
(thus Dott, Augusti, Steiger, Usteri, etc.). Wrongly, iowever;
for although in both euses blood was employed, neither the
blood of the pasehal lamb nor that of the offering of atonement
was used to sprinkle the people. 'With the former the posts
were tinged ; with the latter the sacred vessels were sprinkled.
Steinmeyer is wrong in tracing the expression to the sprinkling
with water (Lev. xix.) of him who had Dbeen defiled through
contact with a corpse, from the fact that the LXX. have
pavriopss only in this passage. For apart from the artificial-
ness of the explanation which Steinmeyer® thus feels himseli
compelled to adopt, the reference to the water of sprinkling
s inapt, since mention is made heve of a sprinkivng of blood,
aud not of water, A sprinkling of the people with blood took
place only on the occasion of the sacrifice of the covenant’®

1 Since Steinmeyer, from the fact that the LXX. translate the ebrew a3 1

e

(which is not, in his view, equal to “‘water of purification,” but to *‘water of

impurity ) by dwp favrisuss, concludes that javriopss does not stinply mean

aspersio, but ca aspersio, cujus ratio, causa, eflectus verbis ;193 %3 descripta sunt,

Rea

—that Is, since that water was tanquam mortis instar, quuim in ipsius mortis

communionem ita redigeret immundos, ut reducerentur inde in munditiem vitae,

cjusmodi aspersio quae in naturam sparsac aquae trahit, atque virtute ipsius

spursos peunitus imbuit, he expliins peyrisg. aip. "I Xp. as @ sprinkling with the
blood of Christ, qua in mortis salvatoris nostri communionem trahamur.

2 When Wiesinger remarks : “* But in Heb. xi. 22, tppavrioniver vas zapbies dxo
ovvid. wovnpis is Lased on the typical sacrifice of the great day of atonement,
althougl #evriopeiva is transferved here to persons, and ¢ points to a cleansing
and frecing from the consciousness of guilt,”” we cannot in this agree with i
nor do cither Luncmann or Delitzsel see liere any reference to the great sacsi-
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The O. T. type on which the expression is founded is no otner
than the making of the covenant related in Ex. xxiv. 8, to
which even Gerhard had made reference, and as, in more
recent times, has been acknowledged by Briickner, Wiesinger,
Weiss, Schott. This is clear from Heb. ix. 19 (AaBwv 7o
alpa T@V pooxwy ... wdvra TOv Aaov éppdvrice) and il
24, where alpa pavriopod, .c. “the blood by means of the
sprinkling of which the ratification of the covenant took
place,” is conuected with the immediately preceding xai
Swabikns véas peoitns. Accordingly, by pavricuos aipatos
Inc. Xp. is to be understood the ratification of the covenant
relation grounded on the death of Christ, with those thereto
ordained; the reference here, however, being not to the com-
mencement, but to the continnance of that relation. TFor by
this expression the apostle does not intend to remind his
readers of the end God had in view in their election, but to
set before them what the purpose of their election is, which,
like the dmaxoy, should therefore be realized in them as the
elect strangers. They are then éxiextol mwapemidnpor, in order
that they may constantly render obedience to Christ, and in
Him constantly possess the forgiveness of sins!— The xail
standing between Umaxony and pavriopoy is taken by Stein-
meyer as an explicative ; he explains: “ in obedientiam, atque
in eam praesertim, ut aspergamini sanguine Christi h. e. ut
vos in mortis Jesu Christi communionem trahi patiamini.”
Incorrectly : “inasmuch as the active idea of obedience can
never be explained by the passive being sprinkled ” (Wiesinger);
and the introduction of the idea pati is arbitrary. —It is
further to be observed that the readers are, by the expression

fice of atonement. The former explains the expression ““on the analogy of the
sprinkling with blood bLy which the first Levitical priests were conscerated ;™
while the latter quotes by way of explanation the passage Heb. xii. 24, where he
terms the aia pavriopos the antitype of the blood with which Moses sprinkled
the people at the institution and consecration of the covenant.

' Hofmann is accordingly wrong in maintaining that ¢“what is here meant
has taken place once for all for the readers, and is not continually to be done.”
Nor does this altogether accord with his own interpretation, when le says, ‘“ the
readers are chosen to become obedient to Christ, and partakers of His propitiation
for sin.” The Christian, on being received into communion with Christ, has
been sprinkled with His blood, but still he requires a continual cleansing, and
this he receives, if he walk in the light; ef. 1 Johni. 7.



CHAP. 1. 3. 53

last used: pavr. atparos 'Incoi XpioTod, here for the first
time characterized directly as Christians, all the previous
designations having been equally applicable to the children of
Israel. A circumstance which shows clearly cnough that Peter
regards the Christian church as the true Israel, and that with-
out making it in any way dependent on national connection,
— As regards the lexicology, it must be remarked that in
classical Greek pavriopos never occurs, and pavrilew only in
later writers: the usual word is padvew, cg. Euripides, Iphiy.
in dul. 1589 : s alpat Bwudv palver’ dpdnv tis Oecod; in
the LXX. both verbal forms: pavriocuds, only in Num. xix.,
in a somewhat inexact translation, however. — ydpes Duiv xai
elprvy mAnfuvbein] The distinction between ydpis and elprvn
is thus drawn by Gerhard: “pax a gratia distinguitur tan-
quam jructus et ¢ffectus a sua cousa.” In harmouy with this,
xapts is regarded by the interpreters for the most part as
“ the subjective in God ” (Meyer on Rom. 1. 7); but Paul’s use
of dmo and the subsequent mAnfuvfeln show that by ydpis
in forms of greeting, is to be understood the gifts which tlow
from it (the manifestation of grace). eips;jvy specifies this gift
more closely according to its nature (sce on 1 Tim. i 271).
7Anfurfein] Luther: “ye have peace and grace, but not yet
to the full;” on the salutation forni in the N. T.; besides here
only in 2 Pet. i. 2 and Jude 2; in O. T. in Dan. iii. 31,
LXX.: etpyrn uiv mhgfuvbem ; cf. Schoctigen: horac Lebr.
¢t talm., on this passage.

Vv, 3-12. Praise to God for the grace of which the Chris-
tians had been made the partakers. The prominence which
the apostle gives to dvayervdv els énmida {doav, as also his
designation of them as éx\extol mapemidnuor, is occasioned by
the present state of suffering in which his readers were, and
above which he is desirous of raising them.

Ver. 3. edhoyntos 6 Oeos kai watyp Tob xvp. . I Xpio-
tot] The same formula oceurs in 2 Cor. 1. 3; LKph i 3. —

! When Schott, in order to preserve the objectiveness of eipivn, erroncously
understands it to mean ‘° the state of matters which to those who are in it occa-
sions inwardly no want or unrest, and externally no harm or disturbanee,” it
must he nrged in opposition that the inwarduess of a possession does not in any
way affect its objectiveness.
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ebhoynros, not: “ worthy of praise,” but: “praised ;" in the
LXX. the translation of 7M2; in the N. T. the word ebAoynros
used only with reference to God. ein and not éoriv is probably
to be supplied, as is done by most comimentators, cf. Meyer
on Eph. i. 1; Winer, p. 545 [E. T. 732] (Schott; Buttm. p.
120); at least from the fact that in the doxologies introduced by
means of relatives, éoriv is to be found (cf. Rom. i. 25 also
1 Pet. iv. 11), it cannot he concluded that the indicative is to
he supplied in an ascription of praise quite differently con-
structed, cf. LXX. Job i. 21. The adjunct xai waryp w1
to 0 @eos is explainable as a natural expression of the Chris-
tian consciousness. It ig possible “that the whole formula of
doxology has its origin in the liturgical usage, so to spealk, in
the primitive Christian church” (Weiss, p. 401). — ¢ xata 7o
woAY alTob &leos avayevvijoas puas] The participial clause
states the reason why God is to be praised. moAd gives
prominence to the riches of the divine wmercy, Eph. ii. 4:
m\ovcios OV €v éxéer. kaTd is used here in the sawe sense as
in ver. 2. avayevvicas has its nearer definition in the subse-
quent eis éawida f@doav. De Wette joins these intimately
connected ideas in a somewhat too loose way, when he
thus interprets: “who hath awakened us to repentance and
faith, and thereby at the same time to a hope” Similarly
Wiesinger, who takes avayervijoas as a self-contained idea,
and connects els Exmida with it, in 7iiis sense, “ that in the idea
of regeneration this particular determination of it is hrought
into prominence, that it is a new birth to living hope, ie.
as born again we have attained unto a lively hope;” thus
Schott.  This view, however, refutes itself, because it necessi-
tates unjustifiable supplements. More in harmony with the
expression is Briickner's interpretation, according to which eis
denotes the aim of the new hirth (“the hope 1s conceived of
as the aim of him by whom the readers have been begotten
again ;7 thus Morns already : Deus nos in melius mutavit, cur ?
ut sperare possimus). But if the attainment of cwrypla be
conceived as the aim and end of the new hirth, the hopes
directed to it caunot he so, all the less that this hope forms an
essential element of the new life itself. The verb dvayervav
is here taken not as an absolute, but as a relative idea, its
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supplement lying in ews érw. & (so also Steinmeyer, Weiss,
Hofmann). The émis {doa is then to be thought of as the
life into which the mercy of God has raised or begotten the
believer from the death of hopelessness (Eph. ii. 12: év 74
katpd éxeive ywpis XpioTob . . . éNwida py Eyovres); the con-
nection is the same as in Gal. iv. 24, where the simple yevvar
is also construed with els’ This view is justified, not only
by the close connection of els with the idea avayewvav, but
also Ly the corresponding adj. {@oav. In this there is no
weakening of the idea dvayervav (in opposition to Wiesinger),
for éxwis need not be couceived as representing onc single side
of the Christian life, but under it way be understood the
whole Cliristian life in its relation to the future cwypia. Tt
i3 incorrect to take éamis lere in the objective sense, as:
object of lope; Aretius: res, quae spel subjectae suut, h. e.
vita aeterna; Bengel: haereditas coelestis; so also Hottinger,
Hensler, etc. It is used rather in the subjective sense to
denote the inward condition of life.—The expression {doa
has been variously translated by the commeutators; thus
Beza explains it as: perennis; Arctius: solida ; Piscator : vivi-
fica; Gualther: spes viva certitudinem salutis significat;
Heidegger: dga: quia et fructus vitae edit, et spes vitae est
et permanet ; quia non languida, infirma est, sed wagpnoiav et
memoifnow habet et perpetua simul semperque exhilarans est,
neque nnquam intermoritur, sed semper renovatur et refocil-
Iatur; in the first edition of this commentary; “the Aope of
the Christian is pervaded by life, earrying with it in undying
power the certainty of fulfilment (Rom. v. 5}, and making the
heart joyful and happy;” it < has life in itself, and gives life,
and at the same time has life as its object” (de Wette).
Taken strictly, {doa characterizes the hope as one which has

* Against this interpretation Schotl urges: that waysw@y does not mean ““to
awaken,” that ‘‘a death of despair” is not alluded to, that neither {ixis nor
tamis Laee denotes ““a life of hope.”  These reasons are insignificant, for (1) the
expression “‘ awakened ” is not employed in order to give the full meaning of
avayewiy 3 (2) even on the opposite interpretation their former condition may be
considered as a hopeless one, and can undoubtedly be regarded as a death ; and
(3) it cannot be denicd that hope is life. In opposition to Schott’s assertion,
that @vayeway is everywhere a self-contained idea, it is to be noted that the word
occurs in the N, T. only Lere and in ver. 23.
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life in itself, and is therefore operative. All else may as a
matter of fact be connected with it, hut is not contained in
the word itself (Weiss, p. 92); more especially, too, the idea
that it has the certainty of its own realization (Hofmann); ef.
1. 28: Aoyos Cav; ii. 4, 5: Mfos &av. Gerhard incorrectly
interprets é\mris by fides, sive fiducialis meriti Christi appre-
hensio quae est regenerationis nostrae causa formalis. For apart
from the fact that Deter is not here speaking of regeneration
at all, exwls and wioTes are in themselves separate ideas,
which cannot be arbitrarily substituted for one another, It is
erroneous also, with TLuther, Calvin, and others, to resolve
é\mis Ldga into éwis fwijs; {doa denotes not the end, but
the nature of the hope. — & dvaordcews 'Ine. Xpiorod
éx vexpav] is not to be joined with {éoav (Oecum., Luth.,
Bengel, Lorinus, Steiger, de Wette, Hofmann), but with ava-
yevmjaas, more nearly defined by eis . .. Lwoav (Calvin, Gerhard,
Knapp, Weiss, p. 299 ; Schott, Briickner!); for {boav does
not define a particular kind of hope, but only gives special
prominence to an element already contained in the iden
éxmis.  The resurrection of Christ is the means by which
God has begotten us again to the living hope. It is the fact
which forms the living ground of Christian hope.  Wiesinger
joins &t dvagT. somewhat too loosely with avary., explaining as
he does: “ He hath begotten us again, and thus <n virtuc of the
resurrection of Jesus Christ hath aided s to living hope.”—As
{coav corresponds to the term avayerwijoas, so does avda-
Taces in the most exact manner to both of these ideas. By
the resurreetion of Christ the believer also is risen to Ziye. It
must be remarked the prepositions xatd, €v, e, ver. 2, arc
used to correspond with xard, els, 8ud; cf. ver. 5, the use of
the prepositions: év, &ud, eis.

Ver. 4. el wAnpovopiav] co-ordinate with the conception
eAmida ; it is nevertheless not dependent on it, but on avayev-
vyaas, although it denotes the objective blessing to which the
érxmls has recard. It is added by way of apposition, in order

3 Schott and Briickner, while accepting the construetion above indicated,
apply it, in accordance with their interpretation of dvay. s trmile, 3 dvarri-
ctws, both to regencration and the hope therewith connected, which, however, they
term ‘“ a single homogencous fact,”
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to deseribe more nearly the substance of the hope with respect
to its aim.— xAnpovouia means, no doubt, in the O. aud N. T.
(Matt. xxi. 38 ; Luke xii. 13) sometimes ¢nleritance; but more
frequently it has the signification of “ possession.” In the O. T.
it often serves to denote the land of Canaan and its separate
parts, promised and apportioned to the people of Israel (Deut.
xii. 9; Lam.v. 2; Josh. xiil. 14, and other passages): 7 i}, Hv
xUptos 6 Oeos gov 8idwai cor ev Khpe, Deut. xxiv. 2, or jv
... 88wat cor kAppovopijear. In the N. T., and so here also,
by the term is to be understood the completed Baciiela Tob
Ocot with all its possessions, as the antitype of the land of
Canaan (cf. in partienlar, Heb. ix. 15). As this use of the
word is not based on the signification “inheritance,” it cannot
be maintained, with Wiesinger (Schott agrecing with Lim), that
xAnpovouia stands herve with reference to dvavyevwvioas, “to
designate that of which the Christians as children of God have
expectations.”! The following words: d¢faprov xai dulavrov
kai apdpavrov] state the gloriousness of the sAqpovopia’
apbapros (cf. chap. iii. 4), opposite of ¢pfapros (ver. 18 equal to
amoMhvpevos, ver. 7), cf. ver. 23; Rom. 1. 23; 1 Cor. ix. 25,
xv. 53, 54; “not subject to the ¢phopd.” aplavros (Jas.1. 27 ;
Heb. vii. 26), “undefiled, undefilable.” dudpavros am. Aey.
(apapavTwos is similar, chap. v. 4), “ unfading;” in the last
expression prominence is given to the ¢mperishable beauty of the
kAnpovouia. Steinmeyer's opinion is incorrect, that auiavros
has nearly the same meaning as woAdTeuos and Tiutos, ver. 19.
—It is not to be assumed that Peter alludes to the character
“of the earthly kAnpovouia (Weiss, p. 74) of the people of Israel,”
especially as there is nothing in the expressions aupdpavros
and a@¢bapros which can without artificial straining admit
of such a reference.’ — rernpnuévny év odpaveis els vuas] The

! No doubt Rom. viii. 17 might be appealed to in support of this interpretation,
yet it would be unwarrantable to maintain that the idea there expressed belongs
also to Peter. It must also be observed that even Paul, where he makes use of
the term xazpovouix, never alludes to that idew,—a circumstance which has its
reason in the current usage of the word.

? Calvin inaccurately : tria epitheta quae sequuntur ad gratiac Dei amplifica-
tioncm posita sunt.

3 In éuizsros, Weiss sees an allusion to the pollution of Judea by the peaple of
Israel itself or its enemics (Jer, ii. 7; Lev. xviii. 28; Num. xxxv.34; Ezek.
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apostle having uwp to this time spoken generally, makes a
transition, and addresses his readers directly: dvavyevr. fuas; he
thereby assures them that that xAnpovouia is a possession
intended and reserved for them. TFor the conception here
expressed, cf. especially Col. i. 5, and Meyer @n loc. The perf.
Ternpnuévrny (Luth. inexactly: “which is kept™) stands here
with reference to the ncarness of the time when their k¥Aypovouia
will be allotted to believers; ver. 5: éroluny amroxaivpbivar!
Ver. 5. As the Dhasis of the thought: Ternpnuérmpy . .
els Duds, the apostle subjoins to duds the additional Tovs
€v Suvaper povpovpévovs . . . els cwmpiay, by which is
expressed not the condition on which the readers might hope
for the heavenly xAnpovopia, but the reason why they possess
expectations of it.  The chief emphasis lies not on év duvduer
Bcot (Schott), but on Ppovpovuévovs . . . els cwTnpiav, inas-
much as the former expression serves only to define the ¢pov-
petofar more precisely.  Gerhard incorrectly makes the accu-
sative depend on avayewvioas. The prep. év (as distinguished
from the following &:d) points out the Svwauts Oeod as the
causa efficiens (Gerhard), so that Luther’s : “out of Gorl's power”
is in sense correct; the ¢povpeigfac is based on the 8vw. Oeod.
Steinmever wrongly explains, referring to Gal. il 23, the
Svwaus Oeod as the ¢povpa within which the Christians as
believers (Sta mioTews equal to meoTedorres !) are kept, velut sub
vetere T. lex carcermn instar exstitit, in quibus of dmo vouov
dvtes custodicbantur. To assume an antithesis between the 8dv.
Ocot and the law in explanation of this passage, is entirely
unjustifiable. By &v. Oeob is not to he understood, with de
Wette and Weiss (p. 189), the Holy Spirit; He is never in
any passage of the N. T. (not even in Luke i. 35) designated
by these words. The mcans by which the power of God effects
the preservation is the wioTes,” the ultimate origin of which

xxxvi. 17 ; Ps Iexix. 1, where the LXX. has gwiven) ; and in dudparsos to the
scorching of the country by the simoom.  Weiss thinks that dpdapres 1may allnde
to the glaiguy =y 4%y, Isa. xxiv. 3; still hie himself does not consider this probable.

! Hofmaunn, in disputing this by saying that the perf. partie. is not cuplained
by the nearness of the time when the Delievers will be in possession of the
inheritance, calls in question an asscrtion which is nowhere here made.

? miemss implics the entire and full Christian faith ; not simply confidenee in
God (Weiss), nor the mere ““ confident assurance of the salvation which is ready
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nevertheless is also the gracious will of God.—On ¢povpov-
pévous, Vorstius rightly remarks: notatur talis custodia, quae
praesidium habet adjunctum.! The word by which the apostle
even here makes reference to the subsequent év motkidoss
wetpaocpols, ver. 0, has its nearer definition in the following
els cwmpiay éroquny dmoxaivgdijvar, which by Calvin (haec
duo membra appositive lego, ut posterius sit prioris expositio,
rem unam duobus modis exprimit), Steiger, and others is
jolned to avayevrijocas as a co-ordinate adjunct to els x\gpo-
voplav. It is preferable to connect them with ¢povpovuévous ;
the more so that xAypovopia, “ with its predicates, so fully
characterizes the object of hope, that els conpiav .71, would
add nothing further” (Wiesinger). The introduction of dpdas,
too, is decidedly opposed to the former comstruction. There
is nothing to support the connection with wierews, in which
cwtypia would be regarded as the object of faith. According
to the correct construction, the verbal conception is more nearly
defined by the addition of the origin, means, and end, cf. vv.
2, 32 The word cwtrnpla is here—as the conjoined éroiun
amoxalvdBivar shows—a positive conception ; namely : the
salvation effected and completed by Christ, not simply a negative
idea, “ deliverance from dmotea” (Weiss, p. 79). It does not
follow from the circumstance that kAppovopuia and cwtnpia are
synonymous terms, that the former is “only the negative side
of the completed salvation.”—The verb amoxaivpfivar is here,
as elsewhere, used to denote the discloswre of what is already

to be revealed ” (IHofmann) ; these are single elements which it includes, hut
which do not exhaunst the idea. Aecording to Schott, the apostle has omitted
the article, in order to emphasize the fact that he means ¢ that faith which, as to
its inmost nature, is not dependent on sight ” (!).

I Aretius rightly observes: militare est vocabulum @povps : praesidium. Pii
igitur, dum sunt in periculis, sciant totidem eis divinitus parata csse pracsidia
millia millium custodinnt eos. Finis est salus. — Bengel also aptly says:
haereditas servata est ; haeredes custodiuntur, neque illa his, neque hi deerunt
il

* Schott justly calls attention to the relation of @povpovpeivevs to czrnprpiiny: “If
the reserving of the inheritance for Christians is not to be fruitless, it must he
accompanied by a . . . preserving of them on carth for that inheritance.” He
states the ditference between the two expressions thus: ¢ As regards the inherit-
ance, it is only necessary that its existence should not cease.  Christians, on the
other hand, must he guarded and preserved from influences endangering their
state of salvation.”
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in existence (with God €v odpavols, ver. 4), but as yet hidden.
€roipos is here, like pé\Awv often, joined cum. inf. pass. (see
Gal. 11i. 23. On the use of the inf. aor. in this connection, see
Winer, p. 311 £ [E. T. 419 £]); péAlwv nevertheless has a
less strong force. The fufure salvation lies ready to be revealed,
that is to say : év xaipd éoydre, by which is denoted the time
when the world’s history will be closed (not “the relatively
last; Bengel : in comparatione temporum V. T.; but absolutely
the last time év dmoxahingrec "I. Xp, ver. 7.” Wiesinger').
When this time will be, the apostle does not say; but his
whole manner of expression indicates that in hope it floated
before his vision as one near at hand; cf. chap. iv. 7.

Ver. 6. év & ayalhdofe] The verb expresses the liveliness
of the Christian joy, equivalent to: cwult; it is stronger than
yalpew, with which it is sometimes connected (chap. iv. 13 ;
Matt. v. 125 Rev. xix. 7%). — év @& refers either to the preced-
ing thought, that the salvation is ready to be revealed (Calvin:
articulus “ 7n quo” refert totum illud complexum de spe salutis
in coelo repositae; so also Estius, Grotius, Calov, Steiger,
Jachmann, de Wette, Driickner, Steinmeyer, Schott ; similarly
Gerhard, who, however, applies it to all that precedes : dvayev-
mjgas, etc.), or o kaped éoydre (Oecum., Erasmus, Luther,
Wiesinger, ete.). In the first construction ayedX.—in form as
1 meaning—1is praesens, and denotes the present joy of the
Christians over their future salvation (év ¢: over which, cf.
chap. iv. 4”). In the second construction a double inter-
pretation is possible, inasmuch as év ¢ may denote either the
object or the time of the joy; in the first case the sense is:
the katpos éoyatos is for you an object of joy, because in it

! Sehott unjustifiably supposes that the want of the article indicates that ¢“the
rwrzpia would take place at a time which, from this very fact, must be regarded
as the last.” .

* Steinmeyer, whilst combating the opinion that Zy«.a. has a stronger foree
than yaigen, correctly describes the dyxadizsis as affectio fervidior animi hilaris,
It xupé unwarrantably as: perpetua illa cordis lactitia, quae neque augeri queat
neque imminui.

3 Briickner explains iv ¢ as above stated, Tut he understands &g ax2:sé: in
a future sense, ““ of that which shall most surely come to pass ;™ this interpreta-
tion is undoubtedly inappropriate, inasmmch as the present assurance of the
future salvation, stated in ver. 3, may now indeed be an object of rejoicing, hut
will not be so then, when that future salvation itself is attained.
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the salvation will be revealed ; in the second case the sense is:
in that last time ye shall rejoice (so Wiesinger and Hofmann);
Lere the object of joy is doubtless not named, but it may be
easily supplied, and the want of it therefore cannot be urged
against this view (as opposed to Briickner). The last of these
different views deserves the preference, both on account of
the subsequent oAiyov dp7e . . . Avarpbévres, which forms a
distinct antithesis to dyaAAiiofe, and of the idea peculiar to
the epistle, that in the present time the Christian has to swfr
rather than to exult, and only in the future can he expect the
full joy ;—and the prevalent manner of conjunction, too, pre-
cisely in this section of the epistle, by which what follows is
linked directly on to the word immediately preceding, cf. vv. 3,
8, 10, shows that év ¢ applies to xatpp éoyarw. In this
combination, however, it is more natural to take v in the same
sense as in that which it has before xa¢pg, rather than in
another.'—Doubtless the present dyaiiidofe will then have
a future force; but this occasions no difficulty, there being
nothing uncommon in such a use of the present (cf. also Winer,
p. 249 [E. T. 331 f.]).—The present tense strongly emphasizes
the certainty of the future joy, rays of which fall even on the
present life.? — 8\iyov dpTi] Alyov mot of measure (Steiger),
but of time, chap. v. 10, wlere it forms the antithesis to
aldwos; cf. Rev. xvil. 10; dpre denotes present time. The
juxtaposition of the two words is cxplainable by the apostle’s
hope that the xatpos éayaTos would soon begin, — e déov éari]
not an affirmative (Bengel), but a hypothetical pareuthesis:
si res ita ferat: if it must be so, that is, according to divine
decree; cf. chap. iil. 17. Incorrectly Steinmeyer : qui per pere-
grinationis spatium, quamdin necessarium est, contristati estis.?
— Mwmnbévres v mowkiots metpacpois] The aorist with dpre

1 Schott’s assertion, that, as a rule, dywri. is connected by v with its object,
is erroneous. In the N. T. the passage, John v. 35, at the most, ean be quoted
in support of this construetion ; whilst in Luke x. 21, & accotnpanies the simple
indication of time. In Luke i, 47, dy=ax, is construed with i c. dat.; John
viii. 56, with a.

2 It is altogether inappropriate to interpret zyearizsé:, with Augustine, as an
imperative ; the exhortatious begin only in ver. 18,

3 The older Protestant commentators, more especially, sometimes cmploy this
passage to combat the arbitrary seeking after sutfering ; thus Luther says: [t



62 THE FIRST EPISTLE OF PETER.

has reference to the futurc joy: “after that ye have now for a
short time been made sorrowful” “It signifies the inward
sadness, in consequence of outward experiences” (Wiesinger).
~—Particula év non solum est ypovex), sed ctiam alreohoyirr
(Gerhard). Both meanings pass over into each other, so that év
is not to be interpreted as synonymous with 8ud. — meipacpol
are the events by which the faith of the Christian is proved
or also tempted ; here, specially the persecutions which he is
called upon to endure at the hands of the unbelieving world,
cf. Jas. 1. 2; Acts xx. 19. Dy the addition of the adjective,
the manifold nature of their different kinds is pointed out.

ReExark.—When Schott, in opposition to the interpretation
here given, maintains the purely present force of ay«ax. on the
ground that “it must be the apostle’s object to commend by
way of exhortation the readers for their present state of mind,”
it 1s to be remarked—(1) That the apostle here gives utterance
to no exhortation ; and (2) That the apostle might perfectly well
direct his readers to the certainty of the future joy, in order te
strengthen them for the patient endurance of their present con-
dition of suffering. It is perfectly arbitrary to assert, with
Schott, that by éps the present trials as transitory are contrasted
with the present joy as enduring, as also to maintain “ that by
the aorist Avaadérres the sulfering is reduced to the idea of an
ever-changing variety of individual momentary incidents which,
in virtue of the uniform joy, may always lie behind the Chris-
tian surmounted ” (!).—Sehott insists again, without reason, that
si diov [Zovi] cannot be taken as referring to the divine decree, in
that it is “1impossible to make the accomplished conerete fact of
the 7uzrdves hypothetical with respect to the will of God;” for
it is not clear why Peter should not characterize the 2rvendives
&v oz, wepzonoi; as something hypothetical here, where he does
not as yet enter more particularly into the concrete facts. Nor
can it be assumed that ¢/ diov (é577) 1s added in order to remind
the readers that the ~exinei wapaswei shouldd in reality occasion
no sadness,—the less so that thus the intimately connccted
rumglévres v moi, weipaopols are torn asunder.

Ver. 7. tva] states the aim of the Avmrpfivar év . . . wepaa-
pois, in order to console the readers with respect to it, “{thl
is not to e our own works which we ehoose, but we must await what God lays

upon us and seuds, so that we may go and follow, therefore thou mayest not
thyself run after them.”
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the approvedness of your fuill may be found morve precious than
(that) of gold, which perisheth, yet 1t is tried by fire, to (yous)
praise, and glory, und honour i the reeelation of Jesus Christ.”
— Soxipeov liere, as in Jas. 1. 3 (cf. n loco), equal to Sowxiwrj,
the approvedness as the result of the trial (Rlom. v. 3, 4;
2 Cor. ii. 9, ix. 13; Phil ii. 22)! The strict siguification
“ medzum of proof ” is inappropriate, inasmuch as the aim of
the AvmnOijvar év mwepacpols caunot be stated as the glori-
fication of these mwetpagpol, but as only that of faith in its
approveduess (in opposition to Steinmeyer). Uunsuitable, too, is
the interpretation “trial” (Briickner, Wiesinger), To Soxluiov Tijs
wioTews being taken for 5 wioTis Soxipalopérn, inasmuch as
it is not the trial of the faith, but the faith being tried that is
to be compared with the gold. This substitution of ideas is
not justifiable, inasmuch as the process applied to an olject
cannot be put for the object itself to which it is applied.
Only if Soxiueov denote a guality of faith, can a substitution
of this kind take place. Soriptor must be taken as: “«pproved-
wess,” and by approvedness of faith, the “approved,” or rather

9

“the faith approving itself.”*

REMARK~—~What Schott had formerly alleged with respect
to dozimrov is repeated by Hofmmann, only by him it is carried
further. By an highly artificial interpretation of Is. xii. 7,
LXX,, and by the application of the rule established by him,
“that the neunter of the adjective does not stand in the place
of an abstract attributive, but expresses the condition of some-

13omp4 in the N. T. has either an active or a passive signification ; in the
former it means : ‘‘ the trial which leads to approvedness,”” as in 2 Cor. viil. 2;
in the latter : ““the approvedness eftected by trial,” as in the passages quoted ;
or better still: “‘a distinetion must be drawn between a present and a perfect
force, in that 3sxsus has a reflexive sense, cither, then, the having approved itself,
or the approving itself,” Cremer, s.7.

2 Briickner raises the following objections to this interpretation :—(1) That
Goxioy can linguistically only be understood as : weans of proof, trial ; and (2)
That the part. pres., standing in opposition to xpesisy (Somiwalsuiver), does not
presuppose the puriiication of the gold to have already taken place, and that,
consequently, the xirris Jomalopiva only can be cousidered as compared with
xpuriov doxspalipever.  But against this it must be observed that dexfuov has only
the signification of ‘*means of proof,” not of trial ; and (8) That in the above
interpretation it is not the already approved laith, but that faith whicl is being
approved, or approving itself in tribulution, which is contrasted with gold which
is being tried.
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thing as a concrete reality, and in conjunction with a genitive
denotes the object thereby named in this its condition,” Hof-
mann makes out that it is here affirmed that “at the revelation
of Christ it will be found that the faith of the readers has been
subjected to purification, and is in consequence free from dross.”
This whole interpretation is a pure matter of fancy, for doxiuso
—a circumstance which both Schott and Hofmann have left
unnoticed—-is 2ot an adjective, but a real substantive; for doxiusior.
—Cremer explains: “ dex. is not the touchstone only, in and for
itself, but the trace left behind on it by the metal ; therefore 3
doz. v%¢ wisrewg 15 that which results from the contact of wisrec
with zepasnoiz, that by which faith is reeognised as genuine, equal
to the proof of faith.” DBut in opposition to this it must be
vemarked that fire and not touchstone is here conceived as the
means of testing.

—moAvTiudTepoy x.7.\.] is by most interpreters closely con-
nected with eipefy, by others again (Wolf, Pott, Steinmeyer,
Wiesinger, Hofmann) separated from it, and considered as in
apposition to 7o Soxipioy Vu. T. wior. The following facts,
however, are decisive against the latter construction: (1) That—
as Wiesinger admits—this appositional clause expresses “ some-
thing nnderstood of itself.” (2) That the intention here is not
to make an observation on faith, but to state what is the
design of sorrow, namely, that the faith which is approving
itself may be found to be one moAdrimos. (3) That thus
evpeBy would be deprived of any nearer definition, in that the
subsequent efs has reference not to edpefs alone, but to the
whole iden expressed. Yet it cannot well dispense with a
nearer definition (in opposition to Hofmann).——The genitive
xpvciov is, as almost all the interpreters take it, to be joined
in sense directly with the comparative: “ than the gold,” so that
the Soxiptor of the faith is compared with the gold. Some com-
mentators, like Beza, Grotius, Vorstius, Steinmeyer, Hofinann,
assume an ellipsis (cf. Winer, p. 230 [E. T. 307]), supplying
before ypuaiov the words ) To Sowiptov. In opposition it may
be wrged, however, not precisely “that this is cumbrous”
(Driickner), but that the point of comparison is not properly the
approval of faith, but the faith in the act of approving itself.
Whilst comparing the faith with the gold, the apostle places
the former above the latter; the reason of this he states in the
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attribute Tof amoAluuévov connected with ypuaiov, by which
reference is made to the imperishable nature of taith. To this
first attribute he subjoins the second: 8@ mupos 8¢ doxipato-
pévoy, in order to mame here also the medium of proving,
to which the metpacpuoi, with respect to faith, correspond.
Accordingly Wiesinger and Steinmeyer are wrong in asserting
that in the interpretation here given the attribute Tob amodiv-
pévov is inappropriate. — amoANdpevos : $plaptdés, cf. vv. 18, 23;
also John vi, 27.  For the position of the adjective with art.
after an anarthrous subst., see Winer, p. 131 f. [E. T, 174]. —
S1a mupos 8¢ Soxtpalouévou] The particle 8¢ seems to place this
second adjunct in antithesis to the first (@moAivpévov) (thus
de Wette: “which is perishable, and #et is proved by five;”
so also Hofmann). But opposed to this view is the circum-
stance that the trial and purification of what is perishable is
by no means anything to occasion surprise; it is therefore
more correct to find the purpose of the adjunct in this, that
by it the idea of the Soxepdleafacr is brought prominently
forward. Vorstius remarks to the point: aurum igni com-
mittitur non ad iteritum, sed ad gloriam, sic fides cruci ad
gloriam subjicitur.—For this comparison, see Job xxiil. 10;
Prov. xvii. 3; Zech. xiii. 9. — elpedy eis émaworv rai ofav xai
Teuqv] The verb edpeBivac, “to be found to be)” is more
significant than eivac (cf. Winer, p. 572 f. [E. T. 769 £]), und
has reference to the judicial investigation on the last day of
judgment. The words following form an adjunct to the whole
preceding thought: fva . .. eUpef;. Beza vightly : hic agitur
de ipsorum electorum laude, ete. ; thus: “to your praise, glory,
and honour.”  Schott quite arbitrarily interprets émwawos as
in itself: “the judicial recognition” (as opposed to this, cf.
Phil. i. 11, iv. 8); 7eusp: “the moral estimation of the person
arising therefrom” (as opposed to this, cf. 1 Pet. iii. 7), and
8ofa: “the form of glory” (as opposed to this, cf. Gal. 1. 3;
Phil. i. 11).  Steinmeyer incorrectly applies the words not to
the persons, but to their faith. 8ofa and 7y in the N. T.
stand frequently together; in conuection with émrawos, here
only. The juxtaposition of these synonymous expressions
serves to give prominence to the onc idea of honourable
recognition common to them all. Standing as &cka does
1 PETER. E
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between émawos and T, it cannot signify: “the allotment
of the possession of glory” (Wiesinger), but it is: “glory,
praise.” — év dmoxaiinfrer 'Incod Xpiorod] not: “thiough,”
but: “e«f” the revelation of Jesus Christ, that is, on the day of
His rveturn, which is at once the dmordivyris Sixaioxpioias
T00 Oeot (Rom. ii. 3) and the amoxdAvyris Tdv vidy Tob Oeod
(Rom. viii. 19).

Ver. 8. The longing of the believers is directed to the
awordAvyris 'Ino. Xpiotod, He being the object of their love
and joy. This thought is subjoined to what precedes in two
relative clauses, in order that thereby the apostle may advert
to the glory of the future salvation.—dv olx eidores
ayamware] “ whom, although ye know Him not (that is, accord-
ing to the flesh, or in His earthly personality), 5 lorve”” The
objuct of eddores is easily supplied from &y, according to the
usage in Greek. The reading 86vres expresses substantially
the same thought. — Since dyamn, properly speaking, pre-
supposes persenal acquaintance, the clause odx eldoTes is
siguificantly added, in order to set forth prominently that the
relation to Chiist is an higher than any hased on a knowledge
after the flesh. — In the clause following—co-ordinate with
this—the thought is carried further, the apostle’s glance heing
again directed to the future appearance of Christ. — eis v
dpre wy opdvres wicTevovtes 8¢ dyaA\idaobe] As regavds the
coustruction, efs ov can hardly be taken with dyadiid@ofe, the
participles opdvres and mieTevortes thus standing absolutely
(Frommiiller), but, as most interpreters are agreed, must he
construed with worevorres.  The wore precise determination
of the thought must depend on whether ayaziidofe is, with
de Wette, Dritckner, Winer, Steinnmeyer, Weiss, Schott, to Le
taken as referring to present, or, with Wiesinger and Hofmann,
to future joy. In the first case, dyadhdofe is joined in the
closest mammer with mworevortes, and dpre only with uy
opavtes (de Wette: “and in Him, though now secing Him
not, yet helicving ye exult”); in the second, eis ov . ..
micTebovTes OF is to be taken as the condition of the ayai-
Mmacbe, and apTe to be joined with mioredortes (Wicsinger :
“on whown for the present believing,—although without seeing,
—vye exult”). In support of the first view, it may be
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advanced, that thus dyadiwagfe corresponds more exactly to
ayamare, and that usy opdvres forms a more natural antithesis
to dyaMacte than to meTedovres; for the second, that it is
precisely one of the peculiarities characteristic of this epistle,
that it sets forth the present condition of believers as one
chiefly of suffering, which only at the dmoxdAvyrs of the Lord
will be changed into one of joy; that the more precise
definition: yapd dvexhalijtey kal Sedofacuévy, as also the
subsequent xoutfoueror, have reference to the future; that the
dpre scems to involve the thought: “aow ye see Him not,
but then ye sce I, and shall rejoice in beholding Him ;7
and lastly, that the apostle, iv. 13, expressly ascribes the
ayadhdoba: to the future. On these grownds the second view
is preferable to the first. The present dyadiidafe need excite
the less surprise, that the futwre joy is one not only surely
pledged to the Christian, but which its certainty makes
already present. It may,indeed, be supposed that dyaiiiaate
must be conceived as in the same relation to time with dyamare;
yet, according to the sense, it is not the eyadiactfac, hut the
areTeber, which forms the second characteristic of the Chris-
tian life annexed to dyamav. It is not, however, the case,
that on accomnt of the present mioTedovTes, ayalh. also must
be taken with a preseut signification (Schott), since love and
faith ave the picsciit ground of the joy beginnming indeed now,
but perfected ouly in the futuwre. The particle of time dpe
applies not only to uy op@rres, but likewise to miaTedovres &€;
the sense of uy opdrres TioTeovtes 8¢ is mot this, that
although they now do not see, yet still believe—the uot secing
and the believing do not form an auntithesis, they belong to
each other; but this, that the Christians do uol indeed see,
but believe. On the distinetion between ode eldores and ui)
opowTes, see Winer, p. 452 [E. T. 609]. — yapd dvexhalijre
kal debofacpéry] serves to intensify dyaAhiaole. dvexkdahyTos,
am. Aey., “ un~peakable,” is either “what cannot be expressed
in words” (thus arainres, Rom. viil. 26), or “what caunot
be exhausted by words.”!  dedofaguévy, according to Weiss,
means: “the joy which already hears within it the glory, in

! Steinmeyer gives an unjustifiable application to the word, by saying:
“Meminerimus «dv woxiroy wupzopdr.  Siguidem plurimac illae tentatioic-
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which the future glory comes into play ceven in the Christian’s
earthly life ;7 similarly Steinmeyer: “hominis fidelis laetitia
jan exstat Seofaopévn, quoniam Sofav ejus futuram prae-
sentem liabet ac sentit;” but on this interpretation relations
are introduced which in and for itself the word does not possess.
Sedofaapévos means simply “glorificd ;” xapa OSedokacp. is
accordingly the joy which has attained unto perfected glory ;
but “the imperfect joy of the Christian here (Wiesinger,
Hofmann), and not the joy of the world, which as of sense and
transitory is a jov év drula” (Fronmiiller), is to be regarded
as its antithesis; so that this expression also seems to show
that ayadacfe is to be understood of the future exultation.
Ver. 9. xoutfouevor 70 Téhos k7] gives the reason of that
joy; the participle links itself simply on to dyadhdcbe,
“qnasmuch as ye obtain,” ete., and supplies confirmation that
what is here spoken of is not present, but future joy. It is
arbitrary to interpret, with de Wette and Driickner: “inas-
much as ye are destined to obtain;” or with Steiger:
“inasmuch as even now in forefaste ye obtain.”  Joined with
the future present ayadiidofe, the participle must also be in
the present.! Cf. with this passage, wore especially chap. v. L.
— wopilew : “obtain” (cf. chap. v. 4), is in the N. T. frequently
used of the obtaining of what will be assigned to man at the last
judgment; 2 Tet. il 13; 2 Cor.v. 10; Eph. vi. 8; Col. iii. 23.
Steinmeyer incorrectly explains the word: sccum poriare. —
70 Téhos, not “the reward” = picfés (Beza, Vorstius, etc.),
neither is it “the reward of victory” (Hofmann);* but it is

totidem laetitive causas afferunt, sine dubio 7 xeps codem sensu Zvizrérrzos
exstat, quo wupzopei nequeunt enumerari.”

! Winer, in the 5th ed. (p. 403), gives the same interpretation as de Wette ; in
the 6th (p. 306 [E. T. 429]) and the 7tk (p. 330), on the other hand: ““as
receiving (they are that already in the assurance of faith).” Schott: “since yo
are about to, or on the way to, gather in (!} lilic a harvest the end of your faith.”
Schott is clearly wrong when lie asserts that if the apostle had had the future
joy in his mind, e must have written xspedusiar on account of the d:dolzopiiz,
““ hecause the attaining of the end of salvation, which is still in the act of being
accomplished, could not be placed parallel with the final glorification which has
already taken place,” since there is nothing unreasonable in the idea that the joy
of the Christians is glorified when they reccive the end of their salvation.

2 The expression xsuiZav indecd shows that Peter pictured to himself the sixes
of faith as a trophy, but not that =éxes literally means: ‘¢ trophy.”
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the end of faith, that to which it is directed ; see Cremer, s
— Tis wioTews Tuav] refers back to TloTevorTES, Ver, S, —
cwnplav Yrvyov] The salvation is indeed one already present;
but lhere is meant the Christians’ completed salvation, of whicl
they shall be partakers, év xawd éoyare (ver. 5).— On
Joyéor, Bengel remarks: aniime praccipue salvatur: corpus
in resurrectione participat; cf. Jam. 1. 21; John xil 25; Luke
xxi 19,

Vv, 10-12. The design of this paragraph is not to prove
the truth of the apostolic doctrine by its agreement with that
of the prophets (Gerhard), but to bring prominently forward
the glory of the cwryppia before spoken of, by presenting it
as the object of prophetic search., Calvin: *salutis hujus
pretium inde commendat, quod in ecam toto studio intente
fuerunt prophetae.” Wiesinger also; in such a way, however,
that he holds the real tendency to be this, that the readers
should recognise themselves as “those favoured ones who, by
the preaching of the gospel, had been made partakers of the
salvation foretold in the O. T.” Schott thinks that here the
position of the Christians is compared very favourably with
that of the prophets, since the latter had to cling to a bare
word referring to an indefinite time; the former, on the other
hand, have in their possession of salvation the pledge of a
blessed future—indeed, in a certain sense even possess it. —
But how much is here introduced !

Ver. 10. mepi ds ocwrnpias éEelitnoav kai éEnpedvnoav
wpodirar] The cwrypia, to which the search of the prophets
was directed, is, as the connection: mwepi 75 oewt., shows,
the previously mentioned cwrnpia Jrvyév, which is the 7élos
of faith. Wiesinger and Schott extend the idea so as to
include within it the present salvation. This is correct thus
far, that the future salvation is only the completion of the
present; but it is precisely to the completion that the apostle’s
vlance 1s directed. De Wette is wrong in understanding by
cwtypia “the work of salvation.” — Both verbs express the
earnest search. ¢éfepevrav is In the N. T. am Aey. (LXX.
1 Sam. xxiii. 23: ©21; 1 Chron. xix. 3: 7). The prefixed
éx serves to intemsify the idea, without hinting that the
prophets selected the right time from among different periods
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(Steiger) ; see the other passages in the N. T. where the verb
éxtprety occurs. The aim of their search is more precisely
defined in ver, 11. Luther’s translation is inexact:  after
which salvation;” mepc means rather: <n respect fo, with
regard to.— Calvin justly remarks: quun dicit prophetas
sciscitatos esse et sedulo incuisivisse, hoc ad eorum scripta aut
doctrinam non pertinet, sed ad privatum desiderivmn quo quis-
que aestuavit. A distinction is here drawn bhetween the
individual activity put forth on the basis of the revelation of
which they had lLeen made partakers, and that revelation
itself (Wicsinger, Schott, Hofmaun).! To mpogijracr is sub-
joined the nearer definition: of mept Tijs els vuas yapiTos
mpodnTevaartes] by which some prophets are not distinguished
from others, as Hofmann thinks, but all are characterized
according to their function. Dengel: Articulus hic praeter-
nissus grandem facit orationem, nam auditorem a determinata
individuornm  consideratione  ad  ipsum  genus  spectanduin
traducit; sic ver. 12: angeli.— 9 els vpas ydapts] cither from
the prophets’ standpoint: “destined for you” (de Wette,
DBriickner), or frou that of the apostles: “the grace of which
ye have been made partakers” (Wiesinger, Schott).  The first
is the preferable view. yapis is not to be taken as identical
with gerpla (as opposed to Wiesinger), but the difference in
expression points to a distinetion in idea. ydapts denotes hoth
the present and the future, coTnpia only the future.  Hofann
attaches partiendar fiportance to the fact that Juas and not
npas is liere used ; asswming that by dpds the readers must
be wnderstood to be Zenthin - Christicas.  This iz, however,
Incorrect, since Peter nowhere in his epistle makes a distine-
tion between heathen and Jewish - Cluistians; hy Juas the
readers are addressed not as heathen-Christiaus, but as Chris-
tians in general; cf also vv. 3, 4: dvayevwijoas 7uas ...
TETRPNUEvOUS €ls UuAS.

Ver. 11 stands in close grannmatical conmection with the

3 Steinmeyer denies this distinetion, and says, interpreting sive 1 soiov xaiply,
ver. 11, by de sola inde indole temporis : neminem latebit, eos sacpenuinero
de crescente pioruin hominum desiderio nee non de aucta improborum proter-
vitate verba fecisse; . . . ecce 7& snusia oD widAevres zuspsy, quae indagata

pracdicarunt.  Aceording to this, ixZxzeiv and iHgpeevdv would be indagata
praedicare (!).
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preceding, épevvidvres being conjoined with the verba finita of
ver. 10; what follows states the object of the épevvdv. —
els Tiva 7) wolov xaipov] Tiva refers to the time itself, woiov to
its character.! Steimmeyer (appealing without justification to
Rom. iv. 13) explains #j incorrectly : vel potius; vel, ut rec-
tius dicam, — €8irov] not : “ r¢ferred to” (Luth. or significaret,
Vuly.), but: “revealed” as Heb. ix. 8, xil. 17, ete.  Vorstins
supplies: gratiam illam exstituram, de qua et ipsi vaticinaban-
tur; this is incorrect. els . . . xawpdy is conjoined rather
directly—though not as its real object, but as a secondary
determination—with é8jxov. Au object is not to be supplied
(neither Tadra nor Ty yapw Tavmyy, Steiger), as é8iiov is in
intimate union with the participle mwpopaprupduevov (de Wette,
Briickner, Wiesinger, Schott), by which “at once the act of
Snhody and its object are exactly determined” (de Wette). —
7o €v avtois wyebpa XpioTob] By this the revealing subject
is mentioued : the prophets ouly expressed what the Spivit
within them communicated to them; “the 7o év adrols is to
be taken as a special act of é&jrov” (Wiesinger), cf. hesides,
AMatt. xxil. 43 and 2 Pet. i 21.°—This Spirit is characterized
as the 70 wvedua Tob XpioTov, not in that it bLears witness
of Christ (Bengel: Spiritus Christi: testans de Christo; thus
also Grotius, Augustine, Jachinaun), for Xpiorov is the subjec-
tive and not the objective genitive, but because it is the Spirit
“which Christ has and gives” (Wiesinger); see Row. viin. 8.
The expression is to be explaiued from the apostle’s conviciion
of the pre-existence of Christ, and is here used in reference
strictly to the wpouapTupduevor Ta eis Xpiorov mabijuata
w.m. X divectly conjoined with it.  Barnabas, chap. v.: propletae
ab ipso liabentes donum in illum prophetarunt.

REMALK. — By far the greater number of the interpreters
rightly see in the term here applied to the Spirit a testimony

! Bengel : in quod vel quale tempus; guod innuit tempus per se, quasi
dicas aermm suis mwmceris notatam : guale dicit tempus ex eventibus variis
noscendum.

* Hofmann is indeed not mistaken in saying that «o év adzeis =v. Xp. is a desig-
nation of the 8pirit working prophetic knowledge in the prophcts, and not of a
constant indwelling of it,~—only it must le chserved that the expression here
employed says nothing as to how or in what manner the Spirit dwelt in the
prophets,
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to the real pre-existence of Christ. Not so de Wette, who finds
in it merely the expression of the view “ that the work of redemip-
tion is the same in both the O. aud N. T., and that the Spirit of
(God at work in the former is identical with the Spirit of Christ ;”
and Weiss (pp. 247-249), who explains the name thus: that
the Spirit which was at work in the prophets was the same as
“that which Clhrist received at His baptism, and since then
has possessed ;” similarly Schmid also (bibl. Theol. p. 163), « the
Spirit of God which in after time worked in the person of
Christ.”"—Weiss seeks to prove, indeed, that “ Christ had in the
pre-existent Messianic Spirit an ideal, or in « ecréain sense a real
pre-existence,”—but in this way reflex ideas are attributed to
the apostles, which certainly lay far from their mind. Besides,
Weiss himself admits that in 1 Cor. x. 4, 9, reference is made to
the pre-existent Christ; but it cannot be concluded from Acts
ii. 36 that Peter did not believe it. Schott, too, in his inter-
pretation, does not abstain from introduwcing mauy results of
modern thought, when he designates =& =v. Xp. here as thie Spirit
“of the Mediator continually approaching the consummation of
salvation (), but as yet supernaturally concealed in God.”
Steinmeyer does not touch the question of the pre-existence of
Christ ; he finds an adequate explanation of the expression in
the remark of Bengel, althouzh he takes Xprsrod as a subject.
gen.

—— wpopapTupopevor] This verb. compos. occurs nowhere else
in the N. T, and in none of the classical writers ; the simplex
means properly : “to call to witness;” then, “to swear to, to
attest ;” mpopapTipecfar is therefore: “{o atlest beforchand.”?!
— The object of édyrov . . . wpopapr. is Ta els XpiaTov
mafjpata wai Tas pera Tavra Sofas] On this Luther remarks,
that it can be understood of both kinds of suffering, of those
which Christ Himsell bore, as well as of those which we
endure.  The majority of interpreters conceive the reference
to be to the former: Oecumenius, Theophyl, Erasmus, Grotius,
Aretius, Piscator (ef. Luke xxiv. 26), Vorstius, Heusler, Stolz,
Hottinger, Knapp, Steiger, de Wette, Briickuer, Steinmeyer,

1 Schott justly remarks that 3nxeiv and mpemapripiofar are not identical with
wpaprrivav, but that they denote the ““action of the Spirit,” by means of which
‘“He communicated to the prophets the prophecies after which they were to
inquire.”  But he is evidently mistaken when he asserts that this identification
takes place in the above interpretation.—Nor is Scliott warranted in supposing
that in mpopap. the apostle emphatically shows that the manner of communication
‘“was a revelation in the form of speech, and not an inward vision.”
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Wiesinger, Weiss, Lutharde, Schott, Frommiiller, Hofmaun, etc. ;
but not so Calvin: non tractat Petr. quod Christo sit proprium,
sed de universali ecclesiae statu disserit; Dolten and Clericus
explain it of the sufferings of the Christians; the sawme posi-
tion is taken up in the first edition of this commentary. Since
the main tendeucy of the paragraph, vv. 10-12, is to give
special prominence to the glorious natwe of the helievers’
cwtnpia, the latter view s fuvoured by the connection of
thought. DBut, on the other hand, there is nothing opposed to
the assumption, that the apostle heve mentions the facts on
which the cwTppla is founded, as the substance of the
testimony of the Spirit of God in the prophets. The expression
Ta els XpoTor mathjpaTa too, which must be interpreted on
the analogy of 7ijs els duas ydpiros, goes to show that by it are
to Le understood the sufferings which were ordained or appointed
to Christ (Wiesinger). — On the plural Tas . . . 8ofas, Bengel
says: DPlurale: gloria resurrectionis, gloria ascensionis, gloria
judiclii extremi et regni coelestis; thus also Grotius, de Wette,
Steiger, Wiesinger, Weiss, Schott. But it might be more
correct to explain the plural in this way, that as the one
suffering of Christ comprehends in it a plurality of sufferings,
so does His 8ofa a plurality of glories. Hofmann: “by waf-
paTa is to be understood the manifold afilictions in which the
one suffering of Christ consisted, while the manifold glorify-
ings which go to make up His glory are included under 86ac.”
Besides, it must be noted that the suffering of Christ is always
designated by the plural wafjuara (with the exception of in
Heb. ii. 9, where we have: 70 wdfnpa 7ot Gavdrov), but Idis
glory always by the singular 8ofa.—As the mwabjpata and
80Eas of Christ are the object of édnhov mpopapTupouevoy, so by
xaipos, to which the épevvav of the prophets was dirceted, fhr
time is referred to when this salvation would actually be
accomplished. TFor this reason, then, éfnpetvnaar, ver.10,cannot
again be repeated in épevvdvres (Wiesinger, Schott), as if the
eis Tiva . . . kawpov referred directly to the appearance of
the cwrnpia; the apostle’s thought is rather this, that in

! Hofmann’s opinion, that Peter had chiefly in his mind the passages in Isa.

xlix. 6, 7, lii. 15, arises from the fact that he applies Szz: specially to the
Gentiles, !
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their search as to the time of the sufferings, ete. of Clhrist,
the proplhets had before their eyes, as that with respect to
which they sought to obtain knowledge, the coTnpla of which
believers were to-be made partakers.

Remark.—Definite corroboration of the ideas here expressed
is to be found in the Book of Daniel, chap. xii 4, 9, 10, 13.
The fundamental presupposition is, that the “awhen” of the fulfil-
ment was unknown to the prophets; according to ver. 12, all
that was revealed to them was, that it would take place only in
the times to come. De Wette asserts too much when he says,
that searching as to the time cannot be predicated of the
genuine prophets of ancient Judaism, but of Daniel only, who
pondered over the seventy yeavs of Jeremiah.  But although the
words of Danicl may have given occasion for the apostle’s state-
ment, still that statement 1s not incapable of justification. If
the apostles searched as to the time when the promises of Christ
would receive accomplishment, why should it not be pre-
supposed that similarly the prophets, too, inguired into that
which the wvedue Xpioreb testified beforehand to them, more
especially as to the zaspis of its fulfilment ?

Ver. 12. ois amerarvdpOn] is linked on by way of explana-
tion to épevvdvres: “to whom it was revedled,” e “in that it
was revealed to them.” This is to be taken neither as an
antithesis to the searching, nor as the result of it, but as an
element accompanying——and stimulating—it ; see Wiesinger
and Schott iiv loc. — &71e oUy éavtols Duiv (Gutv) 8¢ Suyrorovy
avTa] 67e is not causal here (Luther: « for;” =0 also Luthards
aud Hofwmann). Opyposed to this ix the eircumstance that if 67¢
e be taken as a parenthesis, and the & viv avnyyén e\
following be joined with dmexarid@n (Hofmaun), this sentence
is strangely broken up; if, on the other hand, & viv w7 be
united with what immediately precedes (Luther), amexadiptn
is plainly much too bald. Nor can it be denied that 6T natu-
rally connects itself with amexariopfn, and & viv is joined with
Suqrévour avTa.  oTe slates, then, not the reason, but the con-
tents of what was revealed to the prophcts.l — Starovety, hoth

1 Luthardt interprets : *“for there the object was a future one, from which the
veil had to be removed by single acts of God; here, it is a present one, whicl
accordingly the messengers simply proclaim, in the power of tlhie now ever
present Spirit of God,"—liow much is imported here ! Steinmeyer adwits that 57
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in the N. T. and in the classics, is frequently a transitive verb
joined with the accusative, and that in such a way that the
accusative denotes either the result of the Siaxoveiv, or the
thing to which the service is directed (iv. 10). Here, where
adrd is the accusative dependent on Sipxovour, the latter is the
case ; for that which is annouuced to the Christians is uot the
result of the prophets’ ministrations, but that to which they
were directed. That “they did their part in bringing to pass
Dy their ministration the salvation which is now preached”
(Wiesinger, and Schott also), is a thought in no way hinted at
lere, and in which: “did (heir part” is o purely arbitrary addi-
tion. The ministration of the prophets consisted not in the
bringing to pass of the salvation, but in the proclaiming of that
which was revealed to them (Britckner); and this is what is con-
veyed by adra.—They exercised this ministration, ody, ete., “ 20t
Jor their, vather for your (our) benefit,” i.c. in such a way that its
application was to you (us), not to themselves.—On &¢ after the
negation, as distinguished from aAXe, of. Winer, p. 411 [E. T.
6211} The differeuce in the reading duiv or sjuiv does not
esseutially affect the meaning, since by outy, though the readers
of the epistle are indeed addressed in the first instance, all the
rest of the Christians are naturally thonght of as included.
Still, the idea expressed in the fufv or fjuiv 8 is not without
difficulty. Taken strictly, the ody éavrois alone was known
to the prophets—and along with this likewise, that it was
for otliers, ie. for those who lived at the time of its fultil-
ment.  But as these others ave the Christians, the apostle
directly opposes fuiv 8¢ to oly €avrois—that is, inserts the

is not to he taken aimooyixss, but denics at the same time that it states the
arguinentun =7 émozaiiiws ; lie assumes an inversion, which is to be resolved
thus : of Zrexadd@dn (sc. rabre, namely & wad. % 365 Xp.) by tunsoit, &AL’ im
Suiv dinzévouy abrd, and then interprets: h. e. quibus manifestata sunt, non in
ipsorum commodum, sed quia nobis ea ministrare jussi erant. Dut is o5 then
not still aiziedoyixas 2 And on what ground should an inversion so very harsh be
adopted?

! Schott’s singular assertion, that ““<. . . 3 does not cancel tzvrais simply, and
put sgiv in its place, but that & adds only somcthing new to the preceding which
remains standing” (in spite of the oo 1), is based on a misconception of what is
said by Hartung, Purtikellehre, 1. 171, to which Schott appeals. ¢ Others than
those addressed are not excluded ; the latter only are indicated as those for whom
the prophecy was intended ;7 thus Hofmann, too, incorrectly.
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definite for the indefinite—Wiesinger, Schott, Briickner join
avte closely with the & which follows: “the same as that
which now is proclaimed to you;” this is, however, incorrect.
avra is nowhere in the N. T. construed thus with a relative
to which it is antecedent; it applies rather to what has been
formerly mentioned; here, therefore, doubtless to that of
which the wredua Xpiatot testified beforehand to the prophets,
and what they prophesicd of the xdapss, of which the readers
had Dbeen made partakers. It is less fitting to limit the refer-
ence to the ra els Xpiorov mabijuara, & k.1.\. being joined to
it in a somewhat loose way.—It is entirely arbitrary for
Hofmann to assert that “ Peter does not speak of any pro-
phecies in general, but of the written records in which were
contained the prediction of the prophets, who had foretold
the extension of grace to the Gentile world ;” there is nothing
here to lead to the supposition that the apostle makes any
reference to written records,—and predictions with regard to
the heathen. — By means of the following & vy avyyyéAy
x.7. ., the apostle insists that what the proplets foretold is that
which is now proclaimed to the readers. — vov emphasizes the
present, in which the facts of salvation are proclaimed as having
already taken place, as contradistinguished from the time when
they were predicted as future, —— 6ca TGV evayyelicapévoy tpas
(év) mrvevpare dyiw] For the construction of the verb eday-
yexileabay, c. acc, cf. Gal. 1. 95 Winer, p. 200 [E. T. 279]—
If the reading: év arv. Le adopted, the Iloly Spirit is conceived
of as the power, as it were, encompassing and swaying them ;
if the other reading, as the moving and impelling canse. Like
prophecy (ver. 11), the preaching of the gospel proceeds from
the illumination and impulse of the Holy Spirit. — amwoara-
Aévte aw oUpavod] refers to the events of Pentecost; since then
the Holy Spirit has His abode and is at work in the church.!
Though the same Spirit was already in the prophets, ver. 11,

1 Weiss's assertion (Die Petrin. Frage, above mentioned, p. 642) that, «“if
there be here an allusion to the outpouring of the Spirit on the day of Pentecost,
Paul could not have belonged to those who had preached the gospel to the
readers,” is without fuundation, as it is not said herc that the cvayy:iicazessy
spis belonged to those who received the Holy Spirit at Pentecost, but only that

they preached in that Spirit, which was sent from heaven at Pentecost; and this
applics to Paul no less than to the other apostles. etc.
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He had not yet at that time been sent from heaven. Who
the individuals were who had preached the gospel to the
readers, Peter does not say. No doubt the form of the upostle’s
expression does not compel us to think of him as excluded
from the Tdv edayyer.; yet it is very probable that Peter,
Lad he intended to include himself, would somehow have
civen this to be understood. —eis & émbvpolow dyyerot
wapaxiyrac] The relative & clearly goes back to & viv avyy-
véxy. It is arbitrary to understand (with Schott) by that
which the angels desired to see, “ the nature and origin of the
moral transformation wrought by the proclamation of the
wospel;” or, with Hofmann, to give it this reference, “that
Christ has died, and been glorified in such a way that now
He can and should be preached to the heathen as having died,
and been glorified for them;” it ineludes not only the wa6)-
pata and 86fac of Christ (Wiesinger), but the whole contents
of the message of salvation (Briickner), which, as it is a
testimony to the facts of redemption, is also a preaching of
the cwrnpia founded on them, which is érolun dmorxarvpdijvar
€v katp éoyate (ver. 5), and which the believers will obtain
(ver. 9).)— émiBuuobor must not be taken as an aorist
(Irenaeus, ¢. Hacr. iv. G7; Oecumenius: &v myv yogw «ai
éxfBacw kal adrol of dyyeho émefiunoay), for the question is
not as to what the angels did at the time of the prophets, hut
as to what they are now doing. That after which they long is
the wapaxifrar els adrd. On the inf. aor. after émfluuotary,
see Winer, p. 310 £. [E. T. 416]. — wapaximrew, properly, “to
hend to the side so as to examine a thing,” means when joined
with efs not only: “to look towards,” but: “to look into any-
thing,” and that in order to obtain a more accurate knowledge
of the object in question.” The mwapd of the verb indicates that
the angels stand outside the work of redemption, inasmuch as

1 The Vulg. translates ¢/s £ by in quem (i.¢. in Spiritum sanctum).

2 Although Hofmann may not be wrong in asserting that szpaxezray is useld
also to denote a cursory glance at anything (cf. Dem. iv. 24, in Pape, s.7u), yet
in conmnection with e/s it is chiefly employed in cases where a more accurate
knowledge is implied ; precisely as Pape also interprets sapaxizray, “to staud
beside 2 thing, and to bend down so as to see it more distinctly ;”” ef. further,
Ecelus, xxi. 23 (xiv. 23), and in the N. T. besides Jas. i, 25, also John xx. 11
(Luke xxiv. 12 ; Jobhn xx. 5).
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it is not for them, hut for man (cf. Heb. ii. 16). The addition
of this clanse brings prominently forward the idea, not that
the work of salvation is a mystery,—concealed even from
the angels,—but that that which has been proclaimed to the
readers is something so glorious that even the angels had a
wish and a longing to see what was its fashion, and what
the course of its development (cf. Eph. iii. 10). Nor is
it implied in émibupodor that “the angels canuot attain to a
knowledge of the economy of salvation ” (Schott). It is more
than doubtful whether there be lhere any reference to Ex.
xxv. 20, as several interpreters assume. Beza: alludit Ap.
ad duos illos Cherubim opercula Arcac insistentes, conversis in
ipsan arcam oculis.  Piscator: videtur respicere ad Cherubim
super arcam foederis, tanquam ad typum.

Ver, 13. The first group of exhortations extends from this
verse to the end of the chapter. — Ver. 13. First exhortation,
which forms the hasis of those which follow. The Tekeiws
éxrifew is the foundation upon which the whole moral-reli-
gious life of the Christian must be raised. — 810 ¢vafwodpevor
Tas ogpvas Tijs Swavolas Updv] 86 does mot refer hack to
any single thought i what precedes, certaiuly not to the glory
of the comypia touched upon in vv. 10 ff. (Calvin: ex mag-
nitudine et excellentia gratiae deducit exhortationem), still less
to the thonght expressed vv. 5—9: “that the Christian goes
through trial towards a glorious destiny” (de Wette), but to
the whole of the foregoing lines of thought (Schott), which,
however, have their point of convergence in this, that unto tle
Christian  begotten again els €\wida focar, the cwrtnpla is
appointed as the vélos 7ijs mioTews (similarly Driickner). —
avalwoduevor Tas codvas] a fisurative expression taken from
the rumners (and others) who tucked wup their dress, so as to
prosecute their work with less hindrance. avalwyvvpe, &
Ney. (Prov. xxxi. 175 LXX,, ed. van Ess xxix. 17), means to
tuck up; Luther incorrcctly: «therefore so gird yourselves™
(thus Wiesinger also translates, although he justly says: “The
figure taken from the tucking up of a long under garment
denotes preparedness for something,” etc); cf. the passages,
Luke xii 35 and Eph. vii 14 (in both passages, lowever,
mepibwyvupr).  The fignre is the wmore appropriate, that the
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Christian is a waperidnuos, on his way to the future xAnpo-
vopla. The ficurative 7ds dodias finds its own expluna-
tion in the epexegetical genitive tijs Siavolas Jpdr. Aretius
interprets incorrectly : lumbi mentis i. ¢. ipsa recta ratio renati
hominis recte judicans de negotio pietatis; Sidvote means
here, as in Col. 1. 21: the “disposition of mind.” The mean-
ing of the plirase applies not only to deliverance from evil
desires (Gerhard: quarumvis passionumn et cupiditatum car-
nalinmn refrenatio praescribitur), but to all and every needful
preparation of spirit for the fulfilling of the exhortations
following; “it is the figure of spiritual preparedness and
activity 7 (de Wette). The aorist participle points to this
spiritual preparedness as the preliminary condition of éxwifew
(Schott). — wmjdorres] ef. chap. iv. 7, v. 8 (1 Thess. v. 6, 8;
2 Tim. iv. 5).  Calvin correctly : non temperantiam solum in
cibo et potu commendat, sed spiritualem potius sobrietatem,
(quum sensus ommnes nostros continemus, ne se¢ hujus mundi
llecebris inebrient; similarly most interpreters. Otherwise,
however, Weiss (p. 95 1.), who supposes an antithesis between
dvalwadpevor and vidovTes, inasmuch as the former is opposed
“to want of courage and apathy,” the latter to “uunatural
overstraining and excitement,” and “unlealthy exaltation.”
ut no such antithetical relation is (as little as there is in chap.
v. 8 and 1 Thess. v. 6, 8, between gpyyopetr and vipew) here
anywhere hinted at, nor is there auything in the whole epistle
to lead us to suppose that Peter considered it necessary “to warn
his hearers against the extravagant enthusiasm of a Messiauic
glory.”  Rather in mjdorres is prominence given to an im-
portant element in the avaléoacfar, without which a Telelws
éAmifewy comnot exist, namely, the clearness and soberness of
mind with which the goal of hope and the way leading
thither is kept in view. — 7ekelws énmicarte émi Ty depopévny
&1 N] Tehelws, &m. Aey., belongs not to vigovres (Oecumenius,
Denson, Semler, Mayerhoff, Hofmann), but to énwigare;' it

! The reasons which Hefmann brings forward for the combination of =easiws
with vier:; are mot by any means conclusive ; for as the chief accent lies on
iamicars, o strengthening of this expression by =easiws is entirely appropriate,
whilst »4gev=is requires no such support. The position of the word, too, is in
favour of the connection with iarisass,
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shows emphatically that the hope should be perfect, undivided,
unchangeable (“ without doubt or faint-heartedness, with full
surrender of soul,” de Wette ; Wiesinger adds further: “ ex-
cluding all unaodly substance and worldly desire, and includ-
ing the uy ovoynuat., ver. 14;” and Schott: “with reference
also to the moral conduct of earnest sanctification”). Weiss
(p- 98) finds the Texewrns of hope in this, that it does not
allow itself to be overcome hy suffering—Dbut of suffering there
is here no meution. Erasmus, Grotius, Bengel take it unsatis-
factorily, only ratione temporis, <e. “ad finem usque.” -—
exmilew, frequently with eis, év, éwi c. dat., 1s construed with
ém{ cnn. accus. only here and in 1 Tim. v. §5; it means “{o
place Lis hope on something.” The object connected with it
by means of ém{ is not the proper object of hope; the latter
stauds in the accusative, or is expressed by a verb, either in
the infin. or with r¢; but it is that from which the fulfil-
ment of hope is expected.! If, as here, ém{ be construed with
the accusative, the disposition of mind with respect to the
object is expressed ; whilst if it be taken with the dative, the
ohject is presented to us as the basis of hope, that on which it
is founded. — éwi Ty pepopévny Vuiv ydpw v amoxalinre
"Ino. Xpiorot] Several commentators interpret so that the sense
runs: “place your lope on the grace which has been shown
you by the revelation of Jesus Christ;” thus Evasmus, Luther,
Calov, Bengel, Gerhard, Steiger, ete.; according to this, depo-
pévmy is the avriorpodor of rxouileafar (i.c. “ which has been
already offered or communicated to you”), yepts, “the for-
aiveness of sins effected by Christ,” aud dmwoxdivyrs "Ingob
Xpiorod, “the revelation of Christ which has already taken
place.” In the more exact definition of the term dmworaiuvires,

1 The expression *“to hope for something,” confidently to expect it, may lead
to the supposition that this meaning is cxpressed by ix=iZav izim. In the N. T.
this is usually rendcred by @wexdiy:iofer.  Even in the construction with :i5 the
thing accompanying it is not the olject of hope, of. John v. 45; 2 Cor. 1. 10
only in Ecclus. ii. 9 is the object of irxiZey construed with <5 (ixmivers o
dyabi xai sis shppocbyny). Hofmann wrongly attaches importance to whether «is iy
followed by a person or a thing, asserting that in the latter case the thing is the
ohject ; for it is quite as possible to set one’s hope on a thing as on a person.
Cremer rightly quotes this passage as one of thosc in which é.xifuv has the
meaning of *‘ setting one’s hope on somecthing.”
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these interpreters again diverge from one another; whilst
Luther, Calov, Steiger, and others hold it to be “ the revela-
tion which has tiken place in the gospel;” DBengel, ete., on
the other hand, understand 1t of “the incarnation of Christ.”
Lrasmus gives both: sentit de mysterio evangelii divulgato
per quod Christus inuotuit, seu de adventu Christi.  Steiger,
in support of the first view, appeals to Luke ii. 32; Rom.
xvi. 25; Gal. i 16; Eph i 17; 2 Cor. xii. 1; Eph. iii. 3;
but all these passages do not furnish the proof desired. In no
passage is the 2evelation of the gospel called the dmexdAvyrs
"Ingod Xptorod. DBut the other view is opposed by the N. T.
usus loquendi, according to which amox. always denotes the
future cowming of Christ only. It must also be held to be
unwarrantable to interpret év dmok. "Ina. Xp. here in a dif-
ferent scuse from that given shortly before in ver. 7 (and chap.
iv. 13).— Not less opposed to the former interpretation is
the present participle ¢epouévny, since the present may not
«rbitrarily be taken in the sense of the preterite, but must be
looked upon as a realization of the future. Steiger is no
doubt right in holding that % ¢ep. Du. ydpes “ does not speak
of the object of hoping, but the ground on which hope is
built.” But from this it does not follow that by the phrase
“something already accomplished ” must be understood, for why
should the Christian not be able to set his lhopes of salvation
on the grace which in the future will be offered to him at and
with the return of Christ?  Discator incorrectly explains
xapes - coelestis felicitas et gloria, quan Deus nobis ex gratia
daturus est. Avetius, again, is right: benevolentia Dei, qua
nos amnplectitur in filio: the grace of God from which the
Clristian has to expect the coelestis felicitas. — With ¢epo-
pévqy, cf. Heb. ix, 16. épew: “fo bring, to present” (not
“fo Uring mcaver,)” Schott), points here to the free grace of
God. That is, then: “place your lLope on the grace which will
be brought to you at (in and with) the vevelation (the sccond
coming) of Christ” Tt is rightly interpreted by Oecumenius,
Calvin (who crmrs in this only, that he takes év for els, <.
usque ad adventum Christi), Deza, Grotius, Estius, Semler,
Pott, de Wette, etc.

‘EMARK.—The more recent interpreters take up different

1 PETER. F
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positions with respect to the view here presented.  Wiesinger,
Briickner, Schott, Fronmiiller, Hofmann, «gree witlh the inter-
pretation of dmexdrudiz, but are opposed to that of srzitew éai
Weiss and Zockler (De vi ac notione veoe. énzic in N. 1% 1856,
p. 15 1)), on the other hand, are against the latter, but in fuvour
of the former. — As regards .7, Zivckler : Ea est vis pracposi-
tionis é=/ c. ace. constructae, ut finem designet s. localem s. temn-
poralew s. causalem, in quem tendat actus verbi. Qui tamen
finis s. terminus sperandi ita discernendus est a simplici objecto
sperandi, ut hoc significet rem, quam sibi obtingere speret sub-
jectum, finis vero ille simul auctor sit, e quo pendeat vel satis-
facere votis sperantis, vel deesse;! in support of which he
justly quotes, in addition to this verse, 1 Tim. v. 5 (to which
Wiesinger appeals without any justification), and a not incon-
siderable number of passages from the LXX.; of Weiss also
(p- 36 L). De Wette interprets .ailew correctly, but thinks that
Inasmuch as the swrgpie is conceived as a sdpig, it 1s at once the
ground and the ohject of the hope. With this Drickner agrees,
finding “in this intermingling a part of the peculiarity of the
thought ;7 whilst, on the other hand, Weiss sees in it only a
makeshift, conveying no clear iden at all. — With regard to the
term amexal.usz, Welss explains it as: manifestatio Christi, quae
fit in verbo evangelii in hae vita (Gerhard). But this inferpreta-
tiom 1s decidedly opposed to the N. T. usage; in no passuge is
the revelation, of which Ly the gospel we become partukers,
described as an azoxdruyr; “Ineed Xpsorod, althoush awozarbarayis
used of the different kinds of revealing, The reference to the
gospel is an evident importation.  Weiss raises two ohjections
to the correct view—(1) “ It is, as o matter of fact, impossilile
that the Christian should set his hope on the grace that 15 to Le
brought at the revelation of Christ;”"—but why should this be
impossible 2 Ilow often does it happen that the individnal bases
his hiope for the fulfilment of his wish on an event as yet future,
but which he 13 assured will happen ! (2) « That the second
coming of Christ is not a revelation of grace at all, but of just
judgment ; "—hut the latter in no way exeludes the former; and
how could the Chuistian contemplate the second coming of
Christ with calin, yes, even with joy, if there were no grace?
Ver. 14, Second exhortation (extending to ver. 21). — @y
Tékva Imakois] does not helong to what precedes (Tofuwiun),
but serves o introduce ithe new exhortation.” — @s does not
UPLis futerpretation is correet.  The only point under dispute is ¢ simul.”

* Hofmann conneets not only these words, but the subsequent participial
clause also: g evexrparifipive x.7.a., with what precedes. This, however, is
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here introduce a comparison (as ii. 2, 5, iii. 7), but marks the
essential quality of the subject. Lorinus correctly remarks on
ii. 14: constat lyjusmodi particulas saepe nihil minuere, sed
rei veritatem magis exprimere ; it corresponds to our “as,” 4.
as becomes you who should be Tékva imaxoils. — Imaxor is
used here as absolutely as in ver. 2, and has the same signifi-
cation as there. The spirit which pervades the life of believers
is the spirit of obedience, and therefore they should he Téxva
vrakoijs. According to the analogy of similar compounds in
the N. T, as 7ékva ¢wtos, Eph. v. 8; its opposite: Tékva
katdpas, 2 Det. ii. 14; Tékva Tijs dpyis, Eph. ii. 3; particularly
vior Tijs amefeias, Eph. 1. 2 —the expression Tékva vmakoijs
may he explained so as that Tékva shall denote only the relation
in whicl the persous in question stand to the idea of the accom-
panying genitive; cf. Winer, p. 225 £ [E. T. 298]; Dutt-
mann, p. 141 ; Meyer on Eph. ii. 2 (thus Grotius, Jachmann,
cte.; Fronmiiller too). De Wette, Driwckuer, Schott, Weiss too
most probably, p. 172, take Téeva as the “children of God,”
and vmakoijs as the genitive of character (as Luke xvi. §: o
olrovopos Tijs &dulas ; xviil. 6 : o kpitys Tis adikias). DLut as
it is in ver. 17 that mention is first made of the sonship
relation of the Christian, it remains at least doubtful whether
the apostle had i this expression that relation in view ; at
any rate the emphasis here lies not on Téxva, but on vrraxois.
— uy cvoynuaTifopevor] ) occurs lhere on account of the
imperative cast of the whole sentence.  Neither yerjfyre
(Bengel) nor any other similar word is to be supplied to the
part., inasmuch as it does not correspond to the &yeor yevnfnyre
Tut to the xara Tov kaNéoavta Tuds dywov (Wiesinger); there
is here no “departure trom the construction ” (de Wette). The
word ovoynuatifecfar, occwrring in the N. T. only here and
i1 Rowm. xii. 2, and nowhere but in later Greek, means: “ o
Jorm lis oyipa lile that of another ;71 it has reference not
opposcd, on the one hand, by the correspondence which exists between séxse
Sraxoi; and 1lie subscquent cxhortations ; and, on the other hand, hy éaad,
ver. 15, which is in antitliesis to w» evryapariZipsver, and therefore not to be
separated from it, as though it commenced a new paragraph.

TWhen, in objection to this, Hoelmunn urges that svexaperileofes shonld
here be interpreted mot according to Hom. xii. 2, but on the principle of the
expression : ovey. wois Aeyepisns 3 *Cxo to conduct oueself us to give adequate



34 THE FIRST EPISTLE OF PETER.

to the outward conduct merely, hut to the whole outward and
inward conformation of life, as the connection with the follow-
ing words shows : Tafs wpoTepov év 73 dyvoia Judv émbuuias.
The émbuuiar, 1.c. the sinful desires (not “ the satisfied lusts,
or a life of pleasure,” as de Wette understands), which formerly
lhcld sway in them, are the oysjua, according to which they are
not to fashion themselves in their new life! Luther’s transla-
tion is inexact: “ take not up your former position, when ye in
your ignorance lived according to your lusts.” The émfuuiac
are more precisely characterized as formerly belonging to them
év ayvoia; év specifies not merely the zéime (Calvin: tempus
ignorantine vocat, antequam in fidem Christi vocati essent),
but likewise the origin (Wiesinger). dyvota is used lere as in
Acts xvii. 30, Eph. iv. 18, ignorance in divine things, and
1s to be understood, if not exactly of idolatry, at least of
heathenism, which is far from the kunowledge of the living
God and of His will. Paul, in Rom. i. 18 {f,, shows Low the
obscuring of the consciousness of God is the source of moral
corruption.

REMARK—In answer to Weiss, who can see in this passage
no proof that the readers were Gentile-Christians, Wiesinger
justly remarks, Schott and Driickner agreeing with lim: “the
ayvoie of which the Jews (Acts iil. 17 ; Rom. x. 3) are accused,
or which Panl attributes to himself, 1 Tim. i. 13 (the same
applies to Luke xxili. 34; John viil. 19), is of quite a different
kind ; not an é&yveie of the moral demands of the law, but the
misapprehension of the purpose of salvation manifesting itself
also through the law.” 1f Weiss, on the other hand, insists
(Dic Petr. Frage, p. 624) that the invectives of Christ most
plainly teach how, in the Jewish conception of the law, at that
time its deeper moral demands were misapprehended ; it must,
as opposed to him, be observed that Christ’s attack was specially
directed against the Pharisaic conception of it, and can in no

expression to the words used,”—e does not consider that in this verse the
verb has the same force as in Rom. xii. 2, for it means: ““to conform your
sx%pa to that which your words express.”

! Schott terms this interpretation ‘‘inexact ;™ for *‘it is not the lusts them-
sclves, but the mode of life which is essentially characterized by thesc lusts,
aceording to which they are mot to fashion themselves;” but does then
trifopizs mean ‘“ the mode of life”? Besides, Schott himself says that the
thought is not altogether correctly expressed.
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way be applied to the people of Israel as such. Taul, in
describing them, expressly allows to the Jews, Rom. ii. 17 ff.,
the ywwoxew 7o firnue; and an dyvore, in the absolute sensc
here implied, is nowhere cast up to them.—The O. T. dis-
tinction between “sins of weakness (M3, LXX.: zar dpvora,
& aywiq) and insolent sins of disobedience” (A1 7'3) (Weiss,
P. 175) does not apply here.

Vv. 15, 16. a\\a xata Tov karéoavta Duas dywov] Steiger:
“this positive instruction, instead of forming a participial
clause of its own, like the preceding (negative), is in animated
discourse at once merged into the principal clause;” there is,
accordingly, nothing to be supplied ; still Oecumenius explains,
in sense, correctly: aAha viv rolv, Néye, T@ rxaléoavte
ovoynuaTilopevor, ayiw Svte KT\ — dytov] is here a substan-
tive, to which the participle xaX. is added as nearer definition
(ef. 2 Pet.ii. 1), and that by way of strengthening the exhorta-
tion (“ as ye are bound to do, since He hath called you”). The
behaviour of those called must correspond with the nature of
Him who has called them. Schott rightly remarks that the
raietv must heve be taken as “an effectual calling,” by which
the readers are delivered from their state of estrangement from
God, and introduced into one of fellowship with Him. — xai

> N e b3 4 3 ~ ’ A » ’
avtol Gywor &y wdoy dvacTpodsi yernlnTe] xal avrol forms the
antithesis to Tov dytov ; Schott incorrectly: “as against what
God has, on His part, by His calling, done to you and made
you” — év wdey avacTpody] not: in (your) whole (de Wette),
but in (your) cvery walk.! — yevrfinte] denotes not the becoming,
but the deing; Luther correctly : like Him . . . b ye also holy.”
— Vet. 16. 8uwore yéypamrad] Siate, i.c. Sia TobTo 871, “ for this

* For it must be observed that in the case of a collective expression, =as is
accompanicd by the article when the totality is conceived of as forming one
whole ; the article is wanting when it is considered as composed of many ; e.y.
7&s 5 Aads means: ‘‘the whole people,” but xZs Axés: ‘all people,” when
not: ‘‘cvery people,” in which case the collective expression is the special
idea.

2 Wiesinger asks why? The reasons are—(1) because both in the LXX. and
Apocrypha of the O, T., as also in the N. T., instead of the imper, of sva,

which is but rarely used, there is very generally the imper. aorist of yiyvouas,
in the LXX. translation of j1q, 371 (cf. specially Ps. Ixix. 26) ; (2) because the

exhortation ‘“e holy ” is more suited to the condition of Christians than
‘‘ become holy.”
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reason becouse,” indicates the reason for the preceding exlior-
tation, and not simply for the use of the word &ywov (de
Wette). The apostle goes back to the command given to
Tsrael, as to the reason why the Christians, called as they
were by the God of holiness, should be holy in their every
walk. The holiness of God laid Israel under the obligation
to be holy, since God had chosen them to be His people-—
the same is the case, as Peter suggests by xarécavta Tuds,
with the N. T. church of believers, the true Israel, on whom,
though doubtless in a form adapted to them, for this reason
the commandments of the O. C. are still binding. Schott justly
observes that the passage quoted hy Peter is not meant to
establish the duty of loliness in itself, but to show that the
fact of belonging to God involves as a matter of duty the
necessity of an holy walk. The expression, which the apostle
quotes, occurs more than once in the hook of Leviticus, xi. 44,
Xix. 2, xx. 7, 26.

Ver. 17. From here to the end of the verse the preceding
exhortation is continued; the conmection is shown by the
copula xal — xai el watépa émikaleicfe] correspouding to
the @s Tékva Umwaxoijs, ver. 14. e is here: “partienla non
conditionalis, sed assertiva, non dubitautis, sed rem notam
praesupponentis” (Calvin). The form of the sentence is, how-
ever, hypothetical ; the sense is: “if you act thus and thus,
as ye are mdeed now doing.” By this form the language is
made more impressive than it would have been by a simple
eansative particle. — émuxaieiaBac] es wedivm, means to “ call
npoir” (for the meaning “{o name,” as Wicsinger, de Wette,
Sviickner take it, is supported in the classics only by a
doubtful passage in Dio Cass. Ixxvil 7). watépa is the
accusative of more precise definition (thus ITofmann also);
Luther: “since ye call on Him the (i, as, @s) Father” The
sense 1s: “if ye look on Ilim as Futher who, cte, and ye
ackunowledge yourselves as Iis children.” ' Tt is to be noticed
that the émicalelobe corresponds to the kaiécavra, v. 15; God
has called believers,—and they answer with the call to Hin, in
which they name Him Father, This smuiual relationship lays

1 It is possible, and as Gerhard and Weiss (p. 172) think probable, that Peter
here alludes to the Lord’s Prayer.
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the Christians under obligations to be /oly as He is holy.! —
TO¥ dwpocwToN)TTWS KplvovTa TO éxdaTov Epyov] o circum-
locution for God full of significance, instead of the simple Tow
Oeov, corresponding to the dyeov, ver. 15. — dmpocwmolymrws,
a &m. Aey., formed on the noun wpocwworimrys (Acts x. 34),
which is composed of wpocwmor and AapBdvew ; sce Meyer
on Gal. ii. 6. — The present xpivovra indicates that impartial
judgment is a characteristic function of God. The apostle
mentions 7o épyor as that according to which the judgment of
God is determined ; in this connection the plural is generally
found (Ron. ii. 6); Dby the singular the whole conduct of man
(outwardly and inwardly) is conceived as a work of his life.
— éxagrov] not without emphasis. It implies that the Chris-
tian also—a son of God though he be-——will, like all others, be
Judged according to his work ; it is arbitrary to limit the appli-
cation of the general term éxcorov to Cluistiaus only (Schott) ;
there is no thought here of the distinetion between Jew and
Gentile (Bengel). — The termn judge, as applied to God, stands
in a peculiar contrast to watépa. The Christian, while con-
scious of the love of God shed abroad i his heart (Rom. v. 5),
must still never forget that God judyes the evil, that His love
is an foly love, and that sonship involves obligation of obedi-
ence towards a just God.— év poBm Tov . . . dvacTpddyre]
corresponding to the éyior év waay dvacTpods ryewinte,
ver. 15 ; the feching which harmonizes with the thought of
the impartial judwe is the ¢oBos; thus Peter places ¢ofos
first by way of emphasis. ¢oBos is hLere, indecd, not the
slavish fear which cannot co-exist with love (see 1 Joln
iv. 18), no more is it the reverence which an inferior feels for
a superior (Cirotius, Bolten, etc); but it is the Zoly ¢ of
a judge who condenms the evil; the opposite of thoughtless
security.  Calvin: timor securitati opponitur; cf. chap.
i, 17; 2 Cor. vil. 1; Phil. il 127 — 7ov Ti)s wapoixias

1 Schott rightly remarks that ieuxadesée: is based on the same common
relationship as in the preceding verses ; but here it is not considered as estab-
lished by God, but as rcalized in practice by the readers, i.c. as subjectively
known and acknowledged by them.

2 Weiss (p. 170) thinks that the passage, Rom. viii. 15, proves Paul’s funda-
mental views of Christian life to have been diflerent from those ot Peter; this
opinion, however, is sufliciently contradicted by Weiss himself, who wlmits that
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Dudv xpovov] specifies the duration of the walk év ¢oBw;
wapowcia: “the sojourn in « forcign cowntry;” in its strict
sense, Acts xiii. 17 (Ezra vili. 34, LXX.)); here applied
to the earthly life of the Christian, inasmuch as their «Az-
povopia is in heaven, ver. 1. This expression serves to
give point to the exhorvtation expressed, hinting as it does
at the possibility of coming short of the home; cf. chayp.
i 11.

Ver. 18, The apostle strengthens his exhortation by remind-
ing his readers of the redemption wrought out for them by
the death of Christ. It is an assumption too far-fetched to
suppose that this verse serves to show “ the causal connection
between the protasis and the apodosis of ver. 17 ” (Schott).
— eiboTes] mot: “since ye know,” but: “considering,”
“reflecting;” Gerhard: expendentes; ef. 2 Tim. ii. 23 and my
commnentary on the passage. — 61¢ o0] The negation is placed
foremost in order the more to give prominence to the position.
— @baprots, dpyvpit 1) xpvain] ¢baprois is not an adjective
here (Luther: “ with perishable silver and gold”), but a sud-
stantiee: “wdth peeishable things ;7 see Winer, p. 491 [E. T.
662]. — Benson thinks that by dpyvpie 7 ypvoiw the
apostle alludes to the custom of paying money as a sign of
reconciliation, according to Ex. xxx. 12-16; Nuwm. 1ii. 44-51,
xviil. 16 ; this 1s possible, but not probable. — éAvrpwbyTe] is
heve used in its strict signification of, to ransom, or redeem by
a Mrpov (cf. Matt. xx. 28), as in Tit. ii. 14, whilst in Luke
xxiv. 21 this definite application is lost sight of; with the
thought, cf. 1 Cor. vi. 20.  The ransom is stated in the follow-
ing verse. — éx Tijs patalas vudr avastpodis] cf. ver. 14
paratos, “ cmply, without real contents” does not occur in an
ethical sense in the classics ; LXX. Isa. xxxii. 6 translation
of M is not to be limited specially to the idolatry of the
heathen (Carpzov, Benson, etc.), still less to the ceremonial

in 2 Cor. vii. 1, ¢ Paul mentions the fear of God as a peculiar mark of the Chris-
tian’s life, and that he often speaks of a fear of Christ.” — Schott insists, in the
first place, that gepss be understood absolutely (without special reference to God
as the judge) as the consciousness of liability to crr, but afterwards more pre-
cisely defines the expression as that fear which is anxious that nothing should
happen which might cause God, as the vightcous judye, to refuse the inheritance
to him who hopes to attain it.
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service of the Jews (Grotius).' ~— warpomrapadérov] belongs to
the whole idea preceding: partaias Oudv dvactpodis (see
Winer, p. 489 [E. T. 659]). Aretius explains it by innata
nobis natura; but this is not appropriate to avasrpodijs; cor-
rectly Erasmus: quam ex Patrum traditione acceperatis; Steiger:
“by upbringing, instruction, and example” (thus also de Wette-
Briickner, Wiesinger, Weiss, Schott). This attribute emphati-
cally shows that the paraia dvactpodij is peculiar, not to the
individual only, but to the whole race, and has been from
the earliest times, and consequently is so completely master
of the individual that he cannot free himself from it. — There
is lhere no “special reference to Judaeo-Christian readers ”
(Weiss, p. 181).

Ver. 19. a\\a Tepiw aipat] Teule forms the antithesis to
¢fapTois, in so far as the perishable is destitute of true worth.
— afpari] refers not only to the death, but to the bloody
death of Christ; cf. Heb. ix. 22— ds . . . auvod duwpov
kai aocmilov XptoTov] s . .. domidov is in anteccdent
apposition to Xpiuorod (Wiesinger, de Wette-Briickner), as in
chap. il. 7, where likewise s dofeveatépew orede is in similar
apposition to Té yvvawcelp (sc. oxever). It is incorrect to
supply, with Steiger, Schott, and others, “afuare” hefore duvob,
taking Xpiorod either as an explanatory adjunct (Steiger), or
connecting it directly with aipare (Schott, Hofmann). — @s]
is also here not merely comparative, as, among others, Schott
and Hofmann hold, maintaining that “ by auved only an actual
lamb is meant,” but it emphasizes that Christ is a blameless
and spotless lamb (Gerhard, de Wette-Briickner).? — apuvos is,
as Briickner also assumes, to be understood: of a swerificial land.
This is clear both from the connection—since the ransom by

1 Although grraiz dvaorpophr warporapidore; oes not necessarily apply to the
heathen (Schott), yet the expression more aptly characterizes their mode of life
than the Jewish.

2 If & be taken as instituting a comparison, theve then arises the singular
thought, that the blood of Christ is as precious as that of a lamb without
blemish. Hofmann, indeed, avoids this conclusion by supplying to &s not
cigle aipas, but afuare only, and observes that the shedding of Llood alons
(not the shedding of precious bLlood) is compared to the slaying of a spotless
lamb ; but there is not the slightest justification for thus separating ziuiv from

aigar.  The apostle wonld in some way have indicated it by prefixing at least
a simple aixar: to duver,
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the afua of Christ (Lev. xvii. 11) is lere in question—and
from the attributes duwpos and domiros, of which the former
is used in the O. T. expressly to denote the faultlessness of
animals taken for sacrifice (BN, LXX.: dpwpos)—to this
class lambs also belonged. The precise designation: a lambd,
was probably sugeested to Peter by Isa. Hii. 7 (ef. chap.
1. 22 ff); from this it must not, however, be inferred, with
Weiss (p. 227 ff.) and Schott, that there is nowhere here any
reference to the iden of sacrifice. For although the passage
in Isaiali compares the servant of God to a lanb simply on
account of the patience he exhibited in the midst of his
sufferings, still 1t is hased so wholly on the idea of sacrifice,
and the sufferings of Christ are so expressly presented as
propitiatory, that it is easily explainable how, with this
passage applied to Him, Clhrist could have been thought of
precisely as a sacrificial lamb. Doubtless it is not Deter’s
intention to give special prominence to the fact that Christ
is the swerificivl lamb designated by Isaiali’s prophecy; for in
that case the definite article would not have heen wanting (cf.
John i. 29, and Meyer ¢ loc); but alluding to the above
passage, Peter styles Him gencrally a Zemb—which, however,
Lie conceives as a sverificial lamb.  There is no direct allu-
sion (Wiesinger) here to the paschal lainb (de Wette-Driickner,
Schott) ; the want of the article forbids it. Hofmann, though
hie has justly recognised this, still firmly holds by the veference
to the paschal b ;—only in thus far, however, that he terins
the slaying of it “the occurrence” which “was here present to
the apostle’s wind.”!  But the fact that the Dblood of this
lamb did not serve to ransom Israel out of Egypt, but to
preserve them from the destroying angel, is opposed to any
such allusion.  Further, it must not be left unnoticed that in
the N.T. the paschal lamb is always styled 7o mdaya; and in
the passage treating of it in Ex. xii in the LXX,, the expres-
slon wpoBator only, and never auvos, is employed. — The

 Hofmann says : “*The meaning is not, that the same was done to Christ as
to the paschal lamb, but the recollection of the paschal lamb explains only how
Peter came to compare the shedding of Christ’s blood with the shedding of the
blood of a spotless lamb,” — As to whetler the paschal lamb should be con-

sidered as a sacrificial Tunbh (Keil on Gen. xii.) or not, is a matter of dispute,
which cannot be decided here.
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adjunct: s ... dewilov, serves to specify particularly the
blood of Christ as saerificial, and not merely to give a nearer
definition of its preciousness (the 7iuiov), inasmuch as, “ac-
cording to Petrine conceptions, it is precisely the innocence
(denoted here by the two attributes) and the patience (con-
veyed by duwds) which give to the suffering its mepsf” (as
opposed to Weiss, p. 2811f). The preciousness of the blood
lies in this, that it is the blood of Christ ; its redemptive
power in this, that He shed it as « soerificial lamb awithout
blemish and fault' — With dupwpos, cf. in addition to Lev.
xxii. 18 ff, especially Heb. ix. 14. — domihos] is not to be
found in the LXX. and in the N. T. only metaphorically; the
two expressions here conjoined are a reproduction of the DR
iz=m 8O D b3, Lev. xxii. 18 ff. (Wiesinger).  All the com-
mentators construe Xpiorod with what precedes, Hofmaun
only excepted, who separates it therefrom, and couneets it
with what follows, taking Xpierod mwpoeyvwouévov k.t X as an
absolute genitive (d.c. “in that . . . Christ . . . was foreordained,”
ete.).  But this construction does not specify by whose blood
the redemption was accomplished, nor does it give a clear
logical counection between the thought of the participial and
that of the principal elause.

REMARK. — It must he observed that whilst the power of
propitiation, .. of blotting out sin, is attributed to the blood of
the sacrifice, Lev. xvi. 11, the blood of Christ is here specified
as the means by which we are redeemed from the pgarcic
avaorpopn.  From this it must not be concluded, with Weiss
(p. 279), that the blood of Christ is not regarded here as the
blood of offering, inasmuch “as the sacrifice can have an
expiatory, but not a redemptory worth ; "—for the two are in no
way opposed to each other. The expiation is nothing different
from the redemption, <.c. ransom {rom the guilt by the blood
freely shed. ZT%e redemption, however, which is here spoken of,
though doubtless not identical with expiation, is yet a necessary

! Schott, in opposition to this, asserts @ ““ this Wlood can redeem because it i«
that of the divine Medintor (Xporss), but it is valuable in that it is the blood of
an innocent Saint.” This is, however, erroncous, since this blood lias power to
redeem only, because Christ shed it as a sacrifice for propitiation. But it is not
clear why this blood should not even have its full worth from the fact that it is
the blood of the Mediator.
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condition of it,~—a circumstance which Pfleiderer also fails to
observe, when he says that the passage has reference only “ to
the putting away of a life of sin, to moral improvement, not to
expiation of the guilt of sin.”

Ver. 20. mpoeyvwopevov pév] is indeed not simply and at
once: praeordinatus (Beza), but the foreknowledge of God is,
with respect to the salvation He was to bring about, cssen-
tially a providing, cf. ver. 2: mpoyvosws. In regard to Christ
it was provided (mpoeyvwopevov refers not directly to apvod,
but to Xpiorod) that He should appear (pavepwbévros 8€) as
a sacrificial lamb to redeem the world by His blood. The
passage does not say that Christ would have appeared even
though sin had never entercd. — 7po xaraBoAis xiopov] a
frequent designation of antemundane eternity, John xvii. 24 ;
Eph. i. 4. This nearer definition specifies the sending of
Christ as having originated in the eternal counsels of God, in
order thus to give point to the exhortation contained in
ver. 17. — ¢avepwbévros 8€é] herc of the first appearing of
Christ, which in this passage is represented as an emerging
from the obscurity in which He was (chap. v. 4, of His second
coming); it is incorrect (o refer ¢avepwBévros to the
obscurity of the divine counsels (as formerly in this com-
mentary), since davepwlévros applies as much as mwpoeyrwo-
pévou to the person of Christ. Between the mplyvwois and
the pavépwas lies the mpodyreia, ver. 10. Rightly interpreted,
pavepwbévros testifies to the pre-existence of Christ! The
sequence of the aorist participle on the participle mpoeyrwo-
pévov is to be explained from this, that by davepwBeévtos an
historical fact is mentioned. — ém’ éoydrov T@Y Ypdvev]
éoyatov: a substantival use of it, “ at the end of the times.”
This éoyarov of the times is here conceived as the whole
period extending from the first appearance of Christ to His
sccond coming ; in like manner Heb. i. 1; otherwise 2 Pet.
iii. 3, where by éoyaror is meant the time as yet future,
immediately preceding the second coming of Christ; in like

} Schmid rightly says (bibl. Theol. 11. p. 165): “* mpoeyvarpiver does nct deny
the actual pre-existence, because Xporos includes a designation which is not
yet realized in the actual pre-existence, but will be so only in virtue of the

Pavipwbivar”’
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manver 1 Pet. i, 5.!— Note the antithesis: wpo «xarafB. «.
and €=’ éoyatov 7. xp.: beginning and end united in Christ.
— & Uuds] refers in the first instance to the readers, but
embraces at the same time all éxhexTol. Delievers are the aim
of all God’s schemes of salvation ; what an appeal to them to
walk ér ¢poBe Tov Tis wapowkias xpévov! There is as little
here to indicate any reference to the heathen (Hofinann) as
there was in els vuds, ver. 10,

Ver. 21. 7ovs 8 avrob (i.c. Xpiotol) wicTevovras (or wia-
Tovs) efs Oeov] Tovs: the same clausal connection as in vv. 4
and 5.—The construction wioTedew efs is very frequent in the
N. T, especially in John; Christ is for the most part named
as the object; God, as here, in John xil. 44, xiv. 1.—7This
adjuncet, by giving prominence to the fact that the readers are
brought to faith in God by Christ, confinus the thought
previously expressed by 8. duas” Nor should it ever have
been denied that by it the readers may be recognised as
having been leathens formerly. — tov éyelpavra airov éx
vexpy xai Sofav avrd Sovta]® not subjoined aimlessly as
an accidental predicate applied by the apostle to God; but,
closely linked on to Oeow, the words serve to describe Oeov
more nearly as the olject of the Christiva faith. The conviction
that God las raised and glorificd Christ the Crucified belongs
essentially to the Christian faith in God ; with the first half of
this clause, cf. Rom. iv, 24, viil. 11; 2 Cor. iv. 14; Gal.1. 1
with the second, Johm xvil. 5, 22; and with the whole
thought, Eph. i. 20; Acts ii. 32 f. This adjunct, defining
Oeov more nearly, is not meant to declare “ how far Christ by
His revelation has produced faith in God” (Wiesinger),—the

! It is indeed correct that, as Schott says, the end of the times is so, through
the manifestation of Christ ; but it is an arbitrary assertion to say that i serves
to give more prominence and precision to this thought.

* Hofmann : “‘ The assertion that Christ was foreordained and made manifest
for their sake is actually justified in this, that they have faith in God through
im.”

3 Weiss (p. 243) lays stress on 3svrz in order to prove the low plane of Peter’s
conception of the person of Christ ; yet Chist also says in the Gospel of John,
that God had given Him Zw#, xpiis, ifovale wdons oapxss, 3ita, ete. Taul, too,
asserts that God exalted Christ and gifted Him (ixapiears) with the svoua 5
baip wzy bvopz 5 there is a similar passage too in Hebrews, that God has appointed
or made Min xAnpivopes zdvrwr.
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whole structure of the clause is opposed to this,—Dlut what is
the faith to which through Christ the readers have attained.
— &oe] not: a (Oecumenius, Luther: “in order that;”
thus also the Syr, Vulg., Beza, ete.), nor is it: itaque, as if a
“8et” or a “xpi” were to be supplied to elvac (Aretius); but:
“so that,” it denotes the fruit which faith in God, who raised up
Christ from the dead, has brought forth in the readers, which
supplies the confirmation that Clrist has appeared for their
sake (8¢ alrovs). — T mioTw Yudv kal EATida elval els Ocov]
Most interpreters translate: “so that your faith and your
hope are directed to God;” Weiss, on the other hand (p. 43),
Briickner, Schott, Fronmiiller, Hofann, take it: “so that
your faith is at the same time hope toward God.” The
position of the words seems to favour this last tramslation,
since the genitive Uudv stands between the two substantives,
whilst otherwise either Judv gy wioTw xai éxwida (or v
vpav wio7.), el Rom. i. 20, Phil. 1. 25, 1 Thess. ii. 12, or
T . k. e vpdw, cf. Phil 1, 20, 1 Thess. iil. 7, would
have been expected ;—Dbut this is not decisive, inasmuch as
in Eph iil. 5 Tols dylows dmoorélos adTob kal wpodn)-
Tars occurs.  On the other hand, the connection of thought
gives the preference to ¢ke laticr view ; for,in the former case,
not only 1s it noticeable that «the result is exactly the same
as that denoted by Tods mioTovs” (Weiss), but in it éAmida
seemns to be nothing more than an accidental appendage,
whilst in reality it is the point aimed at in the whole
deduction ; that is to say, the truth and livinguess of faith
(in the resurrection and glorification of Christ) are manifested
in this, that it is also an hope; cf vv. 3,6, 9, 131  Schott is
wrong iu thinking that els @eov has reference not only to
émioa, but at the same time to Thv wiotw; for though by
wioTs here only wigris els Oeov can be understood, yet it is
crammatically impossible to connect the final els @eov, which
is closcly linked on to éamida, likewise with Ty mioTw vudw.
—The object of hope is specificd in the words Tov éyelpavra
avrov &T\.; it is the resurrection and attainment of the
8ofa which is given to Christ; cf. Rom. viil. 11, 17.

! Weiss is wrong in snying that, according to Peter’s view, fuith is but the
preparatory step to hope, since it rather includes the latter.
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Ver. 22, From ver. 22 to ver. 25 the third exhortation,!
and its subject is love one of another. Gerhard incorrectly
joins this verse with verse 17, and regards vv. 18-21 as a
parenthesis. — 7as Yroyas vudv fyvikotes] The participle does
not here express the accomplished act as the basis of the
exhortation, as if it were: “after that ye, or since ye, have
purified ” (Bengel, Wiesinger), but it stands closcly linked
on to the imperative, and denotes the duty which must ever
he fulfilled (hence the perf) if the ayawav is to be realized
(de 'Wette-DBriickner, Schott, Fronmiiller);* Luther inexactly :
“make chaste . . . and,” ete.— ayv{few, a relizious idea denoting
in the first instance the outward, and afterwards the inward
consecration and sanctifying also (cf. John xi. 55; Acts xxi.
24, 26, xxiv. 18); in passages too, as here, where 1t expresses
moral cleansing from all impurity (here more especially fromn
selfishness), it does not lose its religious significance; cf.
Jas. iv. 8; 1 John iil. 3°—év 75 Umakoj Tis dAnbelas]
7y anmjfea is the truth revealed aud expressed in the gospel
n all its fulness.  Calvin’s limitation of the idea is avbitrary:
veritatem accipit pro seyule, quam nobis Dominus in evan-
celio  praescribit. — Uwarxoy, not “faith” (Wiesinger), but

1 Hofmann, withont any sufficient reason, supposes the third exhortation to
begin with ver. 18, although the amplifications contained in vv, 18-21 serve
eminently to inculeate the preceding cxhortation. The expression :8éz¢s can
be joined either with a preceding or a subsequent idea, yet it must be observed
that in the N. T. the first combination is more frequent than the second, and
that in the latter case «és7:5 is always accompanied by a particle, by which it is
marked as the first word of a subsequent set of phrascs; Hofmann altogether
overlooks this. Here undoubtedly xzzi would have heen prefixed to siores.

* Hofmann declares himselt opposed to botl of these interpretations, or rather
he seeks to unite thew after a fashion, Ly assuming that the participial clause
partakes of the imperative tonc of the principal clause. He likewise charac-
terizes personal purification, presupposed by that love which is ever and anon
manifested, as that which should have been accomplished once for all (as if it
were possible to command that something should have taken place) ; he then adds
that e who has not yet dedicated his soul to brotherly love must do so still (1).

3 Schott leaves this religious reference entirely unnoticed.  1le states that the
original meaning of the word &yvés, *“1s that purity of mind which regards one
thing only as the foundation and aim of all practical lite—the truly moral.”
Cremer, too, thinks that although originally it had the religious semse ¢“to
dedieate,” it is (John xi. 53, Acts xxi. 24, 26, xxiv. 18 excepted) as a term. techn.
forcign to the N. T., and is here only equal to “to purify,” *‘ to cleanse” (with-
out the secondary meaning ¢ to dedicate ),
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“obedience.”  The genitive is mnot the gen. subj.: “the
obedience which the trath begets,” but the gen. obj.:
“obedience to the truth.” This Jmwaxon, however, consists
in believing what the truth proclaims, and in performing
what it requires (thus Weiss also).— The preposition év
exhibits Jmaxon as the element in which the Christian must
move in order to procure the sanctification of Ins soul. —
If the reading Sia mwrevpatos be adopted, the wvedpa is uot
the hwman spirit, but the Spiit of God; Luther incorrectly:
that the apostle here means to observe that the word of God
must not only be heard and read, but be laid hold of with thc
leart. — els ¢uhadeddiav avvmorpitov] does not belong to the
ayamioate following, either as denoting the Zermenus of love,
and the sense being: diligite vos in fraternam caritatem, i.c.
in unwu corpus fraternae caritatis; or as: dia (Oecumenius),
and thus pointing out the “agency by which ;7 nor, finally, is
it embatic: ita ut omnibus wmanifestum fiat, vos esse invicem
fratres (Gerhard) ;—Dbut it is to be taken in conjunction with
nyveroes, and specifies the aim towards which the dyvifew is
to be directed. Sanctification towards love, by the putting away
of all selfishuess, must ever precede love itsclf. —diraderdia]
love of the brethren peculiar to Christians, ef. 2 Pet. i 7;
Iom. xii. 9, 10; 1 Thess. iv. 9.—With dvvmérpiroes, cf. 1 John
i 18, where true unfeigued love is deseribed.—éx (xabflapds)
xapdias] is not to e joined with what precedes,—it being thus
a somewhat cumbrous adjunct,—but with what follows, setting
forth in relief an esseutial element of love; with the expres-
sion €k rapbias, cf. Rum. vi. 17; Matt. xviii. 35 (awo
T@v kapdidv vudv); on the Lee. éx xalapds rapbias, see
1 Tim. L. 5.1 — @ANjhovs dyamijoate ékTevds) dyamdy is not

! This participial clanse joins itself naturally with what precedes, and is not,
with Hofmann, to be taken with what follows (chap. ii. 1); &xefiucre, as
oy shows, begins a new sentence.  The connection proposed by Hofmann would
give rise to a very clumsy phraseology. Were it true that regencration has
nothing to do with brotherly love, then of course neither has it anything to do
with the laying aside of those lusts whieh are opposed to love, spoken of in
chap. ii. 1. Hofmann says, indeed, that ii. 1 describes the contraries of axasrns
(childlike simplieity), not of g:az3zagiz ; but is not the opposite of the one the
opposite of the other also? The construction in Ilom. xiil. 11 1L is only in
appearance similar to that which Hofmann understands as occurring lere.
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to be limited, as Wiesinger proposes, “to the manifestation of
love in act;” the passages, chap. iv. 8, 1 John 1ii. 18, do not
justify this limitation. — éxrevae, “with straincd encrgics;” it
denotes here “ the perscrering intensity of love” (in like manner
Weiss, p. 336; Fronmiiller, Hofmann); Luther translates
“ardently ;7 Schott without any reason asserts that in all the
N. T. passages the word is used only in the femporal sense of
duration, and therefore is so to be taken here; Luke xxii. 24,
Acts xil, 5, xxvi. 7, 1 Pet. iv. 8, are evidence not jor, but
against Schott’s assevtion. The chief emphasis lies not on
ayamioate, but on éx (kabapds) xapdias and éxrevds.

Ver. 23. dvayeyevvnuévor] gives the ground of the preceding
exhortation, by referring to the regeneration from incorruptible
seed already accomplished, which, as it alone reuders the
ayamdy éxtevis possible, also demands it.  Luther:  as those
who ave born afresh;” ef. 1 Johniv, 7,v. 1. This regeueration
is described, as to the origin of it, by the words which follow,
and withal in such a way that here, as in ver. 18, the posi-
tion is strengthened by placing the negation first. — ovx éx
omopds ¢baptijs, dAAa dpbapTov] omopd, strictly, “ the
sowing, the begetting,” is not here used with this active force
(Aretius : satio incorrupta h. e. regeneratio ad vitam aeternam.
Fronmiiller: “the energizing principle of the Holy Spirit ™),
but it is * sced,” because, as de Wette says, the epithet
suggests the idea of a substance. By omopa ¢pfapti is
to be understood not the semen frugum, but the semen
humanum (de Wette, Wiesinger, Weiss, Schott, Hofinann);
cf. Jolm i 13.-— The question arises, in what relation do
éx amopas apfdprov and &ud Aoyov stand to one another?
The direct connection of the figurative expression (omopa)
with the literal (Adyos), and the correspondence which evi-
dently exists between ddfdprov and Covroes k. pévovtos, do
not allow of the two ideas being considered as different, nor of
omopa being taken to denote the « Holy Spirit” (de Wette-
Briickner). On the other hand, the difference of the preposi-
tions points to a distinction to whicly, from the fact that amopa
is a figurative, Aéyos a real appellative (Gerhard, Weiss, Schott"),

1 Weiss is of opinion that, as an explanation of the metaphor, 3 only can be
employed with Adyes, not ix, which belongs exclusively to the figure. This is,

1 PETER. G
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justice has not yet been dome. The use of the two prepo-
sitions is to be understood by supposing a different rela-
tion of tlie same thing (of the Adyos) to the regeneration ; in é§
we have its point of departure, and not merely its “ originating
cause” (Hofmann ') ; we have the word of God looked upon as
the principle implanted in man working newness of life (¢ Aoyos
éuguros, Jas. 1. 21); g, on the other hand, points to the
outward instrumentality by which the new life is effected. —
Sta Noyov Edvros Ocod kai uevovros] refers back to ver. 22:
év 7 Umarop Tijs aknf. ; the Christian is laid under obligation
to continned sanctification év im. 7. ¢A., inasmuch as he has been
begotten again to newness of being, by the word of God, 7.c. the
word of truth. — Aoyos Oeod is every word of divine revelation ;
here especially the word which, oviginating in God, proclaims
Christ, 7.c. the gospel. Schwenkfeld erroneously understands
by it the Johannmine Zogos, which, indeed, even Didymus had
considered possible-——On the construction of the adj. {ovres
and peévovros, Calvin savs: possumus legere tam sermonem
viventem Dei, quamn Dei viventis; he himself prefers the
sccond combination ; thus also Vulg., Oecuni., Beza, Hensler,
Jachmann, ete.  Most interpreters give preference, and
with justice, to the firsf, for which are decisive both the
contents of the following verses, in which the emphasis is
laid, not on the abiding nature of God, but of the word of
God, and the position of the wouds —- otherwisze fovros, on
account ol the subsequent xai uévovros, must have stood after
Pcov.  The superaddition of pévovrros arvises {rom the elrcuni-
stance that this attribute is deduced from the previous one,
and 13 brought I 50 as to prepare the way for the passage of
Scripture (ver. 25: uéver) (de Wette®).  The characteristics

liowever, incorrect 3 Zwr woukl doubtless not have heen suited to ewspe, hut ix
might very well have been used with 249a0 (of. John iii. 5), indeed, must have
been so if the asyes itself were regarded as ewopd.  The two prepositions express,
cach of them, a different relation.

! Also in the passages quoted by Hofmanw, Johm i. 13, iii. 5, Matt, i. 18, ix
indicates more than a mere causal action.

2 Tlofmann strangely enougl explains the position of 6:00 by assuming it to
be placed as an apposition between the two predicates to which it serves as
basis ;3 e aceordingly thinks the words should he written thus : die 25900 Lavros,
Bcob, zal givovros (1).
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specified by these attributes are applicable to the word of
God, not in its form, but in its inner substance. It is living
in essence as in effect, and it Is enduring, not only in that its
results are eternal, but hecause itself never pervishes. If the
subjoined els Tov aidva be spurious, then without it the péverw
must not be limited to the present life!

Vv. 24, 25. Quotation from Isa. xl. 6, 8, slightly altered
from the LXX. in order to confirm the eternal enduraunce of
the word Dy a passage from the Old Testament.” — 8wore, as in

er. 16 ; the pnssage lere quoted not only confirms the idea
pévoyros, hut it cives the reason why the new birth has taken
place throngh the living and abiding word of God (so,too, Hofm.).
The reason 1= this, that it may he a birth into life that passes
not away. — waca odapf] t.c. was avfpwmos ; caro fragilitatem
naturae indicat (Aretius) ; not “all ereature existence,” embrac-
ing both stones and plants, ete. (Schott), for of a plant it cannot
be said that it is ds xopTos. — @s ydpTos] is to be found
neither in the Hebrew text nor in the LXX. — kai waca dofa
avTis] instead of adijs, the LXX. has avfpwmov; in Hebrew,
00, Incorrectly Vorstius: Ap. nomine carnis et gloriae ejus
Intelligit praecipue lecem Mosis et doctrinas hominum ; Calvin
again rightly : ommne id quod in rebus humanis magnifictun
dicitur. — éfnpavfn o yopros wT\. gives the point of com-
parison, that whercin the odp€é and its &ofa rescmble the
xopTos and its &vfos; but it does not emphatically assert that
“ the relation of the flesh to its clory in point of nothingness
18 quite the same as that of the grvass in its Dloom ” (Scliott). ——-
xai 70 dvbos avTod éfémeae] avrod, if it be the true reading, is

! The word, as the revelation of the Spirit, is cternal, although changeable,
aceording to its form ; to the word also applies what Paul says, 1 Cor. xv. 54 :
this corruptible shall put on incorruption, and this mortal shall put on immor-
tality. Luther admirably says: ““ The word is an eternal, divine power. For
although voice aml speech pass away, the kernel remains, i.e. the understanding,
the truth which the voice contained. Just as, when I put to my lips a cup
which contains wine, 1 drink the wine, although 1 thrust not the cup down my
throat. Thus it is with the word which the voice utters; it drops into the
hieart and becomes living, although the voice remains outside and passes uway.
Therefore it is indeed a divine power, it is God Himself.”

? The context in no way indicates that the apostle had particularly desired
to make emphatic ** that natural nationalities, with all their glory, form Lut
a tie for these carthly periods of time * (Schott).
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an addition made by Peter, for it is to be found neither in the
LXX. nor in the Hebrew text. By the preterites éfnpavn
and é&émeoe the transitoriness is mwore strongly marked ; cf.
Jas. 1. 11, v. 2, — Ver. 25. Instead of xvpiov, the LXX. have
Tob Oeol NudY, HJ‘D%‘:. xvpiov can hardly have been written
on purposc by Peter “because he had in his mind Clrist’s
word ” (Luthardt). James refers to the same passage here
cited by Peter, without, however, quoting it verbatim. — In
the following words the apostle makes the application: Tedro
d¢ éorw] TovTo is not used “ substantively here,” as the pre-
dicate of the sentence equal to: that is; .. eternally abiding
word of God is the word of God preached among youn (Schott) ;
but it refers back simply to the preceding 7o pijua xupiov,
and is equivalent to: this word, of which it is said that it
remaineth for ever, is the word which has been preached
among you. — 76 pijua T evayyehicfév] Periphrasis for the
vospel. In the O. T. it denotes the word of promise, here the
vospel.  Peter identifies them with each other, as indeed in
their inmost nature they are one, containing the one eternal
purpose of God for the redemption of the world, distinguished
only according to different degrees of development. — els duas|
1.¢. vuiv; in the expression here used, however, the reference to
the hearers comes more distinctly into prominence ; cf. 1 Thess.
ii. 9, and Liinemann 4n loc.— In the last words Ieter has
spoken of the gospel preached to the churches to which he
writes, as the word of God, by which his readers are hegotten
again of the incorruptible seed of divine life, so that, as such,
in obedience to the truth thus communicated to them, they
must sanctify themselves to unfeigned love of the brethren.
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CHAPTER IL

VER. 1. Instead of dmexpicsz, B reads vmézpion; correction after the
preceding érov, with which it is in signification closely linked
on.  In like manner the reading =@owv zasararioy, ¥ (pr.n),
for wdows zasarariog, 1s to be taken as an alteration. In A, some
vss. waon: 18 wanting before zarulanrizs; 1t could easily have
fallen aside, inasmuch as the two preceding words are without
adjectives.— Ver. 2. After adZndirs, most codd. (A BDC K P &, ¢l)
cte. read : ¢/s swrrypiay (accepted by Griesb. Scholz, Lachn. Tiselw.).
The adjunct is wanting in the Lee. (after L and several min.);
¥t may he omitted, masmuch as an adjunct of this kind is not
necessary to the words: & adrd adintir:s, — Ver. 3. The Rec. simep,
after C K L D, al,, Vulg. (si tamen), is retained by Tisch. 7;
on the other hand, Tisch. 8 and Lachm. have adopted the
<simple ¢ This is supported by A B & (. pr. C has correeted
simep), Cyr. Clem. The Jee. seems to have made the alteration
for the sake of the sense.— Ver. 5. Instead of o/zodouzieds (Tisch. 7),
A** C ¥, several min. Vula. Cyr. read ézazcbousisds (Tisch. 8),
which, however, seems to be a correction after Eph. 11, 20. —
Lachm. and Tisch. 8 read the prep. «/s between cxos mevparizis
and ispdrevue dyov, after A B C 85, al, several vss. and K V.
The common reading is supported by KX L P, many min., Vulg,
other versions, Clew. ete.; Tisch. 7 has retained it; de Wette,
Wiesinger, Schott, Reiche have in like manner declaved them-
selves in favour of the fice.; de Wette speaks of the interpola-
tion of &/s “as facilitating a transition, otherwise alnupt, to
another conception ;” on the other hand, Briickuer and Hof-
mann prefer the other reading, which is attested by weightier
witnesses. The ¢/; may be omitted, inasmuch as the thought
might scem inappropriate that an ofxe; should be built up to an
ispirzvaa.— i before @3 is doubtful; for it are L D, cte.; against,
A BC ¥ «l. Lachm. and Tisch. have doubtless correctly omitted
it.— Ver, 6. é&cir] with Griesb. Scholz, Lachm. Tisch. etc.,
according to almost all the authoritics instead of the Rec. o6 e,
which is to be found only in min. and in Orvig. — & 7 ypapn] Lice,
after K L T, several min. ete. ; Tisch. reads, after A B n 38,73 :
év ypaps; Lachm. has adopted 4 ypags, which is found in C, several
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min. Vulg. Hier. Aug. This last reading seems, however, to be
only a correction, in order to avoid the difficulty which lies in
counecting the verb wepiéyer with & (77) ypees. — Instead of é=
adr@, N (pr. m.) has é7 by, which is not supported by other
witnesses. — Ver. 7. Instead of the asedoiaw of the Ree., after
A X L P, ete. (Tisch. 7, Lachm. Duttm.), Tisch. 8, after B
C¥, «l, has adopted amsreiow.  Perbaps the Ree. is a cor-
rection after ver. 8. — riw] Lec, after (** K L PN (pr. m.),
«l., Thph. — Retained by Tisch. ; in its stead Lachm. has 2o ;
this reading is found in A B C* several min. Oec. Since in
Gureek it 1s by no means uncommoun that the substantive is often
put in the same case as the relative which it precedes, 2idev need
occasion no surprise; as in addition to this, 74w is found in
the LXX., 2id0z seems to have been the original reading, which
became changed into 7oy, following the LXX. and the common
usage in Greek, — The words nides . . . ywios zai ave wanting
in the Syr. ver.; Grotius, Mill, Semler, Hottinger, therefore
consider them spurious, for which, neverthelcﬂ suflicient justi-
fication is wanting. — Ver. 11, awiysodar] Live, after B K &,
several min. vss. and K V; 1(,t'1111u1 by Lachm. and Tiscl, whilst
A C L D, several min. 10'1(1 amiyseds, which Duttun, has fldopted ;
see on this the commentary; La( T, alds sudiz, after the Vulg,
as Tisch. remarks: ex errore de C.— Ver. 12. Instead of
tmumreboavree, Fee., after A K L P, al., izozrsboreg must De
read, with Lachm. and Tisch., after b C &, «/,, Thph. Oee.; on
account of the soldowsy following, the present could casily have
Leen changed into the aorist. - Ver. 135, smordygre o] Lachi.
and Tisch. 8 omit oy, after A B C N, «/. Didy. Cussiod. ; o3
(Tisch. 7) 1s supported only by K L I, wmany min. ete.; 1t 1s
possible that ¢&v was interpolated in order to obtain a firmer
connection of thought.  In Cod. & (pr. m.) avdpazivg 1s wanting,
Lut is supported by almost all witnesses.— Ver. 144 The L.,
following C and several min., retains pér alter Zzoiznay, which
had Deen rightly icjected already by Grieshach. — Ver. 18.
N has after deemérass the prow. suwsv. — Ver. 19, Different adjuncts
to wdpiz are fonnd in different codd., as ©:d, O:, supe i3, aupl
=5 ©:3, which have been all interpolated later, in order to define
the idea more precisely, — Several min. and € have, instead of
guvsionew Ol owsibnaw ayadiv; in A* both readings are combined:
aussionow  ©sl ayadiv. — Ver. 20, The Lice has selro ydpis;
this reading Tisch. 8 has retained, as he asserts, tollowing L
C K L Py, ete.; on the other hand, Lachm. Buttm. llsch

read wolro yip /ap:., after A.  According to Buttm., this 1e'1d1110
is found also m B (% /) —Ver. 21, The codices vary between
the Lie. (ed. Elzev)) imip dudw, iuh, which is found in A B,
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C ¥, several min. Oec. Amb. ete. (Lachm. Tisch. 8); vatp sudy,
e in K L P, al, Slav. Vulg. Cyr. ete. (Scholz, Tisch. 7, Reiche),
and bwtp audy, gud in several min. ete. (Ree.). Tisch. remarks:
nil probabilius quam #ui Ju® in caussa fuisse, cur bis ab aliis
o ab alils 7u# scriberetur. Quod tota oratio ad lectores inci-
tandos instituta est, id emendatori magis Juf quam 7ui com-
mendabat. According to almost all the authorities, Jui is the
original reading; it is possible that in accordance with it quén
was changed into suév; it is also possible that the application
of Xp. éradev to the readers alone seemed Inappropriate to the
copyist, and that he changed Jxav into r,wwv Wiesinger, Schott,
and Hofm. hold 7y, and Briickner Suéw, to he the 0110111'11
reading ; the weightiest anthorities decide for dwav. —N reads
a=idwer instead of Imafder, supported by geneval festimony, and
in ver. 25, éaodipe: (pr. nL) mstead of avrerordéper.— Ver. 24, The
adrod after mérwss (Lice.) is supported only by L P & (pr. m.)
40, o, Thph. Oec., whilst A B C K have it not; Lachm. has
accordingly omitted it, whilst Tisch., on the other hand, has
retained 1t.  Althongh «dreb is in itself the more difficult, still,
ou account of the preponderating evidence against it, it can
hardly be regarded as the original reading; its addition can be
explained also partly from the endeavour to form this relative
clause as shmilarly as possible to the preceding &5 . .  adris.
partly from the circumstance that it is to be found in Isa. liid. 5.
LXX.; although Tisch. says: ob . . . «ivos emendatori deberi
incredibile est; nec magis credibile «d=os ex LXX. inlatum esse
servato imepte ob.  Wiesmger, Driickner, Schott, Iofm. hold
«i7ei to Dbe original ——-V(,l 25, shavaupsse] Leee, after C K
L. D, ete., Thph. ()eL., on the other hand, Lachm. and Tiseh.,
following A B ¥, etc., Tol. Harl. Fulg. have adopted aravis:vos,
which is probably the original madnw the change into =7wvsmeve
was very natural on account of the rrpo,?ara nnmedmtely pre-
ceding.

Vv. 1, 2. amobepero 0w . . . émmobhjcare] The admonition
which commences here stands, as odv shows, in close connection
with what precedes; in ver. 22 the apostle had exhorted to
unfeigned love onc of another, which love he shows to be con-
ditioned by aywllew év 74 vmaxof Tijs ainbeias, and grounded
on avavyeyevvyuévoy etvar; from this deducing the dmrorifecta
waoav kakiay k1., he now exhorts émimofelv 76 Aoyieov ydAa.
The apostle’s intention, explaining at once the connection of
this with the foregoing admonition, and the relation in which
the thought of the participial clause amoféuevor stands to that
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of the imperative émimrofnoare, is that the Christians should
show themselves Téxva Umaxois (i. 14), not each for himself,
but united together, an oixos mvevpatikos (ver. 5), yévos
éhexrov k. (ver. 9). Schott acknowledges this reference
(unjustifiably denied by Hofmann) to the wnity of the churcl ;
it explains why the apostle mentions those sins only which
stand in direct antagonism to the ¢iladerpia avvmoxpiros
(i. 22), The participle damwofléuevor stands to émmobfnoate in
the same relation as avalwoduevor to énmicate in chap. 1. 13 ;
it is therefore then not equal to postquam deposuistis, but
expresses the continued purification of the Christian; comp.
Eph. iv. 22; Heb. xii. 1; specially also Col. iii. §; and for
the whole passage, Jas. 1. 21. — wacar rxaxday c1\.] Calvin:
non est integra omnium enumeratio quae deponi a nobis
oportet, sed cun de veteri homine disputant Apostoli, quac-
dam vitia praeponunt in exemplum, quibus illius ingenium
designant.  xaxie means here, as in Col. iil. S, not generally :
“wickedness,” but specially “ amalice,” nocendi cupiditas (Hem-
ming). waoar denotes the whole compass of the idea: “cvery
keind of amalice”  The same is implied by the plural form in
the words following dmoxpioets, ete. ; in wagas karaalias both
are combined. The same and similar ideas to those here
expressed are to be found conjoined elsewhere in the N. T.;
comp. Rom. 1. 29, 30. “ The admonitions which follow are
in essential connection with this comprehensive exhortation ;
comp. chap. i, 22 {f.; especially chaps. 1. 8 ff, iv. 8§ ff, v. 2 ff”
(Wiesinger).  For the force of the separate terms, comp.
Lexicon.  Augustiu : melitic maculo delectatur alieno ; <nvidic
bono cruciatur alicno; delus duplicat cor; adulatio duplicat
linsuam ; detrcciatio valnerat famam, — xatakaiia occurs only
Lere and in 2 Cor. xii. 20 ; in the classics the verb is to be
found, never the subst.— Ver. 2. @5 apriyévwnra Bpédy] is
not to be commected with amoféuevor, but with what follows.
It does not mark the childlile natire of the Christians, but, in
view of the goal of manlood yet afar off, is meant (referring
to i 23: dvayeyevvpuévor) to designate the readers as those
who had but recently been born again.!  In Bengel's interpre-

VIt must be observed that the expression was used by the Jews also to
designate the proselytes ; corroborating passages in Wetstein in loc.
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tation: denotatur prima aetas ecclesiae N. T., a false reference
is given to the expression. The particle s is not here cither
used with a comparative force only; cowmp. chap. i. 14. —
T0 Aoyikdy adolov ydia émmobBijcate] ydia is not lere
contrasted with Bpodua, as in 1 Cor. il 2, or with oTepea
Tpogij, as in Heb. v. 12; Dbut it denotes the word of God, in
that it by its indwelling strength nourishes the soul of man.
The term qdAa, as applied by the apostle, is to he explained
simply from the reference to apriyévrnra Bpédn (Wiesinger,
Schott, Hofmann).,  This view results quite naturally from the
comparison with chap. i. 22, 23. If Peter had intended to
couvey any other meaning, he would have indicated it so as
to have been understood.! — Aoyexdv] does not state an attri-
bute of evangelical doctrine: “rational;” Gualther: quod
tradit rationem vere credendi et vivendi, nor even in the
sense that this (with Swmaleius in Calov.) might be inferred :
nihil eredendun esse quod ratione adversetur ; but it is added
in order to mark the figurative nature of the expression yaia
(to which it stands related similarly as in chap. 1. 13: 7is
Swav. vp. to Tas dodias), so that Ly it ¢this milk is charac-
terized as a spirifual nourishment. Luther: ¢ spiritual, what
is drawn in by the soul, what the heart must seek;” thus, too,
Wiesinger, Schott, Briickuer, Fronmiiller, Hofmamn. 1t has
lLere the same signification as in Roui. xii. 1, where it does not
nean “rational” as contrasted with what is external (de Wette).
The interpretation on whicl Aoeyikor sydra is taken as eyl
to ydAa Tod Aoyov, lac verbale, is opposed to the usus loquendi
(it is supported by Dezua, Gerhard, Calov., Horngjus, Bengel,
Wolf, and others). Nor less so is the suggestion of Weiss
(p- 187), that by “ Aoyirov is to be understood that which pro-
ceeds from the Aoyos (i.c. Word) ;” thus yara Aoyecor would be

1 Calvin understands y£ie to mean : vitae ratio quae novam genituram sapiat;
Hemming : consentanea simplici infuntiae vivendi ratio ; Cornclius a Lapide :
symbolum eandoris, sinceritatis et henevolentiac.  All these interpretations arc
contradieted by the fact that yai.« is not a condition of life, but me«ns of nourisk-
ment. It is altogether arbitrary to explain yéaz tobe the Lord's Supper (Estius,
Turrianus, Salmeron), or as meaning Christ as the incarnate Logos (Clemens Al
in Paeday. i. c. 6 ; Augustin in Zract. iii. in 1 Ep. John); Weiss, too, is mis-
taken when he says : ¢ the nourishment of the new-born child of God is Christ
Himself, who is preached and revealed in the word.”
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the zerbel milk of doctrine. The second adjective: &8oiov
(@m. Aey.), strictly “ withowt guile)” then “ pure, unadulterated,”
is not meant to give promineunce to the idea that the Christians
should strive to obtain the pure gospel, unadulterated by
Leretical doctrines of man, but it specifies purity as a quality
lielonging to the gospel (Wiesinger, Schott).® It is, besides,
applicable, strictly speaking, not to the figurative yara, but
only to the word of God thereby denoted (Schott).” — éme-
wobjoaTe] expresses a strong, lively desire, Phil. ii. 26.  Wolf:
Ap. aludit ad infantes, quos sponte sua et impetu guodam
natwali in’ lac maternum ferri constat. The conjecture of
Grotius : émemorilere, is quite unnecessary. — iva év auvTd
avénbijre] iva, not éxBatikds, but Tehwds; it states the pur-
pose of the ememofsicate. év is more significant than 8id,
equivalent to “dn its power” The verb avénbijre, used in
connection with dpreyevr. Bpégy, denotes the ever further
development and strengthening of the new life.  Although
the aim which the apostle has in view in lus exhortation is to
mark the destination of Christians to be an oikos wvevpatixos,
still it 1s incorrect to affirm that adgnfire has reference, not
to the growth of the individual, but (with Schott) only to the
transforming of the chureh as sucl, “to the conception of a
building which is being carried up higher and higher to its
cowpletion.”  Apart {rom the fact that advfuvesfar plainly
refers hack to aprey. Bpedn, and is not equivalent to “ to be
built up,” it must be remarked that the church can become
what it should be only hy individual members growing
up each of them ever more and more to the avjp Teéleos.
— eis  cwTnpiav] omitted in the Rec, states the final
aim of all Christian growth. Schott’s explanation, that by
cwrmpia “ the final glorious transfiguration of the chureh”
is meant, is only a cunsequence of his erroncous and one-

1 Pesides, how does this agree with Weiss’s opinion, that y&iz means Christ
Himself? The verbal Christ 7/

*Wolf : lac &3saov idco appellari puto, ut indicetur, operam dandam essc, ne
illud traditionibus hwmanis per xamaievovras vov Asyev, 2 Cor. ii. 17, corruptum
hauriatur.

3 Hofmann rightly observes : ““ What tends to the Christian’s growth may be
compared to the pure milk which makes the child to thrive at its mother's breast,
and therefore it is termed 7¢ Aoyixoy &3odoy ydaa.”
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sided reference of the apostle’s exhortation to the church as
such.

Ver. 3. el [elmep] éyevoaabe, 6Te x.7N.] Based on the Old
Testament passage, Ps. xxxiv. 9: yeboacOe rai idere, G7¢
XPNoTOS 6 xvUptos; the words kai idere are omitted, not being
suitable to the figure ydAa.-— el is lere, as in ver. 17, hypo-
thetical indeed: “if,” but it does not express a doubt; thus
Gerhard correetly explains efmep: non est dubitantis, sed sup-
ponentis, quod factum sit.  Comp. Rom. viil. 9; 2 Thess. i. 6.
— wevopar 1s used here of inward experience, comp. Heb.
vi. 4, 5; it alludes to the figurative ydara, inasmuch as the
Christian tastes, as it were, of the kindness of the Loxd in the
spiritual milk tendered to him.  The apostle takes for granted
that the Christians had already made inward expericnce of the
goodness of their Lord («¥pros; in the Psalms, God ; heve, Christ),
not erely in the instruction which preceded haptisi, or in
baptism itself (Lorinus), or ecum fidem cevangelil suseeperuut
(Hornejus), but generally during their life as Clxistians; as
the new-born child, not once ouly, but ever anew refreshes
itself on the nowrishment offered by a mother’s love.  With
such experience, it is natural that believers should ever afresh
be eager for the spiritual mourishment, in the nmparting of
which the ypnarérys of the Lord is manifested: nam gustus
provocat appetitum  (Lorinus).! — 67¢, not cqual to quam
(Grotius), but: “ that” — ypyoros, « lind, graciovs)” not
exactly suavis (Grotius: ut a gustu sumta translatio melius
procedat) ; in this sense it would be more applicable to
yara than to xdpios. — Several interpreters assume that in
xpnaTos Peter plays upon the word Xpioros; but this is more
than improbable.

Vv. 4, 5. The stencture of this new exhortation is similar
to that of the previous seutence, to which it Lelongs in thought,
externally (6v) as internally, inasmuch as the imperative
(olkoBopeiafe) is preceded by a patticiple (wpooepyouevor), and

1 Schott insists ‘“ that the apostle is not here anxious about the readers’ desire
in general for the word, but that such desire shiould be combined with the pur-
pose of finally attaining salvation.” Dutis there anywhere a desire after the word
of God without such intent ’—XNothing in the context indicates that that in which

the xpnorazss of the Lord is manifested is ¢“ those rare moments of heavenly joy
in which this life is a foretaste of eternal glory ” (Schott)
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an adjunct introduced by s, defining the subject more nearly.
—Starting from o xVpios the apostle says: wpds dv mwpogep-
xopevol] mpoaépyeabar (elsewhere in the N. T. always con-
strued with the dative) denotes the going spiritually to the
Lord; the Christian does indeed already live in union with
Christ, but this does not exclude the necessity of becoming
united ever more completely with Him (thus also Hofmann).!
Luther incorrectly: “to whom ye have come,” as if it were
the part. praet. ; Hornejus well puts it: non actumm inchioatum,
sed continuatum designat. — Aifov {dvra] in apposition to év;
it is not necessary to supply s (Wolf). What follows shows
that the apostle had in his mind the stone mentioned in the
prophecies, Ps. exviii. 22 and Isa. xxviil. 16 (cf. Matt. xxi.
425 Acts iv. 11; Rom. ix. 33). The want of the article
points to the fact that the apostle was more concerned to lay
stress on the attribute expressed in Aifes {@w, than to draw
attention to the fact that in these passages of the O. T. Christ
is the promised Aifos. In using this term, Peter had already
in view the subsequent olxodoueic@e. The church is the
temple of God, the individual Christians are the stones from
which it 1s built ; hut Christ is the foundation-stone on which
it rests. In order that the clhurch may become ever more
completed as a temple, it is necessary that the Christians
should unite themselves ever more closely with Christ. The
apostle enlarges on this thought with reference to those pre-
dictions.—The explanatory adjective is added, as in ver. 2, to
the figurative Aifor; and by it, on the one hand, the expression
is marked as figurative, ne quis tropum nesciret (Bullinger);
and, on the other, the natwre peculiar to this stone is indicated.
Cavra 1s to be taken here as in Johu vi. 51 and similar
passages.  Flacius correctly : dicitur Christus lapis vivus, non
tamen passive, quod in semet vitam habeat, sed etiam active,
quia nos mortuos vivificat.” — vmwo dvfpomwy pév amodedoxi-

' The single passage, 1 Mace. ii. 16, iy no means proves that srpesipysdas =455 las
in itselfa stronger force than =paeisy. cum dat. (as against Hofmann).  According
to Schott, by =pwripx. is meant: ‘““not the individual Christian’s decpening
experience of community of life with Christ, but only the conduct of the
believer, by which, as a member of the ehurcli, e gives himself up to the Lord
as present in His chureh, in fact to the church itself!”

¥ De Wette (as opposed to Clericus and Steiger) is right in refusing to sce here
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pacuévor] a mearer definition, according to Ps. exviii. 22.
What is there said specially of the builders, is here applied
generally to mankind, in order that a perfect antithesis may
be obtained to the mapa 8¢ Oeg. The want of the article
Ty does not warrant a toning down of the interpretation to
mean “ by men,” ¢ by some or by many men (Hofmann).
The thought is general and comprehensive; the article is
wanting in order to emphasize the character of those by whom
Christ is rejected, as compared with God (Schott). DBelievers
are here regarded “ as an exception ” (Steiger). — mwapa 8¢ Oc
éxhextoy, évrepov] after Isa, xxviil. 16; Peter has, however,
sclected two attributes only; “that is to say, he passes over
the characteristics of the stone itself, and its relation to the
building, giving prominence only to its value in the sight of
fod” (Steiger). Both adjects. form the antithesis to dwode-
Sox. ; éxhexros is neither equal to eximius (Hemming) nor to
mpoeyvwspuévos (Steiger) ; but: “elect,” 4.c. chosen as the object
of love; cf. 1 Tim. v. 21. — mapa @ep] not: a Deo (Vulg),
but: évdmior Tob Oeod, coram Deo, Deo judice, “ with God.”
Worthy of note is the “antagonism between the hwman judg-
ment and the divine ” (Wiesinger), the former given effect to
in the crucifixion, the latter in the glorification of Christ. —-
Ver. 5. rat adrol ds Alor {dvres olxooueiole] kai alrol
places the Christians side by side with Christ (Wiesinger
inappropriately takes ad7ol as also applying to the verb
oicodop.). As He is a living stone, so are they also living
stones, 7.c. through Him. The explanation : cum lapidibus com-
parantur homines, qui, quoniam vivant, vivi lapides nominantur
(Carpzov, Morus), is inadequate. Further, os Aifor fdwres
states the qualities which the readers already possessed, not
those which they were to obtain only through the oixo-
Sopeiofas (Schott) ; that unto which they should be built is
stated in what follows. — oixodopeiacfe is, according to the

any reference to the conception of the saxum vivum as opposed to broken stones
(Virg. den. i.171; Ovid. Metam. xiv. 741). Inappropriate is Schott’s opinion :
““that Zév indicates that by the self-unfolding (1) of Iis divinely human life,
Christ causes the church to grow up from Ilimself the foundation stone.” 1of-
mann would erroncously exclude the second of the above-mentioned ideas from
the Aifev Lovra, although it is elearly indicated by the very fact that through
connection with the stone Christians themselves become living stones.
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structure of the sentence, not indicative (Hornejus, Bengel,
Gerhard, ete.; more recently, Wiesinger, Weiss, Hofmann),
but imperative (Beza, Aretius, Hottinger, Steiger, de Wette-
Briickner, Luthardt, Schott, etc.). The objection, that the
verses following are declarative, may be quite as well used
for the imperative force of that which precedes them! It
vv. 4, 5 serve as the basis of the foregoing exhortation, this
turn of the thought wonld also be expressed. Several inter-
preters (as Luther and Steiger) incorrectly regard the verbal
form as middle; it is passive: “Dbe ye built up,” de “let
yourself be budd wp)” <.c. by Christ, as the foregoing mwpos dv
mpocepyopevor shuws,  Corresponding with the reading émocxo-
dopetafe super illum, Ze. Christu, is generally understood ;
an unnecessary supplement; the thought is: that (not: on
wliick) the Christians should let themselves be built up, to
that, namely, which the following words state.
Tikos €5 iepatevpa dywor] In the Fee. without els the two
conceptions are co-ordinate, hoth stating the end of the oixo-
copetofac: “to the spiritudd house, to the Loly pricsthood ;7 but
if the reading oik. mv. els fepdrt. &y. be adopted, then “ lepar.
ay. is the further result of the being built up to the spiritual
house ” (Driickuer). Hofmann holds that oixes mwr. is in
apposition to the subject contained in olxoSoueiofe, and that
els (epaTevua dy. alone is directly dependent on oixodoueiafe ;
the former view iz, however, more expressive, inasmueh as it
prominently shows that the Christians should be huilt up to
a spiritual house.  oixos mv. contains the expression of the
passive, lepaT, &y., on the other hand, that of the active velatiou
of the chureh to God (Wiesinger, Schott, Driickner). The
dissimilarity of the two ideas seems to be opposed to the
reading els, since an oixos canuot be transformed into a
tepatevpa ; but this difliculty disappears if it be considered
that the house here spoken of is built of living stones. Tt is
clearly not the case that els serves only to fuctlitats an other-

5
OLKOS TTVeEvpLa-

U The strneture of the clause is in favour of the imperative, inasmuch as it is
thus bronght into conformity with the imperative preceding.  When Hofmann
asserts that the sentence must neeessarily be indieative in form, ‘“because the
words subjoined o xpao7os & xdpos must state that to which the gooduess of
Christ brings them,” he does so without reason, for the clause may also state
that to which they should allow the goodness of Christ to lead them,
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wise abrupt transition to a new idea (de Wette, Wiesinger).—
oixos means, in the first instance, “ house,” and not “ temple ;”
nor does the attribute mvevpaTikés mark it as a temple. We
must either hold by the conception “ house” (Luthardt, Hot-
mann),' or assume that by the house Peter thought of the
temple. The latter view deserves the preference on account
of the close connection with what follows; comp. the passages
1 Cor. iii. 16, 17; 2 Cor. vi. 16; 1 Pet. iv. 17. — mwvevpa-
Tikos is the house raised from “living stones,” in contradis-
tinction to the temple built from dead omnes, inasmuch as their
life is rooted in the Spirit of God, and bears His nature on it.*
—- teparevpa 18 here not the “ office of priest” (2 Mace. ii. 17),
but the “priesthood” (comp. Gerhard: coetus s. collegium sacer-
dotum) ; comp. ver. 9; Ex.xix. 6; “not instead of lepeis dyto,
but including the essential idea of a community ” (de Wette).
1t has unjustly been maintained that if the reading els be
adopted, ‘epdTevpa must be understood of the priestly office.
é&ryiov subjoined to lepdTevpa does not mark a characteristic of the
tepatevpa of the New as distinguishing it from that of the Old
Testament, but one which belongs essentially to the lepdTevua
(of conrse “as ordained by God,” Hofmaun) as sunch. Here, too,
there lies in the conmnection of thought a special emphasis on
dyor, inasmuch as without sanctification the priestly calling
cannot bhe truly fulfilled. — avevéyxar mrevpaTicas Ouaias] is
closely conjoined both in form (see Winer, p. 298 £ [E.T.3991.])
and purport with what precedes, pointing out as it does the fuuc-
tion of the tepetevua. This consists, as under the Old Covenant,
in offering sacrifice.  The word avagépew, which is never used
by Paul, has not indeed in the classics, but in the LXX,, in
the Epistle to the Ilebrews, and in the Epistle of James, the
meaning “ o swerifice,” strictly speaking “to bring the offering
to the altar.”—The Ouoiat which the N. T. priesthood, i.c. the
Christian church in all its members, has to offer are called

' Luthardt : “¢ oixos is not equal to vaés ; nor in the context is a temple alluded
to, for the emphasis lies on mvzvuarinss.  oixos is chosen becanse of sixodew:icds 1 he
ye built as a spiritual house! To this is joined : to an holy priesthood.”

*Schott finds the antithesis therein, that in the O. T. temple ““the indwcll-
ing of God was confined to the Holy of Iolies, and visible to the eye” (7) ;
whilst, on the contrary, in the Christian chureh there is “a real and direct
indwelling of God.”
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mvevpaTieal, because they have their origin in the wrefua,
and bear on them its nature and essence. Calvin says in
what they consist: inter hostias spirituales primum locum
obtinet generalis nostri oblatio, neque enim offerre quicquam
possumus Deo, donec illi nos ipsos in sacrificiumn obtulerimus,
quod fit nostri abnegatione; sequuntur postea preces ct
gratiarnm actiones, eleemosynae et omnia pietatis exercitia.
Cf. with this Rom. xii. 1; Heb. xiil. 15, 16. — edmpocdérrouvs
T$ Oekd] edmpoodertos (Rom. xv. 16), equivalent to evdpeatos
(Rom. xii. 1, xiv. 18; Phil. iv. 18, and other passages). — Sia
'Incot Xpiotot] belongs not to oixodopeicfe (Beda), hut
cither to edmpogd. 1. Oe (Luther: per Christum fit, ut et mea
opera a Deo acstimentur, uae alias non culmo digna haberet ;
Bengel, Steiger, Wiesinger, Hofinaun, etc.), or to dvevéyra:
(Grotius, Aretius, de Wette, Weiss, etc.)! No doubt Heb.
xiii. 15 might be appealed to in support of the latter con-
struction; but in favour of the former are-~(1) That the
avevéyrat as a priestly function stands in such close connec-
tion with lepatevpa ay., that it seems out of place to suppose
a medinm (8wa "Ine. Xp.) in addition ; and (2) With avevéyrar
wvevpn. Quaias the idea is substantially completed, edmpoosd.
being a mere adjunct, to which therefore 8ia "I. Xp. also belongs.

REMARK.—In this description of the Christians’ calling, the
apostle’s first object is not to state the difierence between the
church of the Old and that of the New Covenant, but to show
distinctly that in the latter there is and should have been
fulfilled what had aforetime indeed been promised to the
former, but had appeared in her only in a typical and unsatis-
factory way. The points of difference are distinctly set forth.
Israel had an house of God—the Christian chiurel 1s called to
be tsclf that house of God. That house was built of inantmate
stones, this of living stones; it is a spiritual house. Israel was
to be an holy priesthood, but it was so only in the particular
priesthood introduced into the church; the Christian church is
called to be a ispdrsvpa dysov in this sense, that cack individual
in 1t s called upon to perform the office of piiest. The sacrifices

! Briickner and Schott think it is correct to connect 3z 'I. Xp not with
dwiiyxas only, but with the entire thought ; but it is self-understood that in the
first combination, not the miere drapipuy, but the drapipav wvivparixas voius
x. = A, must be considered as effected by Christ.
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which the priests in Isracl had to offer were beasts and the like;
those of the Christians are, on the other hand, spiritual sacrifices,
through Christ well-pleasing to God. — The idea of a universal
1)1-1esthood here expressed, is opposed not only to the catholic
doctrine of a particular priesthood, but to all teaching with
regard to the office of the administration of word and sacrament
which in any way ascribes to its possessors an importalce in
the chwureh, resting on divine mandate, and wceessry for the
communication of salvation (7.c. priestly importance).

Ver. 6 gives the ground for the exhortation coutained in
vv. 4, 5 by a quotation of the passage, Isa. xxviil. 16, to
wlhich reference was alveady made in ver, 4, — 8:d7e] of. 1. 24,
—- Teptéyer év TH ypadi] an uucommion construction, yet not
without parallel, see Joseph. «lnft. xi. 7: Bovdopar ylvecBar
mavta, kabws év avTh (ic. émoToly) wepiéyer; indeed mepté-
xewr is more than once used to denote the contents of a
writing, sce Acts xxiil. 25; Joseph. Aafi. xi. O: xai 7 pev
émioToNy) Tabta wepieiyev. Either 7 wepoyy (ov o Tdmos)
must, with Wahl, be supplied here as subject; or better,
areptéyer must be taken impersonally as equal to, continetur ;
of. Winer, p. 237 [E. T. 316]; Buttmaun, p. 126. — The words
of the passage in the O. T. {Isa. xxviil. 16) are quoted neither
literally from the LXX. nor exactly according to the Hebrew
text. In the LXX. it is: 000, éyw éuBiMiw eis Ta feuéiia
Swv (instead of which we have here, exactly as In Rom.
ix. 33: ov, Tifnu év Fwwv) Abov mohlvrery; (this adject.
liere oniitted) éedexTov drpoywviaior (these two words here
transposed) &ripor els Ta Bepéiia avTijs (the last two words
els . .. avriis here left out) kai o moTevwy (én adré added)
o0 py katatoyvwdi (Rom. ix. 33: kal mas o moTelwy €
alrg ov katawcyvwicerar). Whatever may be understood
by the stonc in Zion, whether the theocracy, or the temple, or
the house of David, or the promise given to David, 2 Sam.
vil, 12, 16 (Hofmann), this passage, which certainly has a
Messianic character,—inasmuch as the thought expressed in it
should find, and has found, its fulfilment in Christ,—is not
lhere only, but by Paul and the Rabbis (sce Vitringa, «d Jes.
L p. 217), taken to refer directly to the Messiah, who also,
aceording to Delitzsch (cf. in loc.), is directly meant by the
stone (“ this stone is the true seed of David, manifested in

1 PETER. H
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Christ 7). Luther, following Oecumenius and Theophylactus,
assumes that Christ is called Aifos axpoywv. because He has
united Jew and Gentile together, and out of both collected the
onc churcl ; this Calvin, not entirely without reason, ealls a
subtilius philosophari. In the words: xai 6 mioTedwr w7\,
mioTevwy corresponds to  mpooepyduevor, ver. 4. od uy
raTaroyvwdi does not refer to the glory which consists for
the believer in this, “ that le, as a Aifos &av, will form part
of the oixos 7v.” (Wiesinger), but to “ the final glory of salva-
tion which is the aim of the present wiocTedeww ” (Schott); ef.
ver. 2: els coTypiar.!

Ver. 7. vulv odv 7 Ty Tols moTedovoiw] Conclusion, with
special reference to the readers, vulv, drawn from ver, 6 (odv),
and in the first instance from the second half of the O. T.
guotation, for 7ols mioTedovow evidently stands related to o
moTebwy €r abigp, hence the definite aticle.  On the posi-
tion ol 7ois o, ef. Winer, p. 511 [E. T. 687]; only, with
Winer, it must not be interpreted: “as belicvers, 7.c. f ye
are believers,” but: “we wlo are belicvers” — TFrom the fact that
9 Tepd) ecles €vTipor, 1t must not he concluded that 7§ Tews)
Lere 1s the worth which the stone possesses, aud that the
meaning is: “ the worth which the stone has, it has for you
who believe ” (Wiesinger).  The clanse would then have read
perhaps : duiv odv o Adbos éore ) Ty, or the like. % Ty
stands rather in antithesis to xatawoyvr@ipar, and takes up
positively what had Dheen expressed negatively in the verse
immediately preceding.  Gerhard: vobis, qui per fidem
tanquam lapides vivi super eum aedificamini, est honor coram
Deo (s0, too, de Wette-Driickner, Weiss, Schott) 5 dutv, se. éoTe:
“yours therefore @s the Dhoavre;” the avticle 1s not without
slanificance heve; the honour, naunely, which in that word is
awarded to believers (Steiger). — Tols moTedovorw] an explana-
tory adjunct placed by way of emphasis at the end.—
amelobor [amioTobow] &€ antithesis to Tols mioTevovoty ;
aretfeiv denotes not ouly the simple wof believing, but the
resistance acainst belief; thus also dmeTobow here, it it be
the tree readinz.  Bengel wrongly explains the dative by :

! Hofmann is wrong in asserting that it is here said ““ that b pa racaioyiéy
is meant to cail back to mind the ¢is swrapiay in ver, 2.”
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quod attinet; it is the dat. dncommodi (Steiger, de Wette,
etc.). The words: Afos (Aifov) . . . yowvias, are borrowed
literally from Ps. exviil 22, after the LXX. What is fatal
for unbelievers in the fact that the stone is become the corner-
stone (xep. ywv. equals Meb. axpoy.) is stated in the following
words, which are taken from Isa. viil. 14: Sit?';lp VA A3 5 X
In a mauner similar though not quite identical, these passages
of the O.T. are woven together by Paul in Rom. ix. 33. The
words do not denote the subjective conduct of the unbelievers
(according to Luther, the occasion of stumbling or offence which
they find in the preaching of the cross), but the oljective
destruction which they bring upon thewmselves by their unbelief
(Steiger, de Wette-Driickner, Wiesinger, Schott, Froumiiller) ;
cf. Luke xx. 17, 18, where the corncr-stonc 15 also characterized
as a stonce of destruction for unbelievers. 1t is therefore with-
out any foundation that Hofiann asserts © the thought that,
to the disobedient, Christ is become the corner-stone seems
Impossible,” if awetfodow he talken as the dat. incommodi.  So
that it is In no way necessary to accept a coustruction so
uncommon as that adopted by IHofmanu, who considers the
two clauses: vutv ... olkodopotvres to be, with an omitted
ov, in apposition to the following odres, looking on ) Teus as
a kind of personal designation of the stone, and separating the
three following expressions : els xed, yov., Mf. wporouw., and
Tétpa oxavd. in such a way as to refer the first to believers
and the other two to unbelievers, although no such division is
anywhere hinted at.

Ver. 8. ot mpookomrovad] links itself on to dwelodor wr\.:
“Ahat s to those who,” ete., not to what lollows, as if eloe were
to be supplied : “they who stumble are those who are,” ete.
— mpogxémTery has here the sanme meaning as that coutuined
in the last words, but the turn of the thonght is different ;
there, it is shown what Clrist is become to the unbelievers,
namely, the ground of their destruction ; here, on the contrary,
that they arc really overtaken by this destruction ; Lorinus
explains  mwpookemrovae  incorrectly 1 verbo offenduntur et

1 Schott rightly observes that xepzi) ywvias, as the corner-stone, must not be
understood, with Gerhard and Steiger, as one on which one stumbles and Ll
This is not contained in the iden, corner-stone, in itself.
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scandalizantur, id blasphemant et male de illo loguuntur. —
T® Aoy amelfodvres] It is better to conmeet 76 Aoy with
amrelfoivtes than with wpooromrova:r (either: “ who at the
word are offended,” or: “ who by the word suffer hurt ). For,
on the one hand, the leading idea mrpoox. would be weakened
by its conmection with Aoye ; and, on the other, the nearer
definition requisite is supplied of itself from what precedes ;
it would, too, be inappropriate “ that Adyos should of a sudden
take the place of Christ, who in ver. 7 is, as Adflos, the object
of mpogw.” (Drickner). Wolf: gqui dmpinguit, nempe: in
lapidem illum angularem, zcrbo won eredentes: quo ipso et
offensio ipsa et ejus causa indicatur. — els & kai éréfnoav] els
6 not equal to éd’ b, “on account of which ;” nor is it equal
10 els by (se. Aoyor or Aifov); Luther: “ on which they are
placed;” or similarly Bolten: “they stumble at that, on
which they should have been laid ” (he makes eis & refer to
the omitted object of mpook.), but it points rather to the end
ol éréfnaar.! — TiOnut] is here, as frequently in the N. T., “to
appoint, constituere ” (cf. 1 Thess. v. 9). It is elear from the
connection of this verse with the preceding, that els 6 does not
¢o back to ver, 5 (Gerhard: in hoec positi sunt, videlicet, ut
ipsi quoque in hune lapidem fide aedificarentur). It may be
referred either to dmefetv (Calvin, Beza, Piscator, and others)
or to wpookomrew and amelfeiy (Lstius, Dott, de Wette,
Usteri, Hofmann, Wiesinger,” etc.), or, more correctly, to mpoo-
womrew (Grotius, Hammond, Denson, Hensler, Steiger, Weiss),

1 The application to the Word or to Christ eecurs already in the older com-
mentators ; thus Beda says: in hoc positi sunt i. e. per naturam facti sunt
homines, ut eredant Deo et ¢jus voluntati obtemperent ; and Nicol. de Lyra,
applying it specially to the Jews @ illis data fuit lex, ut disponerentur ad Chris-
tum seenndum quod dicitur Gal. iii. lex pacdagogus noster fuit in Christo ; et
ipsi pro majore parte remanserunt increduli.

* Dilferent interpreters seck in various ways to soften the harshness of the
dea here presented.  Thus Estius, by explaining icééasey only of the permission
of God; Pott, by paraphrasing the idea thus: “their lot scemed to bring this
with it ;7 Wiesinger, by asserting that ““the passage here speaks of the action
of God as a matter of history, not of His cternal deerces.”  Dut what justifies
any such softening down? While Hofmann, in the st edition of lis Schrifi-
beweis, 1. p. 210, says precisely : that God has ordained them to this, that
{hey should not become obedient to His word, but should stumble at it and fall

over it ; in the 2d ed. I. p. 237, it appears that the meaning only is: ‘“that
the evil which befalls them in the very fact of their not believing, is ordained
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since on the latter (not on dmefeiv) the chief emphasis of
the thought lies, and els 6 x7.\ applies to that which is
predicated of the subject, that is, of the dmefodrres, but not
to the characteristic according to which the subject is desig-
nated. The wpoorowrew it is to which they, the dmwefodvres,
were already appointed, and withal on account of their
unbelicf, as appears from the 76 Adye amef. This inter-
pretation alone is in harmony with the comection of thought,
for it is simply the meoredorres and amefovvres, together with
the Dlessing and curse which they respectively obtain, that are
here contrasted, without any reference being made to the
precise ground of faith and unbelief. Vorstius eorrectly:
Inereduli sunt designati vel constituti ad hoe, ut poenawm sive
exitium sibi accersaut sua incredulitate. — Following the con-
struction of ver. 7 adopted by him, Hofmamn takes of mpoo-
komTovow not as an adjunct referring to what precedes, but
as protasis to the subsequent eds 6, which, according to him,
contains the apodosis expressed in the form of an exclamation.
This interpretation falls with that of ver. 7. Besides, it gives
rise to a construction entirely abnormal, and of which there
is no other example in the N. T, either as regards the relative
prononn’ or the method here resorted to, of conmecting
apodosis with protasis. The words are added by the apostle in
order to show that the leing put to shame of unbelievers,
takes place according to divine determination and direction.

by God to those who do not obey His message of salvation, as a punishment of
their disposition of mind.” Schott agrees with this view. But in it the idea
of icidneav in relation to &rufovsres is arbitrarily weakened; since Schott
expressly says that unbelievers, Dy their own state of mind, ““appoint them-
selves to unbelief,” he can look on unbelief only in so far as the result of a
divine decree, that God has appointed faith imposstble witht a carnal disposition.
Jut a limitation of this kind is heve all the more inappropriate, that Peter in the
passage makes no allusion to the disposition which lies at the foundation of
unbelief. Hofmann in his commentary says: ‘“it is the word which is preached
to them that they refuse to obey, but by the very fact of their doing so they
stumble at Christ and fall over Him, as over a stone that lies in the way. Doth
are one and the same thing, named from different sides ; the one time from what
they do, the other from what is done to them.” Yet these are two different
things ; the one the cause, the other the effect.

' Hofmann, indeed, appeals to Matt. xxvi. 50 ; but the interpretation of this
passage is so doubtful that it cannot be relied upon ; cf. the various interpretations
in Meyer on this passage ; in Winer, 1. 157 [E. T. 207 £.]; in Buttmann, p. 217.
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Oecumenius® is not justified by the context in laying special
stress on the personal guilt of unbelief; or Aretius, in answer-
ing the question: quis autem illos sic posuit? by non Deus
certe, sed Satan tales posuit.

Ver. 9. vueis 86] The apostle returns again to his readers,
contrasting them with the unbelievers (not “with the people
of Israel,” as Weiss thinks) he had just spoken of. The
nature of believers, as such, is described by the smue predicates
which were originally applied to the O. T. church of God (cf.
Ex. xix. 5, 6), but have found their accomplishment only in that
of the N. T. Schott justly remarks that “what in ver. 5 had
heen expressed in the form of an exhortation, is here predi-
cated of the Clristians as an already present condition.” —
yévos éxhextov] after Isa. xliil. 20 ("2 1Y, LXX.: vévos pov
1o éxhextor) ; cf. also Deut. vil. 6 {f; Isa. xlii. 10, xliv. 1, 3,
xlv. 4, ete.  This first designation sets forth that the Chris-
tians, in virtue of God’s love, have been clected to he a people
which no longer belongs to this world; ¢f. chap. 1. 1.—
Baciiewy iepatevpa] alter Ex. xix. 6, LXX. (in Hebrew
DD ﬂ;%?’?, “a kingdom of priests ”); most interpreters take
1t as simple combination of the two ideas : “kings and priests.”
Stll it is more correct to vegard tepdTevpa as the principal

o

idea (ef. ver 3), and Bacihewor as a more precise definition :

[H €«

a poyel  priesthood”  Several commentators explain: “a
priesthoud possessing a royal character,” inasmuch as it not
only offtrs up saerifices (ver. 5), hut exercises sway (over the
world); cf. Rev. 1. 6, v. 10 (Wicsinger).  Weiss (p. 125), on
the other hand: “a priesthood serving Jchovah the King, just
as we speak of the royal houschold.”  Since all the other
predicates express the helonging to God, the second explana-
tion deserves the preference, only it must be modified so far as
to include in Bacir. not only the velation of serviee, but that
also of belonging to and participation in the glory of the king

1 Oly s oo «ov BOtov tis Tovro i¢upm“uivu;, sipnrast obss‘zu'z yap alvie exwlsias
Tapr TOU TEVTEs avbpamous Oidovros swlnvar fpafeberart &Aia wois tauTois anivh
xaTHpTIRGy SpyRs xal n dweifua iwnxodollure, xal tis Ay wapiortiaray txvrov; sk
irifnowy.  Thus also Didymus: ad non credendum a semetipsis sunt positi;
and Hornejus : constitnti ad impingendum ¢t non credendum ideo dicuntur,
(uia cum credere sermoni Dei nollent, sed ultro cum repellerent, deserti a Deo
sunt et ipsius permissione traditi ut non crederent et impingerent.
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founded thereon. Schott is not justified in assuming that Peter
did not intend to convey the force of the Greek, but that
of the Hebrew expression : B3 nDSDD, namely : “a kingdom
which consists of priests.” It is inadequate to understand, with
Hofmann, by the term: “a priesthood of princely honours,”
or Baciieor as equal to, magnificus, splendidus (Aretius,
Hottinger, cte.), or to find in it the expression of the highest
freedom?® (subject only to God) (de Wette).— €fvos dyiov] in
like manner after Ex. xix. 6, LXX. (A ). — haos els
wepuroinow] corresponding passages in the O. T. are Deut.
vil. 6 (7D by), Mal. iit. 17 (-‘1,53?), and especially Isa. xliii. 21,
LXX.: Naov pov dv mepiemouoduny Tas dpetds pov diyyelcOar
(n=p ‘D’}'UI? “? st DYy The words following show that the
apostle had this last passage chiefly in his mind; still it must
be noted that this idea is contained already in Ex. xix. 5
(Aaos mwepiovotos).  mepimoinots is strictly the aeguiring (Heb.
X. 39); here, what i3 cequired, possession ; neither destinatus
(Vorstius) nor positus (Calovius) is to be supplied to e, they
would mnot correspond with the sensec; eis is here to be
explained from Mal. iii. 17, LXX.: &ovral pou . . . els mept-
Toinow ; on evar els, ef. Winer, p. 173 [I. T. 2297]; in sense
it is equivalent to Aads wepiovoros, Tit. . 14.  Schott attri-
butes to this expression an eschatological reference, explaining:
“a people destined for appropriation, for acquisition;” this is
meorrect, for, understood thus, it would fall out of all analogy
with the other expressions.  The apostle does not here state
to what the Christian church is destined, but what she already
is; “her complete liberation from all cosmic powers is not,”
as Driickner justly remarks, “ an acquiring on God’s side, but
only the final redemption of those whom He already possesses.”
Schott’s assertion, that in the N, T. wepemoinais has always an
eschatological reference, is opposed by Lpl. i. 14 ; ef. Meyer
m loe. — Although a difference of idea founded on the etymo-

o

logies of yévos, €Bvas Aaos is motb to be pressed;® vet it must

! Clemens Al interprets: regale, quoniam ad regnum vocati sumus et sumus
Christi sacerdotium autem propter oblationem quae fit orationibus et doetrinix,
quibus adquiruntur animae, quae afferuntur Deo.

2 Steiger draws the following distinetion : yéves is the race, people of like
descent ; ¥fvos, a people of like customs ; aess, people as themass.  Sehott thinks
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he observed that Ly these expressions, as also hy iepdrevua,
Christians are spoken of as a community united together in
itself, and although diverse as to natural descent, they, as belong-
ing to God (and all the names employed by the apostle point to
this), form onc people, from the fact that God has joined them
to Himself. — émws Tas aperas éfayyeirgre Tob x.TN] 6mws
connects itself, after Isa, xliil. 21, in the first instance with
what immediately goes before, in such a way, however, that the
preceding ideas point towards it as their end. — 7as aperds]
thus the LXX. translate ﬂ?ﬂrj in the above-mentioned passage
(in general, in the LXX,, dperyj occurs only as the translation
of 7in, Hab. iii. 3, Zech. vi. 13 ; dperac as the translation
of 73R, Tsa. xlii. 8, 12, xliii. 21, and of NidIA Tsa. Ixiii. 7);
accordingly the Alexandrine translators nuderstand by 7 and
n‘,j.jljl in the passages in question, not the “ glory or praise” of
God, but the object of the glory, that is, the excellence or the
glorious attributes of God. Deter took the word, in this
weaning of it, from them.' — éfayyeiryre] of. Isa. xhi. 12,
LXX.: tas dperas alrob év Tals mjcows dmayyeloias; Eay-
yéMkew ; strictly, ils yui forls sunt nunciare quae intus fiunt
(New. slneb, 11, 4. 21), is employed for thie most part without
this definite application ; in the LXX. the translation of 12D ;
in the N. T. in this passage only; it is possible that Peter
thought of the word here in its original force (Bengel,
Wiesinger). — Tod éx oroTovs Tpds kaléoartos] t.c. Oeod, not
XpioTov; xakeiv is almost uniformly attributed to God. —
that #ves includes within it a reference to the intellectual and moral charac-
teristies of the people, and that azés points to its being gathered together under
one Lord.  In this wrging of distinetions—which are not even correetly drawn—-
is to be found the reason why Schott exchanges the Greek expression faso.,
lparevpa for the Hebrew, Decause iypdriwpe is not analogous to the other three
designations, whilst fasiraz is so, as o national community. — Peter certainly,
in scleeting these expressions, did not reflect on the original distinetion of the
ideas, but made use of them simply as they were presented to him in the O. T.

1 It is arbitrary to understand the word to mean ouly this or that attribute of
trod ; nor must the meaning, as is done by Gerhard, be limited to the virtutes
Dei, quae in opere gratuitac vocationis ¢t in toto negotio salutis mnostrac
relucent.  Schott’s interpretation is linguistically incorreet : i #zs72i equal to
7& peyartiz 7. ©. (Acts ii. 11), ““the great deeds of God.” Cornelius a Lapide
entirely misses the point in explaining : virtutes, quas Christus in nobis opera-
tur, humilitatem, caritatem, ete.; and Salmeron : virtutes Christi, quas in
diebus carnis suae exhibuit.
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okoTous, not equivalent to, miseria (Wahl), but is used to
designate the whole unhappy condition of sin and lying in
which the natural and unregenerate man is, cf. Col. i. 13;
here employed, no doubt, with special reference to the former
heathenism of the readers. — eis 70 favpacTov airod ¢as] To
render ¢as by cognitio melior (Wahl), is arbitrarily to weaken
the force of the word; it is rather the complete opposite of
orotos, and denotes the absolutely lioly and blessed nature—
—as avrod shows—of God. The Christian is translated from
darkness to the light of God, so that he participates in this
light, and is illumined by it! Schott incorrectly understands
by orotos: “lheathen humanity left to itself,” and by 7o . . .
avrod ¢ids: “the church;” the church lives in God’s light, but
it is not the light of God. — raXeiv is here applied, as it is hy
Taul, to the effectual, successful calling of God. — favuacTor](ct.
Matt. xxi. 42) denotes the ineonceivable glory of the ¢ids Ocob.

Ver. 10. A reference to Hos. i1. 25, linking itself on to the
end of the preceding verse, in which the former and present
conditions of the readers are contrasted. This difference the
verse emphasizes by means of a simple antithesis. The
passage in Hosea runs : ‘?,Dl"s\‘s;s TN MY NDTAN CAROM
Ay, LXX.: dyamjcw Tiv otk syamnuéimy xkai épd To ol
Nag pov' Aaos pov € ov (the Cod. Alex. and the Ed. Aldina
have at the commencement the additional words: é\enow Thv
oUK NAenuévmy). — ol moté o Aads] Grotius, Steiger, Weiss
Incorrectly supply: Oeod. Aaos is here used absolutely
(Bengel : me populus quidem, nedum Dei populus). od
belongs not to #7e to be supplied, but is closely connected
with Aads, equivalent to “no-people”” TIn like mamner ole
Menpévor as equal to « not-obtained smercy.” “The meaning is
not that they once were not what they now are, but that they
were the opposite of it ” (Wiesinger). But o0 . . . Aaos is a
people who, in their separation from God, are without that
unity of life in which alone they can be considered by Him

! Wiesinger disputes this interpretation, holding that what is meant is ¢ that
Jight which has appeared to the worlkd in Christ ;™ hut is not this Yight the light
of God?— Certainly ¢&s is here mot i. q. Xperis. According to de Wette,
aszob designates the light as the work of God, and consequently a different thing
from the ¢&; which He is Himself.
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as a people; or, more simply, who do not serve God who is
the true King of every people; cf. Deut. xxxii. 21, and Keil
in loc. De Wette is hardly satisfactory: “they were not a
people, inasmuch as they were without the principle of all
true nationality, the real knowledge of God,” etc.; now they
are a people, even a people of God, inasmuch as they not only
serve God, but are received also Ly God into community of
life with Himself. — of olx Jhenpévor, viv 6¢ énenbévres] The
part. perf. denotes their fornier and ended condition. Stand-
ing as it does here not as a verb, but as a substantive, like oo

Aaos, it cannot be taken as a plusquam-perf. part. (in
opposition to Hofmann). The aorist part. points, on the other
hand, to the fact of pardon having heen extended: “ once not
in possession of mercy, but now having become partakers of it ”
(Winer, p. 322° [E. T. 431)).

Vv. 11, 12, A new cexhortation: the central thonglt is
expressed in the bezinning of ver. 12, The apostle, after
deseribing its peculinrly lofty dignity, considers the Clhristian
church in its relation to the non-Christian world, and shows
how believers must prove themselves blameless before it by
richt conduct in the different relations of human life.  The
condition necessary for this is stated in ver. 11, —AyamnTo!]

L In the original passage these words apply to Isracl; but from this it does
not follow that Peter writes to Jewish-Christians. Tor if Paul--~as he clearly
does—applies the passage (Rom. ix. 25) to the calling of the heathen, then Peter
surcly, with equal right, could use it with reference to the heathen converts,
They had been, in its full sense, that which God seys to Isracel: \73;]'\\‘5 5 and
they had become that to wlich He would again make Isracl, His people. 1t
must be observed, however, that God in that passage addresses Israel as
5733;'&5, only because it had forsaken Him and given itself up to the worship of

Jaad, and comsequently incurred pumishment.  Apart from this, Israel had
always remained the people of God. — If vnly Jewisht converts were meant here,
then Peter wounld assume that they in their Judaism had heen idolaters, which
is absolutely impossible, or at least Peter must then have said why they, who
as Israclites were the people of God, could not in their former state be regarded
as such.  Accordingly, o 2efs is here in no way applicable to Israel, but only to
the heathen ; and it is not (as Weiss maintains, p. 119) purely arbitrary to
apply the passage, in opposition to its original sense, to leathen Christians.
Whilst Briickner says only that the words cannot serve to prove the readers to
have bLeen Jews formerly, Wiesinger rightly and most decidedly denies the
possibility of applying them to Jewish converts ; so, too, Schott.— Weiss's
assertion is by no means justified by his insisting (die Petr. Frage, p. 626)
that nothing tenable has been brought forward against it.
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This form of address expresses the affectionate, impressive
earnestuess of the following exhortation. — wapaxarsd (s
Upds) ds mapoikovs kai mapemdipovs]; cf. Ps. xxxix. 13,
LXX, ~—as, as in i 14. — mdpoeros, cf. i 17, in its strict
sense: Aets vil 6, 29, equal to, inquilinus, he who dwells in
a town (or land) where he has no civil rights; cf Luke
xxiv. 18, In Eph. ii. 19 it stands as synonymous with
Eévos, of the relation of the heathen to the kingdom of God.
— mapemdypos, cf. 1. 1. The home of the believer is heaven.
on earth he is a stranger. Calvin: sie eos appellat, non quia
a patria exularent, ac dissipati essent in diversis reglonihbus.
sed quia filii Dei, ubicunque terrarum agant, mundi sunt
hospites ; ef. Heb. xi. 13-15. A distinction between the
two words is not to be pressed here; the same idea is expressed
by two words, in order to emphasize it the more strongly.
Luther inexactly translates mapemiéypor by “pilerims.” — Even
it @améyeobar e the true reading, the words @s wapoikovs k.T\.
must be connected with mrapaxaid (as opposed to de Wette-
Briickner, Wiesinger), for they show in what character Peter now
regarded his readers (Hofmann)! in relation to the followiny
cxhortations, and have reference not simply to the admonition
améyeabar; as Weiss also (p. 45) rightly remarks. Probably,
however, améyeafe is the original reading, and was chanaed
into the infinitive in order to make the councetion with
mapakaléd more close.  améyeafar presents the negative aspect
of sanctification, as chap. ii. 1: amoféuevor. — Tév capricdny
émbvmor] similar expressions in Gal. v. 10; Eph. i 5
2 Pet. il 18, The émibuuiar are capriral, because they have
their seat in the oapf  Wiesinger improperly savs that
“the lusts which manifest themselves outwardly ” are here
meant, for all émibupiar tend to, and do, manifest themselves
ontwardly, if there be no dwéyeafac.  Schott assmnes, without
reason, that the émifuuiac are here considered ““as something
outside of the Christian community, and manifesting itself
only in the swrronnding heathen population;” they are indeed
peculiar to the unbelieving world ; but the Christian, too, has
them still in his oapg, theugh he can and should prevent them

1 In the former exhortation~ I>~ter had regarded them as «éxzva Srzxoi;, as such
who call on God as Father, as vegenerate.
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from: having a determining power over him, inasmuch as in the
world over which they rule he is a wdpotxos kai wapemidnpos.!
This sequence of thought lies plainly indicated in the close
connection of the exhortation with what precedes (as opposed
to Hofmann). — aiTwes oTpatevovtar xara is yvxis] is not a
definition of the capriral, but as airwes, equal to “as those
anhich,” shows, explains the nature of the émbuuiar caprical,
thus giving the reason of the exhortation. — orparederv is not :
“to lay siege to” (Steiger), but: “to war,” “ fight against,” as
in Jas. iv. 1 (Rom. vil. 23 : avriarparevesfar). — vy has
here its usual meaning; it is neither: vita et salus animae
(Hornejus, Grotius), nor: ratio (Pott: libidines, quae nos
impellunt ad peragenda ea, quae rationi contraria sunt); nor
does it mean: “the new man” (Gerhard: totus homo novus
ac interior, quatenus est per Spiritum s. renovatus), nor: the
soul, “in so far as it is penetrated by the Holy Spirit”
(Steiger), nov: “ life as determined by the new Ego” (Schott) ;
hut it is here simply, in contradistinction to o@ua, the spiritual
substance of man of which Peter says that it must be sancti-
fied (chap. i 22), and its cwrypia is the end of faith (chap.
1. 9); thus also de Wette-Briickner, Wiesinger, Hofmanm,
Frommiiller.  In the mnatural man the +rvxy is under the
power of the émiBvuiar caprikai (which according to Jas.
iv. 1 have their dwelling év 7ois péxecw; cf. also Lom.
vii. 23); in him who is regenerate, it is delivered from them,
vet the émBvuiac seck to bring it again into subjection, so that
it may fail of its cwrnpla ;—in this consists the oTparebeafar
kata TS Yvyis. — Ver. 120 T dvacTpodyy dudv (chap.
1. 15, 17) év Tols éOveoiv éxovTes xahyv] év Tols €dv.: “ among
the Gentiles;” for the churches to whom Peter wrote were in
Grentile lands. — éyovtes radsjp: Luther inexactly: “lead a
good mode of life;” xaXyw is a predicate: “Zaving yowr mode
of Life good (as one goud);” cf. chap. iv. 8.—é&yovres (antithesis
to améyeafe, ver. 11) is not here put for the imperative, but is

! Calvin interprets: carnis desideria intelligit, non tantum crassos et cum
peewdibus communes appetitus, sed ommues animae nostrae affectus, ad quos
natura ferimur et ducimur.  This goes too far, as it would demand the destrue-
tion not alone of the striving against the Spirit, natural to man in his sinful
eondition, but of the entire life of the soul. Cf. Gal. v. 17.
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a participle subordinate to the finite verb; if dawéyesfar be
read, there is here, as in Eph. iv. 2, Col. iii. 16, an irregu-
laxity in the counstruction by which the idea contained in the
participle is significantly made prominent. — va év & xata-
Aalobaw k.TN] “that in the matter in which they revile you as
evil-doers they may, on the ground of the good works they thein-
selves have behddd, glorify God,” Zc. in order that the wmatter
which was made the ground of their ¢vil-speaking, may by your
cood works become to them the ground of giving glory to
Giod. — fva states the purpose ; not for doTe; €v ¢ is not: év
® xpove, as in Mark ii. 19 (Dott, Hensler), for the kaTtalaheiv
and the Sofdlery caunot he simultaneous; nor is it: pro eo
yuod (Beza), suck « construction has no granmimatical justitica-
tion ; but év specifies here, as in verb. aflect., the oveasioning
object (cf. chap. iv. 4), and the relative refers to a demon-
strative to be supplied, which stands in the same relation to
Sofalwaor as €v & to kaTakarodow. 1t is not then ToiTo, but
év Tovte, which is to be supplied (Steiger, de Wette, Wiesinger,
Hofmann). If Tol7o were to be supplied it would be dependent
on émomTevoartes ; but such a construction is opposed by the
circumstance that it is not this participle, but ofufwar, which
forms the antithesis to xatalarobor. The participle is inter-
posed here absolutely (as in Eph. iii. 4 : dvaywoorovres), and
éx Tav kaiov Epyov is connected with Sofdfwoe, the sense
being: “on account of your good woiks”  Steiger specifies the
kara Epya as that which occasions the katalaXelv,-—-and
later the Sofdfew Tov Ocov,—lut the subsequent ék Tov kakay
épywv does not agree with this; de Wette gives: “the
whole tenor of life ;” the counection with what precedes might
suggest the améyeslar T6v capk. émlbupidr;' but it is simpler,

1 8o formerly in this commentary, with the observation : “ Of this dxiy:odas
Deter says, chap. iv. 3, 4, that it scemed strange to the heathen ; for it is pre-
cisely this abstinenee which gives the Christian life its peculiar character, and
distinguishes it from that of the heathen, Tt beecame the ground of evil report
for this reason, that immoral motives were supposed to be concealed behind it ;
and this was all the more natural that the Christian had necessarily to place
himself in opposition to many of the ordinances of heathen life, and that from
a Gentile point of view his obedience to the will of ¢fod must have appeared
a violation of the law. This prejudice could not be hetter overcome than hy the

practice of good works; hence, 73y dvaerp, du. . . . xadd, and the refercnce te
itinix v, xar. ywn’”
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with Hofmamn, to understand by it generally the (Tristian
profession. — With xaxomoros, ef. ver. 14, iv. 15; John xviil
30. Driickner, Wiesinger, Weiss (p. 367) justly reject the
opinion of Hug, Neander, etc., that xakomoiss here, in harmony
with the passage in Suetonius, 7% Nero c. 16: Christiani
genus Lhominwmn superstitionis novae et nalificae, is equiva-
lent to “state criminal” In the mouth of a heathen the
word would signity a criminal, though not exactly a vicious
man; one who had Dleen guilty of such crimes as theft,
murder, and the like (cf. iv. 15), which are punished by the
state (cf. ver. 14). —— ék Tdv kahdy épywv] The xara épya,
in the practice of which the dvagrody xahsj of the Clristians
congists, are here presented as the motive by which, when
they see them, the heathen are to be induced to substitute
the glorifying of God for their evil-speaking; as the Chris-
tians too, on their part, are often exhorted to holiness of life,
that thus they may overcome the opposition of the Gentiles, cf.
chap. iil. 2.  Hofmaun incorrectly interprets éx 7. xah. épyor
émomrrevortes : “ if the heathen judge of your Clristianity by
your good works ;7 for émomrevery does not mean “ to judye of”
With éx 7. kah. épywr . . . Sofdowoe 7. @ebv, comp. Christ’s
words, Matt. v. 16, which, as Weiss not without reason
assumes, may have liere been present to the apostle’s mind. —
émomTevorTes| “ cues back in thought to the xala &pya, in
havmony with the linguistic parallel in iii. 2 and the gram-
matical parallel in Eph. iii. 47 (de Wette). It makes no
essential difference in the sense whether the present or, with
the Zlrc, the aorist he read (see critical vemarks). The
word occurs only here and in iil. 2, where it is used with the
accusative of the object (for the subst. émomTns, see 2 Pet.
1. 16). It expresses the idea of seeing with one’s own eyes,
more strongly than the simple opdv. There is no reference
here to the use of the word as applied to those who were
itiated into the third grade of the Eleusinian mystesies. —

! Sehott’s assumption : ““that it was the burning of Tome that first inereased
the nuiversal hatred and aversion of the Christians to a special accusation of
eriminal and immoral principles,” is unwarranted.  He attempts to justify it
only by charging Tacitus with an error in the account he gives of the accusu-
tions brought by Nero against the Christians,
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év Nuépa émioromijs] émoromy is in the LXX. a translation
f""PD the visitation of God, whether it be to bless (Job
1") or to chastise (Isa. x. 3); juépa emworomils is there-
fore the time when Gud yives salvation, or the time when
He puuishes, be it in the general sense (Beda: dies extrewi
judicii), or more specially with reference either to the Chris-
tians or the heathen.—The commection of thought secins to
point decisively to that time as meant when the xaraia-
Nodvres shall be brought to repentance aund faith, that is, to
“the gracious visitation of the heathen” (Steiger); as o xatpos
Tis {mekomi)s oov, Luke xix. 44, is used with regard to the
Jews,  This interpretation is to be found alrecady in the
Iathers and in many later commentators, as Nicol. de Lyra,
Lrasm., Hemming, Vorstius, BDeza, Steiger, de Wette, Wiesinger,
Hofmann, ete.  On the other haud, Occumenius, Wolf, Bengel,
ete., apply the émoromi) not to God, but understand by it the
é€éraois of the Cliristians at the hands of the heathen. Dut
for this there is absolutely no ground. Luthers interpreta-
tion: “ when it shall be brought to light,” is wrong; it is equi-
valent to that of Gerhard: simplicissime accipitur de visitatione
illa divina, qua Deus piorun, innocentiam variis modis in lucem
producit. — Akin to this is the view lweld by some of the
scholastics, that émicromy is to he understood of the trial of
the Cliristians by afiliction ; sce Lorinus i loc.

Revark—At variance with this explanation is that given
by Schott, who interprets the passage in this way: In order
that the heathen may glorify God in the day of judement, trom
this that (by the fact that) they slander you as evil-doers in
consequence of your good works of w hicly they ave witnesses.
The idea that the nndeserved calumnies of the heathen serve at
last to the glorification of God,is in itsell vight and appropriate as
a basis for the exhortation given in the context.  The resolution,
too, of i ¢ into I =edry, i, has grammatically nothing against
it; Meyer even allows it to be possible in Rom. ii. 1; cf. Heb.
il. 18, where Litnemann has recourse to a like construection,
though with a somewhat inadequate explanation.  Still, more
thau one objection may be wrged against this 111te1pret’1t1011—
(1) A reference is given to oc,u;.u “lifferent from what is con-
tained in zurorezsh, inasmuch as it is l(l]\'(,ll as in 1 Cor. vi. 20,
in the sense of : “ by activn;” (2) clalan must be thought of as
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something which the heathen bring about “without knowing or
willing” 1t, whereas the apostle does not let fall a hint of any
such nearer definition ; (3) 6sZdZsv can only in a loose sense be
conceived of as an «ct of the heathen ; it is simply the 2esuft of
what they do (of their xurar«rci); and (4) In comparing these
words with those of Christ, Matt. v. 16: é5ws /dwew dmiw e xai.c
Spva ai Goldows Tiv wwripw bway Tiv & Teis odpaveds, the thought
cannot be got rid of that Peter had this passage here in his

n -

mind. Schott’s objection, that “ soZd.Zenv sov Gzév is a strange and,
specially here, a doubly inappropriate expression for conver-
sion to Cliristianity, whilst the conuection of the verb thus
taken with ¢E, as eyual to: in consequence of, is a hard and

£z,
inelegant construction,” amounts to very little, since in the
acceptation of the passage which he calls in question the verb
is by no means made to bear any such meaning.

Vv. 13, 14. The apostle now goes ou to name the different
relations of life ordained of God in which the Christian
should show his holy walk.  First of all, an exhortation to obey
those in authority. — dmoraryyre] the aor. pass. is used lere, as
it often is, with a middle, not a passive—as Wiesinger thinks
—foree. It is not: “de nade subject)” but “make yourselees
subject” (cf. Tamerwwlyre, chap.v. 6)."  The more liable liberty
in Christ was to e misunderstood by the heathen, and even to
be abused by the Christians themselves, the more importaut
1t was that the latter should have inculeated upon them as
one of their principal duties this imordoaesfac (ver. 18, chap.
iii. 1) in all circumstances of life.
xTioes is here, in accordance with the signification peculiar to
the verb xtilew: “to establish, to set up,” the ordinance, or
institution (“ an ordinance resting on a particular arrangement,’
Hofiwann). In connection with the attribute dvfpwmivy, this
expression seems to deunote an ordinance or iustitution estab-
lished by men (so most expositors, and formerly in this
commentary). But it must be noted that wxrilewr (and its
derivatives) are never applied to human, but only to divine
agency ; besides, the demand that they should submit themn-
selves to every human ordinance would be asking too much.

’ ¥ 9 7 ’
wacy avlpomivy kTiced]

! Winer is wrong in attributing (p. 245 [E. T. 327]) a passive signification
to this ramavdfne:, as also to wporexaifn in Acts v. 36 hut is right in aseribing
it to wapsdsfare, Rom, vi. 17,
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1t is thereforc preferable to understand, with Hofmann, by
the term, an ordinance (of God) applying to human relations
“ regulating the social life of man”?'). By the subsequent
eite . . . €lTe, the expression is referred in the first instance to
the magistracy ; but this does not justify the interpretation of
it as equal directly to : “ authority,” or even : persons in autho-
rity (Gerhard : concretive et personaliter: homines, qui magis-
tratumn gerunt).  That Peter’s exposition of the idea had
direct refereuce to persons in authority, is to be explained
from the circumstance that the institution possessed reality
only in the existence of those individuals.? At variance with
this view is de Wette's (following Erasmus, Estius, Pott)
interpretation of the expression: “to every human creature,
7.¢. to all men.”  Not only, however, the singular circminlocu-
tion: xriows dvBpwmivy for dvbpwmoes,—for which de Wette
wrongly quotes Mark xvi. 15 and Col. i. 23,—Dbut the very idea
that Christians should be subject to all men,—and in support
of it no appeal can be made either to chap. v. 5 or to the
following exhortation: wdvras Tiwjoate—is decisive against
this view? The fact that Peter places the general term
7@oa kriows first, is explained most naturally in this way:
that it was his intention to speak not of the magistracy
merely, but also of the other institutions of humau life—The
motive for the submission lere demanded is given by é&u
xvpiov, t.c. XpioTov (not Oedw, as Schott thinks), which must
be taken to mean: “ because such is the will of the Lord,” or,
with Hofmann : “out of consideration due to Christ, to whowm
the opposite would bring dishonour.,” The latter, however, is the

! This view avoids the certainly arbitrary interpretation given, for example,
by Flavius, who applies the expression specially to life connected with the state,
He says : dicitur humana ordinatio ideo quia politiac mundi non sunt speciali
verbo Dei formatae, ut vera religio, sed magis ab hominibus ipsorumque indus-
tria ordinatae.

* 1t is arbitrary to regard xeisss (with Luther, Osiander, etc.) as meaning tiic
Iaws given by the magistrates.

3 Driickuer endeavours, indeed, to defend de Wette’s interpretation, yet he
decides to understand the expression in question as : ““ every ordinance of human
civil society,” and solves the difficulty presented by the adjeetive dsédpwerivn (comp.
with Rom. xiii. 1) by remarking that *‘ the ordinances of national life which
have been developed historically and by human means possess 2 divine element
in them.”

1 PETER. I
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less likely interpretation. Still less natural is it to say, with
‘Wiesinger, that this adjunct points to the fefor in ordinances
under which human lifc is passed. Incorrectly Huss: propter
imitationem Dei i. e. Christi.—Inthe enmmeration which follows,
the apostle is guided by the historical conditions of his time.
It must be remarked that dmetdooesfas is inculcated not only
with regard to the institutions of the state, hut to the persons
in whom these are embodied, and this guite unconditionally.
Iiven in cases where obedience, according to the principle laid
down in Acts iv. 19, is to be refused, the duty of the
vmotdooeocfar must not be infringed upon. — eire Baoiher]
Bacihets is here the name given to the Roman emperor; cf.
Joseph. de bello jud. v. 13,§ 6. Bengel: Caesari, erant enim
provinciae romanae, in quas mittebat Petrus. — @s dmepéyorte]
@s here also assigns the reason; vmepéyeww expresses, as in
Llom. xiii. 1, simply the idea of sovercign power; non est
comparatio cum aliis magistratibus (Calvin). In the Roman
Empire the emperor was not merely the highest ruler, but
properly speaking the only one, all the other authorities being
simply the organs through which he exercised his sway. —
Ver. 14. eiTe sjyepoow] syepoves praesides provinciarum, qui
Cacsare mittebantur in provincias (Gerh.). — @s 8¢’ adrod, ete.]
o¢ adTov does not, as Gerh., Aretius, and others take it, refer to
kvpeov, but to Bagerel. The yyep., although dmrepéyoves too, are
50 not in the same absolute sense as the Bacireds. They are
so in relation to their subordinates, but not to the Baciieds, —
els éxdixnow xaromoudw, émawor 8¢ dayaflomowdv] is jolued
grammatically to wepmouévoss, not to Imepéyore also (Hofin.,
Schott); yet, from the fact that the jyewoves ave sent by the
Bacnels els ékdixkno x.T\., it is lmplied that the latter, too,
has an office with respect to éxdiknots x.rA.' — Occumenius
arbitrarily narrows the thought when he says: éSeife xai
avtos ¢ Ilérpos Tiow kai wolors dpyovew Umordooesbar O,
d7e Tols 70 Oikawov érdirkotowr. The apostle insists rather,

* ITofmann is consequently wrong in asserting that in this conuection ‘‘the
duty of submission to liim who makes over the exercise of his power to others
is derived from and based alone on his possession of that power, whilst sub-
mission to those to whom that power has been entrusted originated in, and is
founded on, the moral purpose for which that is done.”
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without rescrve, on submission to the #yepoves, because (not {f)
they are sent by the emperor to administer justice.! — éx&i-
xnots, here as often: “punishment ;” Erawos, not precisely:
“reward,” but : “laudatory recognition.” — aryaBomoiss is to be
found only in later authors, in N. T. d&w. Aey. The subs
occurs chap. iv. 19,

Ver. 15. 6] gives the ground of the exhortation: dmo-
TdynTe K.TA — oUTws oTiv TO Béaypa Tod Ocod] with otiTws ;
cf. Winer, p. 434 [E. T. 584]; Buttm. p. 115: “ of such « natuwre
s the will of God.” Schott gives the sense correctly: “In this
wise is it with the will of God.” The position of the words
is opposed to a comnection of olTws with ayafomorodvras
(Wiesinger, ITofmann). — dyafomotobvras] sc. Juas; ayafo-
Troteiy, in Mark iii. 4; Acts xiv. 17 the word has reference to
deeds of henevolence. Here, on the other hand, it is used in
a general sense: to do good, with special reference to the
fulfilment of the duties towards those in authority. — ¢ruotv
v Tov agpovwr avbpodrev dyvwoiav] ¢uotv (cf. 1 Tim.
v. 18) here in the cognate sense of: “lo put fo silcice,”
Wiesinger; “the dyvwoia is here conceived of as speaking;
cf. v.12: katalalolor Up. @S raxomordy.” — ayvwoia (except
hiere, only in 1 Cor. xv. 34) is the self-caused lack of any com-
prehension of the Christian life.  Decause they are without
this, they in their foolishness (hence d¢povwr avbpdmror)
imagine that its characteristic is not dyaBomoieiv, but xaxo-
mrotetv.  Beda incorrectly limits of dgppoves dvbpwmor to those
persons in authority ; but the reference is rather quite general
to the xataiarotvTes, ver. 12.

Ver. 16. ds éxetfepor] is not, as Lachm., Jachmann, Steiger,
Fronmiller think, to be joined with what follows (ver. 17)}
but with a preceding thought; cither with dyafomoiolvras
(Beda, Luther, Calvin, Wiesinger, Hofm.), or with moraynre
{Chrys.,, Oecum., Gerhard, Bengel, de Wette, Sclott, etc.).

3 Calvin very aptly puts it: Objici possit: reges et alios magistratus saepe
sua potentia abuti ; respondeo, tyrannos et similes non facere suo abusu, quia
maneat semper firma Det ordinatio,

* Hofmann justly says: ““ We cannot think of joining ver. 16 with ver. 17,
for its contents would not suit #dvras siudsari—even should it be connected with
this only (Fronmiiller), which is quite impossible—not to speak of =iy &deage-
TnTa OF 7ov Otdr Pofisive,”
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The latter of these connections deserves the preference, not
because in the former a change of construction would take
place, but because the special point to be Dbrought out here
was, that the freedom of the Christians was to be manifested
in submission to (heathen) authorities. What follows shows
this, inasmuch as those Christians who had not attained unto
true freedom, might easily be led to justify their opposition to
those in power on the ground of the liberty which belonged
to them in Clrist. s éredfepor states the position which
the Christians are to take up inwardly towards the authori-
ties; their subjection is not that of Sodroe, since they recog-
nise them as a divine ordinance for the attainment of moral
ends.! — kal py @5 émikdAvppa Eyovtes Tis kaxias T
éXevbepiav] xal is epexegetical : “and that,” since what
follows defines the idea éxevfepor first negatively and then
positively. — @s belongs not to émwarvupa, but to éyovres:
“and that not «s those who have” — émidvppa is the nore
remote, Ty €éievbepiav the proximate, ohject of éyovres:
“wlho have the énevbepla as the émudivppa T wak” —
emiealvppa, dm. hey.; for its original nieaning, cf, Ex. xxvi. 14,
LXX.; here used metaphorically (cf. Kypke <n loc). The
sense is: “mnot as those to whom their freedom serves as a
covering for their wxawia” (cf. 2 Pet. ii. 19; Gal. v. 13), Ze.
who seek to conceal their wickedness by boasting of their
Cluistian freedom. This is the exact reverse of the Phari-
saism of those who seek to conceal the wickedness of the heart
by an outward conformity to the law. — @A)’ @s davrot Oead ]
expresses positively the nature of the truly free.  True liberty
consists in the Soviela Oeol (Rom. vi. 16 ff); it refers hack
to the 7o fexnua Tod Ocod, and further still to 8:a xvprov.

Ver, 17. Four hortatory clauses suggested to Peter by the
term dryaBomototvTas; in the last he returns, by way of con-
clusion, to the principal theme. In the first three there is a
climax.” — wdvras Tipfoare] wdvras must not, with Bengel, be

1 1t is not proballe that Peter here rcfers, as Weiss (p. 349) thinks, to the
words of Christ, Matt. xvii. 27, since they apply to circumstances altogether
different from those mentioned here ;-see Meyer in loc.

* To distribute these four cxhortations over ¢‘ the two provinces of life : the

natural and civil, and the spiritnal and ecclesiastical communities ” (Schott), is
warranted neither by what precedes nor by anything the clauses themselves
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limited to those: quibus honos debetur, Rom. xiii. 7.} nor to
those who belong to the same state (Schott); it expresses totality
without any exception. — Tiudr is not equivalent to mwordo-
ceobfar (de Wette); but neither is it equal to, civiliter tractare
(Bengel) ; the former is too strong, the latter too weak ; it is
the opposite, positively stated, of xaTadpoveiv, and means: to
recognise the worth (reps) which any one possesses, and to act
on the recognition (Briickner, Weiss, Wiesinger, Schott).
This exhortation is all the more important for the Christian,
that his consciousness of his own dignity can easily betray
him into a depreciation of others. It refers to the 7eus which
is due to man as man, and not first in respect of any particular
position he may hold (I'lacius : unicuique suum locum et debita
officia exhibete.) — Ty ddehpornra ayamdre] adengorys, also
in chap. v. 9, corresponding to our: lirotherhood, 7.». the totality
of the Christian brethren, cf. lepdrevua vv. 5, 9. The apparent
contradiction of Matt. v. 44, here presented, where love to
enemies is also enjoined, is to be explained on the following
principle : that the aydmry is differently conditioned, according
as it has different objects. In perfect harmony with its
immost nature, it can exist only between Christians, for only
among them is there community of life in God, ef. chap. 1. 22.
Pott interprets ayamrdy here superficially by “entertain goodwill
t0.” — 7ov Oeov Pofeicbe] cf. chap.i. 17 ; a command not only
of the Old, but of the New Testament, inasmuch as a lowly awe
before the holy God is an essential feature of the filial rela-
tion to God. — 7ov Baciréa TipudTe] Reiteration of the com-
mand (ver. 13) as a conclusion to the whole passage ; cf. Prov.
xxiv. 21, ¢oBol 1ov Oedv, vié, kai Bacihéa. — TipdTe has here
the same meaning as previously: “show to the king the

contain.—Hofmann, who denies the climax, determines the relation of the four
maxims to each other in a highly artificial manner. He holds that the second
sentence is in antithesis to the first, and the fourth to the third ; that the first
is akin to the fourtly, and the secoml to the third ; that in the first stress is Iaid
on rdyvras, whilst on the sccond, on the other hand, it lies not on Z¥:agirnrz,
but on dyaris:, and that in the first antithesis it is the first member that is
emphatic, in the seeond it is the last.,

11n like manner Hornejus : nen de omuibus absolute loquitur, quasi omnes
homines etiam pessimi lhonorandi sint, sed de iis, quibus honor propter potes-
tatem quam habent, competit.
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respect which pertains to him as king;” what that is the
apostle has explained in ver. 13. Hornejus ! incorrectly thinks
that in the conjunction of the last two commands, he can here
discover an indication of the limits by which obedience to the
king is bounded.—The difference in the tenses of the impera-
tive, in the first exhortation the imperat. aor., in the three others
the imperat. pres., is to be regarded as accidental, rather than
as in any way arising from the substance of the command.?
Ver. 18. An exhortation to the slaves, extending from this
verse to the end of the chapter. — o¢ olxérar] oikérys, properly
speaking, “a domestic,” a milder expression for odros. It is
improbable that Peter employe:l this term in order to include
the freedmen who had remained in the master’s house (Steiger).
—oi oix. 18 vocative; nor is chap. i. 3 (as Steiger thinks) opposed
to this. — dmoracaouevor] It is quite arbitrary to supply re
{Oecumenius, ete.), or to assert that the participle is used here
instead of the imperative. The participle rather shows that the
exhortation is conceived of as dependent on a thonght already
expressed ; not on ver. 17 (de Wette), but on ver. 13, which
vv. 11 and 12 serve to introduce; dmordynre . . . xUpeov, the
institution of the houschold implied in the relation of servant
to master, is comprehended in the general term waca avfpwr.
krios. — év mavti ¢$oPew] PoBos (rid. 1. 17) is stronger than
reverentia, it denotes the shrinking from transgressing th.:
master’s will, based on the consciousness of subjection, ¢f. Eph.
vi. 5.5 Doubtless this shrinking is in the case of the
Christian hased on the fear of God, but the word ¢oBos does
not directly mean such fear, as Weiss (p. 169) holds and seeks
to prove, especially from the circumstance that Ieter in chay.
iti. 6, 14 condemns the fear of man, forgetting, however, that
this fear too may be of different kinds, cf. in loco. — mavt( is
iutensive. was PpoBos is: cvery kind of fear; a fear wanting

! Explicat Petr. quomodo Caesari parendum sit, nempe ut Dei interim tineord
nihil derogetur.

* Hofmann's view is purely arbitrary : that in the foremost clause the acri-t is
put because, in the first place, and chicfly, it is required to honour all ; and after
this, that the Christian should love his brethren in Christ.  Nor can it he at ol
supported by Winer’s remarks, p. 294 [E. T. 394].

3 Thus, too, in substance Schott : ¢ Fear in general, as it is determined by the
circumstances here mentioned.”
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in nothing that soes to make up true fear. — 7ols Secmworass]
cf. 1 Tim. vi. 1, Tit. ii. 9, equals Tois xuplots, Eph. vi. 5; Col.
iii. 22.— od povov Tols &yabois xai émiewéow, aAla kal Tols
akoliois] The moral conduct of the servant, which consists
in Umordoaesfar towards the master, must remain unchanged,
whatever the character of the Ilatter may be; the chief
cmphasis, however, rests lere on dAA& xai Tois ok, — dyabol
lere is equal to “Zind;” for émiewens, ef. 1 Tim. iil. 3; it
does not mean “ yielding ” (Fronmiiller), but, properly speaking,
one who “aets with propricty,” then « yentle” — orohids, lite-
rally, “crooked,” “hent,” the opposite of stiaiyht, denotes
metaphorically the perverse disposition; Phil. ii. 15, synony-
mous with rearpappévos; in Prov. xxviil. 18, 6 axohals odois
wopevopevos forius the antithesis to 6 wopevopevos Sieaiws (cf.
Luke iii. 5). It has the same force in the elassies (Athen.
xv. . 695 ; gxohea dpovely, opp. to edbéa ¢poveiv). It denotes,
therefore, such masters as conduet themselves, not in a right,
but in a pervecsc manner towards their servants—are hard
and unjust to them; Luther’s “ capricious” is inexact.!

Ver. 19. Todro qap yapes, €£] The ground of the exhorta-
tion.  7odTo 1efers to the clause beginning with el. — ydpes
has not the special meaning “grace ” here, as if it were to be
explained, either with the older conunentators: gratiam con-
cilinns; or as if by it were to be understood “the gift of
grace” (Steiger: “ it is to be regarded as grace, if one can
suffer for the sake of God ;” so, too, Scliott), or “ the condition
of grace” (Wiesinger: “in the tmouéverr is manifested the
actual condition of grace”); for this expression is not parallel
with &Xéos, ver. 12: and how can o swmmous be issued in a
manner so direct, to the performance of a duly, by repre-
senting it either as a gift of grace or a proof of a state of
grace 2 Desides, Wiesinger alters the term “ grace” into “ sign
of grace.”—Some commentators, on account of ver. 20, explain
X2pts as synonymous with xAées, but without any linguistic
justification ; thus already Oecumenins (Calvin: idem valet
nomen gratiae quod laudis; qui patienter ferunt injurias, ii

! That Peter made speeial reference to ieathen masters lies in the nature of

the ciremanstances, but is not to be coneluded from the adjeet. exoriés (as opposed
to Schott).
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laude digni sunt). In profane Greek xyapis denotes either
the charm or the {ovelincss, or also the fawour which one person
has for another (to which are linked on the meanings, expres-
sions of goodwill and thanks). Doth senses are to be found
in the Secriptures.! If the first signification be adopted, the
endwing of the adversity of which Peter here speaks is
characterized as something lovely ; and so Cremer (see under
xdpes, p. 576) seems to take it. But it is more natural to
hold by the second sense, and to explain “{Aids s jfavour,” as
cqual to “ this causes fuvour” Several interpreters explain
xapts as equal directly to “delight,” substituting for the
substantive the adjective “well - pleasing,” aund supplying
mapa 76 Oep from ver. 20. Thus Gerhard: hoc est Deo
oratum et acceptum ; de Wette: “ Favour with God, Z.e. well-
pleasing before God ;” so, too, Hofmann. Dut both of these
arc open to objection. Hofmann no doubt gives as the
ground of his supplement: “that the slave who lived up to
the apostle’s injunction has to look for the approval of none.”
This is, however, surely an unjustifiable assertion. 1t is not
clear why PTeter did not add the words supplied if he lad
them in his mind ; ydpis and xhéos in ver. 20 are therefore—
in consideration of vv. 12 and 15—to be taken quite generally.
The following clause indicates a good behaviour, by which
the xataraiia of the heathen is to be put to silence. —— e &iz
cvvelbnow Ocod Imopéper x.1\.] el refers back to Todro; dia
cvveidnatr Oeot is placed first by way of emy hasis,  cvveldnous
®eot 1s neither “ God’s knowledge of us” (Morus: quia Deus
conscius est tuarum miseriarom ; similarly Froumiiller: “on
account of the knowledge shared by God, since God knows
all ), nor 1s it “ conscientiousness before God” (Stolz); but
Oco? is the object. genit. (cf. 1 Cor. viii. 7; Heb. x. 2), there-
fore the meaning is: the (duty-compelling) consciousness of
God. Calov: quia conscius est, id Deum velle et Deo
sratum esse ; so, too, de Wette, Schott, ete. A metonymy does
not require to be assumed (Grotius: per metonymiam objecti

! Xdps has the first meaning, Ps. xlv. 8 ; Prov. i 9, x. 82, etc.; also Ecclus.
vii. 19, ete. ; in the N. T. Luke iv. 22; Col. iv. 6, ete. The second significa~
tion, I'rov. xxii. 1, ete.; in the N. T. Luke i. 30, ii. 523 Acts ii. 47, etc.
Cf. besides Cremer and Wall: Clavis libr. V. T. apocryphi.
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dicitur conscientia cjus, ¢uod ¢nis Deo debet). Steiger intro-
duces what is foreign to it when he extends the idea so as to
include the conscious knowledge of the divine recompense. In
Swa ouveld. Oeob is expressed substantially the same thought as
in @s Ocod Sodroe, ver. 16, and Sia 7. kvpeov, ver. 13 ; Sia mipw
cuveldnaww without Oeod is to be found in Rom. xiii. 5. — fmro-
déper Tis Nomas] Imodepew: “to bear the burden put on onc;”
the opposite of succumbing under a burden, ¢f. 1 Cor. x. 13,
2 Tin il 11; nevertheless, the apostle seems here to have in
mind wmore the antithesis to being provoked to anger and
stubbornness (Hofmann). — Admac here: outward afilictions,
— maoywy adikws] “ whilst (not although) he suffers wrong
(from the master, 7.c. nndeserved on the part of the slave).”—
It 1s not suffering itself, but prticnt cudvrance in the mdst of
undescrred siffering, and that Sz evveldyaw Oeod, which Peter
calls a ydpes.—This thought, general in itself, is here applied
to tle relation of servant to master,

Ver. 20. ooy yap xhéos] Gerhard: interrogatio respondet
h. 1 negationi; this interrogation brings out the nothingness,
or at least the little value of the object in question; cf. Jas.
iv. 14; Luke vi. 32.— xAéos, not sc. évwmov Tob Bcov (Lott),
but quite generally, for the thought  refers back to the point
of view, stated in vv. 12--15, from which this exhortation is
given 7 (Wiesinger). — € dpaptdvovres kal xohadulopevor
vmopeveire] The two participles stand in the closest counec-
tion with each other, so that duapravewr is to be conceived as
the canse of the korapilecfar. Luther’s translation is accord-
ingly correct: “if ye suffer punishment on account of your
evil deeds;” the ounly fault to be found with this is, that it
weakens the force of the idea Umouévew.-— mopévew is
synonymous with modéperv ; the seuse is: “it is no glory to
show patience in the suffering of deserved punishment.” The
view of de Wette, that eter referred only “to the reluctant,
dull endurance of a criminal who cannot escape his punish-
ment,” misses the apostle’s meaning, and is correctly rejected
by Briickner and Wiesinger. Steiger remarks justly: «that
when any one endures patiently deserved punishment, Le is
only performing a duty binding on him by every law of right
and authority.” ¢ vmopeveiTe is n the future with reference to
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the standpoint of the exhortation” (Wiesinger). — xoladilew :
apud LXX. non occwmrit, in N. T. generaliter pro plagis ac
percussionibus.  Matt. xxvi. 67; 1 Cor. iv. 11; 2 Cor. xii. 7
(Gerl.); the strict signification is “to give blows with the
fist, or slaps on the ear.” Dengel: poena servorum eaque
subita. — AN €l dyafomoioivTes Kai TdoyovTes UTopeveiTc]
The interpretation of Erasmus: si quum beneficiatis et tamen
afflicamini, suffertis, is incorrect, for between dayafor. and
waoy. therc exists the same relationship as between dpap-
Tdvovtes and kohag:fopevor ;' Luther correetly : “if ye suffer
on account of good-doing;” cf. iii. 17.-— 7od70 yap xdpis
mapa Oe@] lLefore these words—-ydp is the correct reading
—the apodosis taken out of woior xAéos: “this is true
praise,” must be added to what precedes, and these words
form the basis of an arvuwent in which 7odro refers to e
ayafomorobyres . . . Umopevette, The meaning is: because
this 72 God's sight 1s a yepes {not equal to: in the judgment
of God, cf. Luke ii. 52), therefore it is a xAéos.

Ver, 21 gives the ground of the exhortation to Lear
undeserved suffering patiently, by a reterence to the sufferings
of Christ. — els TobTo gap éxhjtnre] els Toiro refers to e
ayaBomoiotvTes . . . vmopeveite.  Many interpreters incorrectly
make it apply only to suftiiny as such; but, as Ilemming
rightly remarks: onmes pil vocati sunt, ut patienter injuriam
ferant.—The construction with els occurs frequently ; cf. Col
iil. 15; 2 Thess. 1. 14—In harmony with the counnection,
oi oleétar is to be thought of as the subject to éelsjfnre;
accordingly it is the slaves in the first instance, not the
Christians in general, who are addressed (as in chap. iil. 9,
14, 17); but as this kAnfijrac applies to them not as slaves
but as believers, it holds true at the same time of all Christians.
— 811 kail XpioTos émabey Umép Updv] oTe: such suffering is
part of a Clristian’s calling, for Christ also suffered : émabev

! Nor is this relation sufficiently perceived by Schott in his explanation = “¢if
they show patience under ill-ireatinent which accompanies good conduct.”  In
wrging against the interpretation given, that “if Zyadszachy apply to the Iabour
of servants, then, that which the slave suflers is not caused by his actions.”
Hofmann has failed to observe (1) that the context does not render the idea of
servants’ work ouly neeessary ; (2 that the well-doing of the Christian was not
always in harmony with heathen views; cf. chap. iv. 4.
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is here the emphatic word; and with it xaf also must he
joined (which Frommiiller erroneously interprets by “even”).
Wiesinger incorrectly takes xal with émrafley dmép vudv in this
sense, that, as Christ suffered for us, “so we should endure
affliction for Him, for His sake, and for His honour and
glory in the world,” thus introducing a thought foreicn to the
context. The obligation to suffer under which we who are
Christ's people are laid, from the very fact that Christ also
suffered, is for us all the greater that the sufferings of Churist
were mép judv (not: v Hudw, but “ for our advantage”),
and therefore such as enable us to follow the exanple which
He has left us in His sufferings. Inasmuch as dwép Judv
implies that Christ suffered not for His own sins, but for
ours, we arc no doubt justified in recognising these sufferings
as undeserved, but not in concluding, with Hofmann, that dmwep
vpdy is meant to mark only the undeserveduness of Chiist'’s
sulferings. — Juiy Imolipmdvoy Umoypapudv] Umoluive,
&m. Aey. Another form of vmoreimew (used of the leaving
behind at death, Judith viii. 7).  Bengel: in abitu ad patrewn.
Umoypapuos (dm. Aey.): specimen, quod imitentur, ut pictores
novitiis exemplaria dant, ad quae inter pingendum respiciant :
equivalent in sensc to vmwéderyua, Johu xiii. 15 (timos;
2 Thess. iii. 9). It is not Cluist’s life in general that is
here presented by way of example, but the patience which
He showed in the midst of undeserved sufferings! The
participle is connceted with émaller dar. Up. as giving the
nearer definition of the latter: He thus suffered, as in doing =0
to leave you an example, withal to the end that, ete.” — va
émrakorovthjonTe Tols lyvesw adTod] Sicut prior metaphora a
pictoribus et scriptoribus, ita haee posterior petita est o viae
duce (Gerhard); with émaxor. cf. 1 Tim. v. 10, 24, — iywos,

! Wherever Seripture presents Christ as an example, it does so almost always
with reference to His self-abasement in suffering and death ; Phil. il 5 ; John
xiii, 15, xv. 12; 1 John iii. 16 ; Heb, xii. 2. Ounly in 1 John ii. 6 is Christ
prescnted as an example in the more general sense.

* Hofinann wrongly asserts that ‘‘%sz stands only in place of an infinitive
clause, as after droas (John xiii. 34), fouas (Acts xxvil. 42),” inasmuch as ¢ dr-
vpeupss is no more than a direction to do likewise.” But this interpretation
of Svoypuppss is erroncous, and therefore Vva iraxorsvfiens: cannot be resolveld
into an infinitive clause.
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besides here, in Rom. iv. 12 (gToeyeiv Tois ixvear) and 2 Cor.
xii. 18 (wepimarelv Tols Uyvear).

Ver. 22, The first feature in the exemplary nature of
Christ’s sufferings: His innocence. — After Isa. lii. 9, LXX.:
dvoplav olx émoinae, ovdé Sonov év 16 arépare airoi (Cod.
Alex. o08¢ elpéfn Oohos év 7@ ot adrod). Gerhard: nec
verbo nec facto unquam peccavit. The second half of the
sentence expresses truth in speech. With dores, cf. chap. ii. 1,
Johu 1. 48. TFor the difference between edploreafar and
etvae, cf. Winer, p. 572 [E. T. 769].

Ver. 23. The second feature: the patience of Christ in
His sufferings. A reference, however slight, to Isa. liii. 7,
cannot but be recognised.— bs Aotbopotuevos ok dvreotdopet,
maoywy ovk fmweier] De Wette and Wiesinger rightly draw
attention to the climax between Aowdop. and mwdoywy, drvreloid.
and fmeiher; Aodopla ommis generis injuriae verbales; mwafr-

pata omnis generis injuiae reales (Gerhard). — avrilodd.
am. hey.; cof. avtiperpéw, Luke vi. 38. — smeirer is hiere used

of threat of vengeful recompense. The aunouncements of
divinze judgment on unbelievers, to which Clirist more than
once gave expression, are of a different natnre, and cannot be
considered as an amehely, int the sense in which that word is
here used.  Comp. with this passage the exhortation of the
apostle, chap. iii. 9.— 7apedidov 8¢ 76 «xpivovti Sikalws]
mrapedibov not in a reflexive sense: “ He committed Himself ”
(Winer p. 549 [E. T. 738]; de Wette),! neither is causam
suam (Gerhard, ete.) nor kpiaw (from xpivorTe) to be supplied ;
the supplement is rather Motbopoiicfar and waayery (Wiesinger,
Schott). Luther’s translation is good: “ He left it to Him.”?
— Didymus arbitrarily understands mapediov of Christ’s
prayer for His enemies;® the meaning is rather that Christ

T Tn Mark iv, 29, too, to whicl de Wette appeals, swpzddssas has no reflexive
force ; sce Meyer on this passage.

¥ ’ll)c Vulg. strangely translates : tradebat judicanti se 1)1;uxh’, aceording to
which meus interprets : tradidit se Christus sponte Pll’)plllqll(‘ voluntate tum
Judaeis, tum Pilato ad mortem oblatus. Cyprian (de bono paticntiac) and
Paulinus (£p. 2) quote the passage as it stands in the Vulg. Augustin (7ract. in
Joln xxi.) and Fulgentius (i T'rasimarch. 1ib, 1.), on the other hand, have juste,

* From the fact that Christ’s prayer is not mentioned here, de Wette unwar-
rantably concludes that it was unknown to the writer of the epistle,
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left it to the God who judges justly to determine what should
be the consequences of the injustice done to Iim on thosc
who wrought it, That His desire was only that they should
be punished, is not contained in wapedidouv (similarly Iof-
mann). Consequently the reference formerly made in this
commentary to Jer. xi. 20, xx. 12, as illustrative of the
passage, is erroneons. With 78 Swalws «plvovre, cf. chap.
1. 17: 7ov ampocwmolimTws kpivovta, “a direct designation
of God, whose just judement is the outcome of His being”
{Wiesinger).

Ver. 24, A further expansion of the dmép dudv, ver. 21. —
o0s Tas apaprias Nudv abros avipeykev k.TN.] “ Who Himsclf
bove ouwr sins on His body {o the trec.”— 65, the third relative
clause ; though a climax too, cannot faill to be recognised
here: Ie suffered innocently,~—patiently (not requiting evil
for evil),—vicariously, for us, still it must not be asserted that
this third clause predicates anything of Christ in which He
can be an example for ns (Hofmann); the thought here
expressed itself contradiets this assertion—The phraseology of
this verse arose from a reference to the passage in Isa. liii, aud
the actnal fulfilment of the proplecy herein contained. The
words of that chapter which were chiefly present to the mind
of the apostle, are those of VQI‘. 12, LXX. xai avros duaptias
TOANDY a’w}ue'y/ce (RX3); cf also ver. 11: xai Tas (ilu,ap-r{ac
abTdv avros dvoioe (JD‘) and ver. 4: obtos T. duaptias
Hudy éper (X2).  The Hebrew N2 w1t11 the accus. of the
idea of sin, therefore: “io lear sin,” is equivalent to, “fv
suffer the pundshinent for sin,” either one’s own or that of
another. Now, as dwrjreyke is in the above-quoted passage a
translation of N2, its meaning is: “ He suffered the punish-
ment for the sins of many.” '—This suffering of punisluuent

! It admits of no doubt that BUJ in connecction with NOI or |W has the
meaning above given ; cf. Lev. ‘:1\ 17, xx. 19, xxiv, 15; Num. v. 31,
xiv. 34; Ezek iv. 5, xiv. 10, xvi. 58, xxiii. 35, ete. (Lam. v. 7: 22D);
generally, indeed, the LXX. translate this NE}'J' by AapBiver, but also by
xopilsy and &mo@ipuv; in the passage quoted, Isa. Lii. 4, by @ipew; in Num.
xiv. 33, as in Isa. Hii. 12, by &w@épur. This proves how unwarranted Hofmann
(Schriftbeweis, 11. 1, p. 465, 2d ed.) is in saying *‘that in view of the Greek
translation of Isa. liii. 11, 12, it is arbitrary to assume that asa@épsw means
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15, in the case of the Servant of God, of such a nature that by
it those whose the sin is, and for whom He endwes the
punishment, become free from that punishment; it is there-
fore a vicarious suffering.! Since, then, Peter plainly had
this passage in his mind, the thought hLere expressed can be
1o other than this: that Christ in our stead has suffered the
punishment we have merited through our sins, and so has
horne our sins. But with this the subsequent émi 70 Edhov,
which means not “on the tree,” but “on to the trce,” does not
seem to harmonize. Consequently it has heen proposed to
take dvadépew in the sense which it has in the phrase:
dvadéperw T éml 1o OvaiagTipov (cf. Jas. ii. 21; Lewv.
xiv, 20; 2 Chron. xxxv. 16; Bar. 1. 10; 1 Macc. iv. 53); cf.
ver. 5; where 7o £uhov would be conceived as the altar
(Gerhard: Crux Christi fuit sublime illud altare, in quod
Christus se ipswin in sacrificium oblaturus ascendit, sicut V.
Testamenti sacrificia altari imponebantur). Dut against this in-
terpretation, besides the fact that évagép. is thus here taken in
a sense different from that which it has in Isa. 1iii,, there are the
following objections: (1) That in no other passage of the N. T.
is the cross of Christ represented as the altar on which He is
offered ;> (2) That neither in the O. T. nor in the N. T. is sin
anywliere spoken of as the offering which is bronght up to the

»

simply to carry.” Of course every one knows that in and of itself &vagipsiv does
not mean ‘‘to carry ;” but from this it dees not follow that the LXX. did not
use it in this sense in the phrase above alluded to, the more so that they
attribute to the word no meaning opposed to its classieal usage; ef. Thue.
1ii. 18 ¢ xndovous dvapéip; Pol. 1. 30: @livers xai Jiafarss dvagip., see Pape, s.v.
Zva@ipw, and Delitzsch, Komment. z. Br. an die Ilebr, p. 442.—Doubtless N?g
;ig'ns, Lev. x. 17, is said of the priests bearing away sin (iaking atonement),
Pt there the LXX. transhte N?? by d9aipsiv.  Plainly there can here be no
allusion to the meaning ““ to forgive sin.”

! Weiss is inaecurate when he asserts (p. 265) that the passages, Lev.
xix. 17, Num. xiv. 33, Lam. v. 7, Ezek. xviii. 19, 20, allude to a vicarious
suflering ; these passages, indeed, speak of a bearing of the punishment which
the =ins of others have caused, but this is suffering scith, not instead of others,
without those who have done the sin being freed from its punishment.

“ Schott, whilst admitting the above, asserts ¢“ that it will hardly be contra-
dicted that in all the passages which speak of Christ’s death on the cross as a
sacrifice, the cross must be presupposed to be that which served as altar,” This
is decidedly 1o be contradieted, the more so that the animal sacrificed suffered
death not upon, but before the altar,
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altar!  émi 7o Eddor micht be explained by assuming a pree-
nant construction, as in the Versio Syr., which runs: bajulavit
omnia peceata nostra caque sunstulit in corpore suo ad
crucem,’ that is: “bearing our sins He ascended the cross”
But the assumption of such a construction is not necessary,
sinee arvadéperr can quite well he taken to mean “ casrying
ap,” without depriving the word of the signification which it
has in the passage in Isaialy, since “carrying up” implies
“ carrying.” In no other way did Christ bear our sins up on
to the cross than by suffering the punishment for our sins in
the crucifixion, and thereby delivering us from the punish-
nient.  The apostle lays special stress on the idea of substitu-
tion liere contained, by the addition of ad7os, which, as in Isa.
liii, 11, stands by way of emphasis uext to judv; but by év
7% but “on His body —we are
reminded that His body it was on which the punishment was
accomplished, inasmuch as it was nailed to the cross and died
thereon. It is quite possible that this adjunct, as Wiesinger
asswmes, is meant at the same time to serve the purpose of
expressing the greatness of that love which moved Christ to
sive His body to the death for our sins; but that there is in
it any special reference to the sacrameutal words of the Lord
(Weiss, p. 273), is a conjecture which has nothing to support

TGO cwpatt avTod—mnot “ i,

1 If dvapipew be here taken as equivalent to ¢“to offer sacrifice,” asin Heb.
vii. 27, not only would the thought—which Delitzsch (p. 440) terms a corrupt
one--arise: per semet ipswun immolavit peccata nostra, but ixi =2 Zoaer wonld then
have to be interpreted: ““on the cross.” Luther: “who I{imself oflered in sacri-
fice owr sins on Ilis body on the trec.”—1Here, too, Schott admits what is said
above, but secks 1o destroy its foreeas a proof, by claiming for gvepipay the sense:
‘“ to present or bring up in offering,” at the same time supplying—as it scems—
as the object of offering, the body of Christ, which the expression of the apostle
in no way justifies.

2 Schott brings the baseless accusation against the circumlocntion of the Syr.
translation, ¢ that in it peceata is to be taken differently in the first clause from
the second ;™ in the former, as cquivalent to ¢“ the punishment of our sin;” in
the fatter, as ““the sinitself,” for peccata has the same meaning in both members,
although the bearing of the sins consists in the suflering of the punishiment for
them. Comp. Num. xiv. 33, where in the expression éseicovss =iy wopysiay dpwy,
the word wopveiz has by no means the meaning * punishment for fornication,”
although dvapipess iy wapyeiay means as mueh as “‘to suffer the punishment for
fornieation,”

3 So, too, Schott, who interprets #» =& sipari as equal to *‘in His earthly
bodily life” (1).
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it. The addition of émi 7o Ehov is explained hy the fact
itself, sinee it is preecisely Christ’s death on the cross that has
redeemed us from the guilt and power of our sins. Peter
also uses the expression 7o EGAov to denote the cross, in his
sermons, Acts v. 30, x. 39. It had its origin in the Old
Testament phraseology, i'¥, rendered £iror by LXX., denoting
the pole on which the Dbodies of executed criminals were
sometimes suspended ; cf. Deut. xxi. 22, 23; Josh. x. 20.
Certainly in this way attention is drawn to the shame of the
punishment which Christ suffered; but it is at least doubtful,
since there is no reference to it in any way, whether Peter,
like Paul, in Gal. 11i. 13, used the expression with regard to
the curse pronounced in Deut. xxi. 22 (as Weiss, p. 267,
cmphatically denies, and Schott as emphatically asserts).
Bengel 1s entirely mistaken in thinking, that by the adjunct
émt To Evlov the apostle alludes to the puuishnient of slaves
(ligno, cruce, furca plecti soliti erant servi).

REvark 1. The interpretation of many of the commentators
is wauling in the necessary precision, inasmuch as the two
senses, which avagépay has in the diftferent plivases : avagépen cdg
auaprive and ciagipsiy 1 dmi r. Jusiasriprey, are mixed up with
each other. Vitringa (Vix uno verbo fupusiz vocis dvapépa
exprimi potest. Nota ferre et offere. I’rimo dicere voluit
Petrus, Christum portasse peccata nostra, in quantum illa ipsi
erant imposita. Secundo ita tulisse peccata nostra, ut ea secrumn
obtulerit in altari), while drawing, indeed, a distinetion between
the two meanings, thinks that Peter had both of them in his
mind, which of cowrse is impossible. — Hofmann explains
dvagipsw . . . iwi wb Eb2.ov on the analogy of the phrase: dvepépsw
o1 iz vb fusworipror, Without, however, understanding the cross
as the altar; the meaning then would be: « He lifted up His
body on to the cross, thereby bearing up thither our sins, that
is to say, aloning for owr sins.” Although Hofmann adimnits
that Peter had in his mind the passage in Isaiah, he neverthe-
less denies that @viveyze has here the same meaning as there.
In his Sehriftbeweis, 1st ed., he gives a similar interpretation,
only that there he says: “ He took up our sins with Him, and
so tool: them away from ws” He, however, justly adds that
avagéipey has the same meauing here as i Heb. ix. 28.
Wiesinger has adopted this interpretation, as also, in substance,
Delitzsch, Hebracrbricf, p. 442 £ In the 2d edition of the
Schriftbeweis, Hofinann has withdrawn this explanation; but,
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on the olher hand, he erroneously asserts that érapipsry here is
“the drepépay of Heb. vii. 27.”-— Schott justly combats Hof-
mann’s view, that the sufferings of Clrist for our sins consisted
essentially only in what befell Him as the result of our sins,
and maintains, in opposition to it, the substitution of Christ.
His own interpretation, however, of our passage is equally
Inadmissible, since he attributes to avagépsnw the meaning: “fo
i‘n'z'vn)_r/ up or present in offering i yet adding to the idea of “ offcs-
710y ” an object other than auaprice which stands with dviveyxsy,
thus giving to the one word two quite different references.
Schott makes eane Xpiorod the object of “offering,” taking it
out of the supplementary clause: & % sduass adrel; but this
he is the less justified in doing, that he explains these words
by “4n His earthly corporeal life.” — This is not the place to
enter fully into Schott’s conception of the propitiation wrought
by Christ’s death on the cross. Though it contains many
points worthy of notice, it is of much too artificial a nature,
ever to be considered a just representation of the views of the
apostle.—Luthardt interprets: * He bore His body away from
the earth up to God. No doubt it was not an altar to which
Christ brought His body up; but the peculiarity lies precisely
in this, that His body should at the same time hang on the.
accursed tree.” “ Away from the earvth to God” is evidently
an addition; and had Peter wished to emphasize the cross as.
the accursed tree, he would have added 73 zarapis.!

REMARK 2.-—This interpretation agrees substantially with that
given by de Wette-Briickner and Weiss; yet de Wette's refer-
ence to Col. ii. 14 is inappropriate, inasmuch as that passage
has a character entirely different, both in thought and expres-
sion, from the one here under consideration. Weiss is wanting
in accuracy when e says that ¢ Christ ascended the cross, and
there bore the punishment of our sins,” since already in the
sufferings which preceded the crucifixion, the bearing of our
sins took place. — Nor can it be conceded to these commenta-
tors that the wdce of sacrificc was absent from the conception
of the apostle. Its existence is erroneously disputed also in
Isa. liii, in spite of the pwiy, ver. 10. No doubt prominence is
given, in the first instance, to the idea of substitution; but
‘Weiss ought not to have denied that this thouglht is connected
in the mind of the prophet, as in that of the apostle, with the

1 Pileiderer (p. 422) is entirely nnwarranted in maintaining the sense to be:
¢ that Cluist, by His death on the cross, took away, removed our sins, so that
they no longer surround our life,”” and ‘“ that by this removal is meant, that ws
free our moral life and conduct from sin” (!).

1 PETER. K
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idea of sacrifice, especially as he himself says that the idea of
substitution is that upon which the sin-offering is based, Lev.
xvii. 11. And was there any other substitutionary bearing of
sin than in the sacrifice? It must not, however, be concluded
that cack word in the expression, and especially =i = Eiro,
must have a particular reference to the idea of sacrifice.

va Tals dpaptiars amoyevopevor] Occumenius: dmoyevo-
uevor: &vtl Tob, amobavovres; cf. Rom. vi. 2, 11 (Gal. ii. 19).
Bengel’s rendering : ryivecfar Twos fieri alicujus dicitur servus,
amo dicit sejunctionem; Germ. “to become without,” which
Weiss (p. 284) supports, is inappropriate here, since dmo-
yiyvesBar in this sense is construed with the genitive. For
the dative, see Winer, p. 398 [E. T. 632]. 7Tais aupaptiacs
corresponds to the foregoing 7as apaprias jjudpr. The use of
the aor. part. shows that the being dead unto sin is the con-
dition into which we are introduced by the fact that Christ
Tas upapTias Yuodv alvTos aviveyxev xTA.  The actions of
the Christians should correspond with this condition ; this
the apostle expresses by a ... 7j) Sikawoivy Cicwuev; cf.
Rom. vi. — 8wcatosvrny means lere not : justification or
righteousness, as a condition of him whose sins are forgiven,
but it is the opposite of auaptia : righteousness which consists
in obedience towards God and in the fulfilling of His will.
The clause, introduced here by the final particle fva (as in
1. 18), does not give the primary aim of Christ’s substitutionary
death : that, namely, of reconciliation, but further the design :
that of making free from the power of sin. Weiss (p. 285)
is wrong iu thinking that Peter “ did not here couceive the
redemption as already completed in priuciple by the blood of
Chirist,” but “ accomplished in a purcly physiological way, by
the impression produced by the preaching of His death and
the incitement to imitation which?® it gave.” Thus Pfleiderer
also. The refutation of this is to be found in what follows.
— 00 T& pwlome [avTod] labnte] Isa. liii. 5, LXX.; return

LIn his Lelrbuch der bibl. Theol. (p. 172), Weiss only says: ¢ It follows
from ii. 24 that the being released from sin is certainly a consequence, but only
the indireet conserquence of the death of Christ.  Decause it has released us from
the guilt of our former sins, the further consequence will be, that henceforward
we will renounce those sins which He vicariously expiated.”
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to the direct form of address: p@iwy is, properly speaking,
marks left by scowrcing (Sir. xxviil. 17, wAgyy pdorteyos
moel pwrwmas); therefore, taken strictly, the expression has
reference to the flagellation of Christ ouly; but here it stands
as a pars pro toto (Steiger) to denote the whole of Christ’s
sufferings, of which His death was the culminating point. —
By idOnre the apostle declares that, through the suffering of
Christ (of course by the instrumentality of faith), the Chris-
tlaus are translated from the sickuess of a sinful nature into
the health of a life of righteousness.

Ver. 25. fte yap ws mwpoBara mhavduevor] This explana-
tory clanse (yap) points back, as the continunance in it of the
direct address ({4fy7e . . . §7e) shows, in the first instance, to
the statement immediately preceding o 16 pwlwm: idfnyre,
hut at the same time also to the thousht &a . . . 7§ Stkatoaivy
Gijowper, to which that assertion is subservient. TFor the
foregoing figure a new one is substituted, after Isa. liii 6:
LXX. wdvtes s mpéBata émhavifnuey; if mhavduevor be the
correct reading, then from it the nearer definition of wpoBara
is to be supplied, the sheep are to he thought of as those
which have no shepherd (Matt. ix. 36: doel mpoBaTa w3y
éyovra morpéva ; comp. Num. xxvii. 17; 1 Kings xxii. 17).
—For the figure describing the state of man separated in his
sin from God, comp. Matt. xviii. 12, 13; Luke xv. 4 {f. —
AAN émeaTpddyTe viv] émeoTpddyre is, in harmony with the
uniform usage of Scripture, to be taken not in a passive
(Wiesinger, Schott), but in a middle sense: “ye have furicd
yovrsclres” ' Luther translates: “but ye are now twrned.”
The word émioTpépev means to turn oneself away from (dma,
éx), towards something (émwi, mpos, eis), (sometimes equal to:
to turn round) ; but it is not implied in the word itself that
the individual has formerly been in that place towards which he
has now turned round, and whither he is going (therefore, in
Gal. iv. 9, wd\ew is expressly added). Weiss (p. 122) is

! Schott’s counter-remark : ““The question is not here what they did, but
what in Christ was imparted to them,” has all the less weight, that conversion,
though the personal act of the Christian, must still he regarded as effected by
Christ. Hofmann maintains, without the slightest right to'do so, that in this

passage the chicf emphasis lies on the readers’ ownact, though at the same time
he correctly understands ixszrsdgnre in a middle sense.
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therefore wrong when from this very word he tries to prove
that by mowunr God, and not Christ, is to be understood,
although the term sometimes includes in it the secondary idea
of “back;” cf. 2 Pet. 1. 21, 22. — émi Tov mopéva kai éri-
aromov oY Yruxay vudy] cf. especially Ezek. xxxiv. 11,12, 16,
LXX.: éyo éxlnpmijow ta mpoPatd pov xal émiokéfropar albrd,
Gomep tnTel 0 woruny TO Woluvioy adTol ... TO TAavdpueroy
amooTpedro ; besides, with wowusy, Ps. xxiil, 1; Isa. xL 11,
From the fact that in these passages God is spoken of as the
shepherd, it must not be concluded, with Weiss, that mwoipaw
kal émioromos refers not to Christ, but to God. Tor not only
has God, calling Himself a shepherd, promised a skepherd
(Ezek. xxxiv. 24, LXX.: dvacmijoo ér altovs mowpéva éva
... Tov Sobrov pov Aauid, xxxvil. 24), but Christ, too, speaks
of Himself as the good Shepherd ; and Peter himself, in chap.
v. 4, calls Him dpyemoywp.  In comparison with these pas-
sages, chap. v. 2 is plainly of no account. All interpreters—
except Weiss—rightly understand the expressions here used
as applying to Christ. The designation émigromos would all
the more naturally occur to the apostle, as it was, like moruiy,
the name of the presidents of the churches who were, so to
speak, the representatives of the One Shepherd and Bishop,
the Head of the whole church. — 7év Jruywry vpdv helongs,
as the omission of the article before émioromor shows, to both
words; with the expression, cf. chap. i 9, 22,
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CHAPTER IIL

VER. 1. «i ywaixes] Ree. after C K L P, ete. (Tisch. 7); Lachm.
aud Tisch. 8 omit ai, after A B; «i omitted perhaps in order
to mark the vocative. — Almost all authorities (as also &), even
Griesb., along with Lachm. and Tisch., support the reading
zepdndnoovras instead of zepdndfowrar.  The future conjunct., oc-
curring only in later writers (see Winer, p. 72 [E. T. 89]), is to be
found only in win. ; it is put here because of i ; superfluonsly,
however, as e in the N, T. is often construed cum. Ind., John
xvii, 2; Rev. xxii, 14. — Ver, 3, Zushoxfs rpyiv zai wepidisiag
Lachm, substitutes: Zushoxiis 7 wepfiocws, In C.— The 1most
important authorities, however, support the wusunal reading
(Tisch.). — Ver. 4. apgios zai neuyiov] Kee, after ACLK Py,
most min. Clem. Thph. etc. — Lachm: Feuyion zai =paies, in I,
Vulg. Copt. ete. Instead of wpatos, Tisch. reads speiws, cf. A.
Buttmann, p. 23. — Ver. 5. Millius, without sufficient reasomn,
regards the words: i #zifovsas éxi viv ©:iv, as spurious, because
they are not in the vss. Aethiop. — Iowever, according to A
B C, etc,, and Lachm. and Tisch., «/s should probably be read
for ¢z, The article =év, which is found almost only in min,
must be deleted (Lachm. Tisch.), so that the original text pro-
bably runs: «i iawifovows siz @ziv. N reads ai A imi viv Osiv after
the word iavrds. — Ver. 6. vm7zowvee] Lachm.: ix470uey, 1s insufti-
ciently attested by B, Vulg. — Ver. 7. The Rec. ouyxnnpovémoss
(Tisch.) is found in several niin. (3, 7, 8, ete.), in Vulg. Syr. Aecth,
Arm. Arr.,in Thph. Oec. Aug. etc. ; it is doubtfulif in B.' In N
we find at first hand : svyx2gpeviuovs, and as correction : ovyzr4p0-
véuors (according to Buttm.). In A C K L P, many min., several
versions, and Hier,, on the other hand, we find the nominative :
svyzagporieos (Lachn). The opinion of critics as to which is
the original reading, is much divided; almost all commentators
prefer the Lee. ; so, too, Reiche ; whilst Hofm. holds an opposite
view. According to the handwriting, the nominative appears
clearly to be the better attested reading; but for this see the

1 Birch has given as the reading of B: svyxinpasiua, but has been accused of
exror by Majus. Buttm. in his ed. reads soyxazpovsgor, and gives this also as the
reading of B.  On the other hand, in his Recensus lectt. Cod. &, he gives suyxaz-
pevpais as the reading adopted by him.
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commentary on the verse. -—— A C** &, several min. Hier, add the
adjective wuxirye to sdpros, which is prohably taken from chap.
iv. 10, but which Hofm. nevertheless considers genuine. —
Instead of Rec. izzézresdus, after C** K I, several min. and
Theoph. (Tisch. 7), Lachm. and Tisch. 8 read, after A B ¥, ete.:
éyzémreades (Tisch. 8: &z.), which Hofmann also cousiders the
original readiug. DBoth readings occur in Oec. It cannot be
decided with certainty. Buttm., following B, has accepted the
dative ruf; sposcurui; in place of the accus. réc =possuyds. Gram-
matically no objection can be raised (“so that no hindrance be
given to your prayers ”); but as this reading is only found in B,
it can hardly be considered the original one. — Ver. 8. rasemé-
gpoves] after A B C 8, cte,, Syr. Erp. ete.; accepted even by Griesh.
and Scholz instead of the ¢m.ézpess of K and several min. In
some Cod. both words are placed side by side, which may,
according to Hofmann, be taken as the original reading. —
Ver. 9. According to almest all authorities: A B C K 8, «l,,
Syr. utr. Copt. ete, as also Lachm. and Tisch., ¢/dé-ss should be
deleted, — Ver. 10. The Fec. gives the pronoun aized after
vraoewy (KL P ¥, ete); in A B C and several min. it is
wanting lhere, as also after w:ing; Lachm. and Tisch. have
accordingly omitted it in hoth passages. — Ver. 11, After snaps-
vire several Codd.: A 1D C* have the particle é¢ (Lachm. Tisch.
7), which in the ZFre is wanling after C** K L D &, ete.
(Tisch. 8). The omission seems to be a correction. — Ver.
12, oi iplerpmei] The article 1s wantingin A B C* K L P N, ete.;
omitted by Scholz, Lachm. Tisch.; Guriesb, too, regards o as
doubtful. Tn the original passage, Ps. xxxiv. 16, LXX,, it is
wanting. — Ver. 13, Zrrwrai] after A B C ¥, el (Lachm. Tisch.
8), instead of the Fee. pmsrei in K L P, several min. Oce.
(Tisch.). puprnrei appears 1o be a correction. =63 ayefot having
been taken as masc., and zrarei not being suitable thereto,
miprret, following such passages as Eph. v. 1, 1 Thess. i G,
very naturally presented itself; de Wette, Wicsinger, Reiche,
Hofmaun prefer pipsgrai; Briickner and Schott: Zzz.erei.  Instead
of éav . . . yiwmele, B reads: ¢/ . .. yévosds, as DButtm. notes,
without, lowever, receiving it into the text. — Ver. 14 Instead
of @»2” &/ in A and several min.: & 6% — 4% rapay07re, omitted
in B L 43, but yet received into the text by Buttm. — Ver. 14
v @:4) Kee, after K L P, several min. Thph. Occ.  Instead of
this, Lachm. and Tisch. read =is Xprerév (considered by Griesb.
to be probably the genuine reading); attested Ly A B C &7,
al.,Syr. utr. Copt. ete., Clem. Fulgent. The alteration to =iv ©:v
is explained by Isa. viil. 13. — After frema the Lec. adds 6
according to Tisch.’s statement, it stands in A X, ete., but not in
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B C &, ete.; Buttm. affirms that it is also to be found in D;
Tisch. 7 has retained it; Lachm. and Tisch. 8 have not. —
In place of wiredves, § has the correction: azwriivr.— A B
C & 5, «l., Copt. Syr. etc., have drrd before perd, which Lachm.
and Tisch. have justly accepted ; it may be considered as the
original, not only from the testimony of the authorities (it is
wanting only in K L P, some min. and versions, in Oec. Deda),
but also as Deing the more difficult reading.— Ver. 16. The
reading which is best attested by the authoritics is: & ¢ xara-
nahobor dumay wg xaxomady, as In A C K 8 ete.  Instead of the indi-
cative, Ree. has the conjunctive: zerauredr@en. B, on the other
hand, simply has zerura2siods, which Tisch. has accepted ; e is,
however, hardly justified in doing so, as it is too insufficiently
attested, and appears rather to be a correction for the purpose
of making the passage less difficult (cf. Schott and Hofmann). —
Ver. 17. <7 9:2.0/] justly accepted even by Griesh. instead of the
Ree. ¢ giner. — Ver. 18, guay, following upon duapriy in C** al,,
Syr. Arr. ete,, has been accepted by Lachm, in his small edition;
it appe'ub to have been inserted in consideration of &e duits =poou-
vdyn = ©. — Instead of the Ree. izats in B K L P, pl. Thph. Occ.
Aug. (TlSCh 7, ACN 5 af, Cypr. Didym,, several versions
(L'lchm. Tisch. 8) 11'1ve amilase, ; de Wette - Driickner ex-
plain d=édavs to be a gloss, after Rom. v. 6, vi. 10; Heb. iv.
37, to this Wiesinger agrees; it is, however, possible that ¢zefsv
arose from chap. ii. 21, as Hofm. also thinks. According to
Tisch., the reading of the Codd. A C* G before the verh is. d=ip
auwiv vel dmip suav; N has imtp suav; but whether this addition
be genuine, cannot with certainty be decided; it may equally
well have Dbeeu left out as superfluous, as added in order to
give prominence to the peculiar significance of the death of
Clirist. — Instead of 4ués (A C K L, &/, pl,, several versions,
ete., Lachm. Tisch. 8), B and several min. have ué&: (Tisch.
7); insufficiently attested. In the original handwriting & has
neither suéic nor iuéc; in the correction: Aués. In B r§ 0o
after =posuydyr is wanting, for which reason Buttm. hias omitted
it. — zveduwr] accepted even by Griesb. instead of Rec.: =5
vibpos. — Ver. 20. deZedézsro] undoubtedly the correct render-
ing, instead of the d=uf éE<déxero, which is hardly supported by
any authority. Tisch. remarks: videtur ex coujectura Erasmi
fluxisse, qui sic edidit inde ab ed. 2. — éxiyar] Lec. after CK L
P, many win. Thpl. Oece. (Griesb. Scholz) ; Lachm. and Tisch.,
on the other hand, following A B &, «/, Vulg. Orig. etc., have
accepted ériyer.  6Afyawr seems to be a correction, because
of the subsequent ~puvywi.— Ver. 21. 3] Rightly accepted by
Griesb., instead of the reading ¢ in the ed, Elz. — In K, many
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min. Thph. etc., the opening words—evidently as a correction
for the sake of simplification—are thus transposed: & dyriruzes
viv duiiz oula.~—Instead of the Awés in the Lee. (C K L, Copt. ete.,
Thph. Oec.), Lachm. and Tisch. have adopted duas (A B P N,several
vss. and Fathers); doubtless rightly, as the change to duz&: can be
explained on the principle that the more general iuds seemed
better suited to the context. Reiche prefers sud:.— Ver. 22.
According to almost all authorities, the article 7o% stands before
@:5 (Ler. Lachm. Tisch. 7); Tisch. 8, however, following B
and ¥, has dropped it.

Ver. 1. From here to ver. 6 an exhortation to wives, —
opolws] not simply particula transeundi (Pott); on account
of the subsequent imoTacoopevar it stands related rather to
the exhortation contained in what precedes; the participle
here as in chap. ii. 18.-—a¢ quvaixes] Form of address, like
of olxérar (as opposed to Steiger); wvid. Tudv, ver. 2; Tév
quwaweoy (instead of udv) is used here, not because the
thought is a general one (de Wette, Wiesinger), nor “ because
Peter means to say that the heathen men should be won over
by their vion wives” (Schott), but because the apostle wishes
clearly to point out how the wives too may be able to advance
the kingdom of God.  The words are addressed generally to
all Christian wives, though, as the sequel shows, with special
reference to those who have unbelieving hnsbands, —— dmrorac-
gopevas Tois ibiows dvbpdaw] (blois is used lhere, not by way
of contradistinction (Glossa interl.: suis viris, non adulteris,
or according to Calvin: ut Ap. castitatis uxores admoneat
avocetque a suspectis obsequiis virorwn aliorum ; so, too, Fron-
miiller), but only to express the idea of belonging together
more strongly than the simple pronoun; cf. also Winer,
p- 145 £ [E. T. 191 £]—With the thought lere expressed, ¢f.
Eph. v. 22-24; Col 1ii. 18; 1 Tim. ii. 9. It is self-evident,
—although many interpreters have discussed the question at
considerable length,—that the subjection of the wife to the
husband is of quite a different kind from that of the slave to
the master. The apostle, however, does not go into the suhject
further,but contents himself with simply emphasizing that point.!

1 For similar remarks of the ancients, see in Steiger; that of the humorist

Philenion (in a Fragment, ver. 123) is particularly significant : zyefds yuvvaixi;
iosiy, & Nixoorpirn, pi xpsivroy’ thas 7 dydpls, dAN Sarixoov.
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— tva kai € Twes ameilfoior TG Noyw] kal €, v “even then
when,” supposes not only a possible, but a particularly un-
favourable case; that is to say, when men who are joiued
to Christian wives oppose the Agyos, even then may such be
gained over by the Christian walk of their wives;' Twes must
be conceived as referring to heathen men with Christian wives.
— With 76 Adye, ef. chap. ii. 8.— The expression damefeiv
denotes here, as in chap. ii. 7, not a simple negation only,
(Pott: ad religionem christianam nondum accessisse), but an
opposition to.— &wa Tijs TOV qywvatkdy avactpodils| éavriw
must be supplied to yvvaikdr ; it is not wives in general who
are here meant, but only the wives of heathen husbands. —
avacTpodrj; qrite generally: the Christian walk of women,
with special reference, however, to their relation to their
husbands; it is precisely obedience that most easily wins the
heart. — dvev Acyov] Huss incorrectly: sine verbo praedicationis
publicae (so, too, Fronmiiller); the words are used here to
emphasize more strongly &g 7ijs . . . dvaoTpodijs, and must
be held to refer to the conduct of wives (de Wette, Wiesinger).
Schott wrongly unites dvev Aoyov with the preceding Tas .

avacTpodijs into one idea ; Peter could never have meant to say
that the walk of wonien should be a silenf one.  The apostle’s
thought is this: if the husbands oppose the Word, the wives
should all the more diligently seek to preserve a Cliristian
walk, in order by it to win over their husbands, even without
words, 7.c. “ without preaching and exhortation on their part”
(de Wette). Oecumenius incorrectly refers these words to
the conduct of husbands in the sense: cessanti omni verbo et
contradictione. — wepdnbfrjoovtar] that is to say, for the faith,
aud by it for the kingdom of God; cf. 1 Cor ix. 19 ff.; so,
too, Schott indeed, who, however, unjustifiably thinks that the
apostle’s meaning is, that the prescrvation of the marriage
relation is the primary object which is to be attained by the

! Hofimann maintains that if the protasis be thus understood, the apodosis is
not suited to it, ‘*inasmuch as no other case could be supposed in which the
husband counld be won, without words, by the conduct of his wife, than that of
his being disobedient to the Word,” and that the difficulty can only be removed if
& 7uzs be interpreted as equal to eimozs,  But the ditliculty Hofmann aludes to
clearly still remains, though in fact it has no existence if only the idea a=:udsias
receive the precision it is entitled to.
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good behaviour of the wives. On the indic. with a, cf.
‘Winer, p. 269 ff. [E. T. 361].

Ver. 2. émomrelocavres Ty év ¢ofe dyviy dvacTpopiy
vpav] for émomt., cf. chap. ii. 12.  The participial clause here
serves as a further explanation of the preceding &t .7 A —
arwos: “chaste’ in the full extent of the word, not only in
contradistinction to 7opreia proper, but to whatsoever violates
the moral relation of the subjection of the wife to her
husband. This éyvela is determined by év ¢oBew (not equal to,
in timore Deci conservato: Glossa interl.; Grotius too, Bengel,
Jachmann, Weiss, Fronmiiller, etc., understand by ¢oBos here
the “fear of God”), as connected in the closest possible way
with the skrinking from every violation of duty towards the
husband ;* cf. chap. ii. 18.

Ver. 3. ow éorw] The genitive @r does not depend on 2
xéopos to be supplied from the predicate o &wfev , .
xocpos (de Wette, Wiesinger, Schott, Hofmann) ; such a con-
struction, arbitrary in itsclf, is here entirely inadmissible on
account of tlic rcmotencss of the predicate, from which the
idea wanting is to be taken. The genitive is rather ruled by
éorw. elval Twos expresses, as usual, the relation of belong-
Ing to; the sense is thereforc: “whose business et dt be)” 4.
who have to occupy themselves with.” — ody 0 é€wfer x.T.\]
As often in onr cpistle, the negative preceding the positive. —
<y . . . , pt s
o ¢fwlev is closely joined together with xoopos. The genitives
which stand between, and are dependent on xoouos, serve to
determine the idea more precisely ; their position immediately
after ¢ éwlev is explained from the intention of the writer
to lay special emphasis on them, since it belongs to women to
take pleasure in adorning themselves in this wise. The

1 Schott unwarrantably maintains that in this interpretation it is not dvas=ps s
which is more precisely defined by the hromogeneous adjectival expression iv ¢55
ayvh, but dyvn dvaccp. DY by @ifin.

* When Hofmann would advanee against this construction that the affirmative
subjeet (ver. 4) is not suitable to it, *‘since it may be said of the hidden man of
the heart, that it should be the woman’s adornment, but not that it should he
her business, for she hersell is that hidden man,” it must be observed in reply
that it is not ¢ xpoweds . . . &vépwmos in itself, but s xpozeis . . . Evépume; iy 7&
4¢ddpra x. = A., which is to be taken as that which should be characteristic of

women ; as Hofmann also in his expositions says, the adornment of women ix
not indicated by the simple, but by the compound expression.
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whole expression is to be interpreted thus: “ oufward adori-
ment wrought by the plaiting of haiv, the weaiing of gold, or
the putting on of appaiel” — éumhowr], ém. Aey. (in the
passage specially to be compared with this, 1 Tim. il. 9, wAéy-
para is used), not: “the plaits,” but « the plaiting;” it is an
active idea, like mepifects and évduois; « these verbalia de-
seribe the vain oceupation of worldly wonien ” (Wies.); yptota
are golden ornaments generally. — The last two members of the
clause, united by 4, are connected with the first by xad, hecause
they have reference to things which are put on the body.

Ver. 4. As antithesis to what precedes, @A\’ 6 éowfev kiopos
would have been expected; instead of this, however, the
anthor at once states in what that adornment does consist.
— 0 kpyuwTos Tis xapbias dvfpwmos] does mot mean: the
virtutes christ. qunas Spir. s. per regenerationem in homine
operatur (Gerhard; so, too, Wiesinger and Ironmiiller), for
here there is mo mention either of the Holy Ghost or of
regencration. It denotes simply the nner man, in contradis-
tinetion to the outirard wan (so, too, de Wette, Driickuer,
Weiss, Schiott, Ilofinann); xpvmrds, antithesis to éfwbev, ver. 3;
cf. 6 érw avfp., Rom. vii. 22; Eph. iii. 16 ; 0 éowlev, sc. avlp.,
2 Cor. iv. 16; cf, too, such expressions as: 7a kpvmra Tis
xapdias, 1 Cor. xiv. 25, and 7a xpvmra 7édv dvfp, Rom. ii. 16.
The apostle selected the expression xpvmrés as a contrast to
the conspicnous adornment formerly spoken of.  Tijs xapdias
is not gen. qualitatis (Schott) ; xapdia itself denotes no uality;
it is the genitive of apposition subjoined, in that xapbia is the
seat of the feeling and the disposition. — év 76 a¢pbipre] 70
apbaprov, substantive (like pfaprd, chap. i. 18), « the turperish-
«lle” (incorrectly, Ilofmann: év 76 adpldpre, sc. koouw), in
contrast to the perishable ornaments above mentioned. The
prepos. év points ont the sphere in which the inner hidden
man should move. If “ &v 0 wdopos éorw” be supplied after
aia, then “év is to be joined with it, so as to show in what,
and with what, this their inward hidden man should be their
ornament ” (Schott; so, too, Hofmamn). — tod mpaées rai
novyiov TredpaTos] a more exact definition of the adbaprov; it
denotes not the rv. aywor of God, but the spirit of man. The
el and guict spirit (here emphasized with special reference
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to vmoracadpevor, ver. 1) is that “ imperishable,” in which the
hidden life of woman should exist and move!—8 éorw évdmiov
7ot Oeod molvterés] 6 does not apply to the whole (Grotius),
nor to ¢ adpbipTe (Bengel, Pott, Steiger, Schott), since it is
self-evident that the dpfaproy is in God’s eyes moAvrerés. It
is to be taken with the immediately preceding: mveduaros (de
Wette, Wiesinger). Such a wwedpa is, in the judgment of
God (1 Tim. ii. 3), wodvreNés (Mark xiv. 3; 1 Tim. ii. 9),
whilst outward adornment, worthless to the divine 1ind,
possesses a value only in the eyes of men.?

Vv. 5, 6. ofitw yap] ground for the exhortation: &v éorw,
ete, by the example of the saintly women of the O. T. ofrw
refers back to what precedes. — moré wal at dyiat yuvaires]
7ro7é, 1.c. in the time of the Old Covenant.—édyiac: because they
belonged to the chosen people of God (Sclott), and their life
was sanctified and consecrated to God in faith, — at éAwilovoar
ets [émi] Oeov] of. 1 Tim.v. 5. This nearer definition is sub-
joined not only because hope in God, Zc. in the fulfilment of
is promises, was the characteristic mark of the piety of these
holy women, rooted as it was in faith, but specially “ to explain
why it did not, and could not, occur to them ever to delight
in empty show” (Hofmann)’— With ércopovy éavrds, cf.
1 Tim. ii. 9. — dmotacaouevar vois avdpdiaw 1s linked on to

1 Tlhe two expressions : zpais and 4svxos, must not be sharply distinguished ;
wpabrr; stands contrasted specially with épgsd (Jas. 1. 20, 21) or Zires (Jas. iii.
13, 14), synonymwous with imuxsiz (2 Cor. x. 1), maxpeduuiz (Col. iii. 12),
Swouovi (1 Tim. vi. 11), ete.; it is peculiar to Liim who does not allow himself to
be provoked to wrath., Zeuxiz is related to dravasrasia 5 o asixses is he who is
peaceable and does not care for noisy life.  Bengel interprets : mansuetus (wpais):
qui non turbat ; tranquillus (Geixs) : qui turbas aliorum fert placide ; the con-
trary would be more correct.

* Luther: ‘A woman should be thus disposed as not to care for adornment.
Flse when people turn their minds to adornment, they never give it up ; that is
their way and their nature; thercfore, a Christian woman should despise it.
But if her husband wish it, or there be some other good reason for adorning
herself, then she is right to do so,” Calvin, too, rightly observes: Non
quemvis eultum reprehendere voluit Petrus, sed morbum vanitatis, quo mulieres
laborant.

3 According to Schott, this addition is meant to express that ¢“the complete
development of the Christian chureh, to which they belonged, was only «s yet
an object of hope ;7 but this introduces a reference which the words do not
oontain.
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éxoopovy éavras, showing wherein lay the proof that they had
adorned themselves with the meek and quiet spirit.  There is
but onc (de Wette) characteristic indeed here mentioned, but,
according to the connection, it is the chief manifestation of
that spirit. It is incorrect to resolve (as was formerly done
in the commentary) the participle into: “from this fact, that”
—Ver. 6. ws Jdppa vmirovoe 76 " ABpadp] A simple compari-
son of the contents of the two passages is a sufficient refuta-
tion of de Wette’s supposition that, in the words before us,
there is o reference to Ieb. xi. 11. — és: particula allegandi
exemplum : Bengel. Sarah is mentioned, because, as the wife
of Abraham and ancestress of the people of Israel, she had
especial significance in the history of redemption.! — dmjrovae
refers not merely to the single case which the apostle had
particularly before his mind, but denotes the habitual be-
haviour of Sarah towards Abraham: the aor. is used lere as
in Gal. iv. 8 (de Wette, Wiesinger, Schott). — xdpiov adror
rahoboa] she showed herself submissive to the will of
Abraham in this, that she ealled him xdpeos. The allusion is
here to Gen. xviii. 12 (cf. also 1 Sam. i 8, LXX.). — s
éyevijfnre Téxva] Lorinus: non successione generis, sed imita-
tione fidei; Pott incorrectly explains the aorist by the future
(Eoeabe) ; the translation, too, of the Vulg.: estis, is inexact;
Luther is right - “whose daughiers ye are bocome” As TPaul
calls the believing heathen, on account of their faith, children
of Abraham, so Peter here styles the women who had become
Christians, children of Sarah. — dyafomootoca:] does not
belong to imoracaduevar, as if os Jdppa . . . Tékva were a
parenthesis (Bengel, Ernesti, etc.), but to éyersjfnre, not, how-
ever, as stating Zow they become (Weiss, p. 110 £)° or “ have

! Schott applies &5 to that which directly precedes, in this sense : that ¢ the
conduet of the holy women was regulated only according to the standard of
Sarah.”  Hofmann thus : that Saral * is mentioned as a shining example of the
conduct of holy women.” Both are wrong, since neither is alluded to by ds.

2 Tt must be held, with Wiesinger, Briickner, and Schott, in opposition to
Weiss and Fronmiiller, that it is more natural to take these words as applying
to Gentile-Christian rather than to Jewish-Christian readers. For inasmuch as
the latter, before their conversion, were already =ixse +is Sdfsas, some allusion
must have been made to their not having been so in a #ight manner, and as they

now had become. It does not follow from John viii. 39 (as Welss thinks) that
an allusion of this kind was unnecessary.



158 THE FIRST EPISTLE OF PETER.

become™ children of Sarah (to the first interpretation the aorist
éyevifyre is opposed, to the latter the pres. partic.), but as
showing the mark by which they proved themselves children
of Saral. It may be resolved into: “since,” or: “ that is to say
if,” ete. It is grammatically incorrect to see in dya@omrorotoar
the result of s éyemifnre 7éxva, and to explain: “in this
way have they become the children of Sarah, that they are
now in accordance thercwith ayaBomotovoar and wy poBovuevar”
(Schott). DBy ayabforoieiv is to be understood here not speci-
ally benevolence (Oecum.); the word denotes rather the whole
moral activity of Christian life in its fullest extent, although
here, as the connection shows, with particular reference to
the marriage relation. — xat uy poBodpevar pndeplay wrinow)
wronats equals ¢oBos (Pollux v. 122: ocwaroksy, Oopvfos,
rapayy), in the N. T. @ Xey. (Luke xxi. 9, xxxvii. 9, the verb
mronfévres is connected with &udoBor yevouevor); it denotes
not the object causing fear, but the fear itself which is felt;
aud it can be looked on either objectively as a power threaten-
ing man, or laying hold of him (as Prov. iii. 25, LXX.: #ai
0b pofnicy wrincw émenbodoar ; 1 Macce. iil. 25 : 9 wronos
émumrimres émi Ta €0vy; the synonynious terms ¢poBos, Tpopuos,
are used algo in a like manner), or taken in a sense purely
subjective.  Most commentators understand #7oénsis here in
the first of these senses, only they do not take the conception
strictly by itself, but identify it with that which causes fear;
in the first edition of this commentary the second meaning is
attributed to wrinois: poBeicfar mronaw equal to doBeiafar
PoBov: “to cxperience fear” (Mark iv. 41; Luke it 9; cf.
Winer, p. 210 £ [L. T. 2807); but this explanation is opposed by
the fact “that in such a connection the substantive must be taken
not in idea only, but in form also from the verh ” (Briickner).
The idea here is quite as universal as in dyafomr.; and accord-
ingly it must he conceived as the fear generally which the enmity
of the unbelieviug world occasions to believers ; still, according
to the connection, the apostle had doubtless in his mind more
particularly the conduct of heathen men towards their Chris-
tian wives.—Luther’s translation is inexact: “if ye . . . are

! Miza wob cniopsv zal apimovros Xpirriavor; xicpav xei tAchpovas abras <hvai

Tapaivel, pndiy VEoBrimouivas wiv &3 wiov dvdpioy abTay iz wobTo LxRoyiTpv.
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not so fearful” The rendering of Stephanus is incorrect, s.v.
wronaes: jubentur mulieres officium facere ctiam, cum nullus
eas metus constringit i. e. sponte et ultro.

Ver. 7. of avdpes opoiws] opoiws, with the participle follow-
ing, refers baek, as in ver. 1, to dmordyyre wday avlp. srice,
with which the exhortation begins (Hofmann); though there
is 1o Uworacoopevor (cf. il. 18, iii. 1), there lies something
corresponding to it in the fact that the wile on ler part
possesses a Tewr) to be acknowledged by the husband.  Pott
crroncously renders ouolws by « vieissim, on the other hand ;”
nor is it, as de Wette thinks probable, to be cxpanded: “in
like manner, ye men also, hear my exhortation.” — cvvor-
rodvTes] ouvowety (dmw. Aey.) is not a eaphemismus de tori
conjugalis consuetudine (Hieronym. coutra Jovian. lib. L c. 4
Augustin. in Ds. exlvi., ete.); the reference is rather to life
together at home. — kata qrdow] As qrdoes is here anar-
thirous, it is wrong to understand yrdois as referring directly
to « Clnistian recognition of the relation of wife to husband”
(Briickuer, Schott) ; xata yvacw is rather an adverbial ex-
pression, in which ywéew is to Le understood geucrally, as
Wiesinger correctly remarks: “according to recognition, z.c. so
that home life must be regulated by knowledge and under-
standing ” (so also Hofmann). Similar adverbial expressions,
formed by a conjunction of xard with an anarthrous subst.,
ocewr frequently hoth in classical aud N. T. Greek. It is
evident from the context that kard yvdow has here special
reference to the marriage relation; but from this it does not
follow that tlie interpretation: “in « judicions, discciiing
meecivieer,” or Luther’s: “ with reason,” 18 incorreet (in opposi-
tion to Driickuer and Schott). De Wette is completely wmis-
taken in rendering yrdaws by : “that knowledge of men and
self, in fact, that inward discernment, which is the condition
of all soderation,” as is Bengel also directly by : moderatio! —
ws dobeveaTépp orever T yuvawkelp] is erroncously connected

' Oecumenius understands this exhortation in conneetion with ver. 6 as having

a special application to the household : of Zvdpes . . . cvvaxedyrss* covcioniv: alebnaw
, ., , NP P y ,

Aazpfdvovris Ta5 ToU frheos zoudaTasos xul TeU sbTapudapoy by what, xai iy pixpoNpvyicy

shorirbon, parpibuuct gyivials mpis abris, ph My dmarTotyTis Tixpds TEy KaTE THY

[ s o~ ,
olxi&Y QUTWY i3 Tapiziay ZTZfZ).’Jl?S ETwy.
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by Luther and others with dmwovéuovres; it belongs, however,
to cuvaikotwres, which requires a nearer definition. — The
word oxedos is used to designate the wife in 1 Thess, iv. 4 (sce
Liinemann 4 loc.) with reference to the husband; the same
meaning, though with various applications, is here attributed
to it by miany interpreters. Beza: est femina vas i. e. comes
et adjutrix viro ad fideliter coram Deo transigendam vitam
adjuncta ; Bengel : denotat hoc sexum et totum ingenimn
temperamentumque foemineum. But this view is incorrect,
for 76 yvvaikeiw, sc. oreber, is subjoined Dy way of explana-
tion, and the comparative def. shows that the husband also
is thought of as okedos. orevos must be taken here in its
specific meaning of a utensil (or instrument) serving a par-
ticular purpose, and is accordingly to be understood as
specially applicable to man, in so far as the latter is used by
God for the accomplishment of His will (cf. Acts ix. 15). Tt
is inaccurate, nor can it be justified by Rom. ix. 21 {f, to take
the word i the general sense of “ecreation” (so Wiesinger,
and formerly in this commentary). Hofmann understands
ckebos here as referring both to the hushand and the wife,
inasmuch as “in a life united in marriage, one part is destined
to be and to accomplish sometling for the other;” but the
reference to this mutual relation is purely arbitrary.' —
aoleveatépew] Dengel: Comparativus, etiam vir habet infirmi-
tatem ; in like mammer Steiger: “ the less weak is called upon
to assist the more weak” (thus also Fronmiiller). This view
is, however, incorrect ; it is the husband rather as the stronger
orebos—there is no reference nade here to his weakness—
who is here contrasted with the wife as the weaker (de Wette,
Wiesinger, Schott, Hofimann). And, because he is such a
okebos, it is demanded of him that he live with his wife xata
yreow ; s here also states the reason : because the wife is a
cx. dobfevevéoTepo, it is accordingly incumbent on the man to
behave towards her xkara yrdow. Schott erroneously sees in

1 Schott arbitrarily asserts that the crcature is here termed oxives, ‘‘as a
vessel which is destined to receive info itself, as its real contents, the realization
of the divine will.” Even though a vessel containing something can be ternied
a oxstos, it does not follow that sxsve; must be understood as meaning this and
nothing else.
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kata yrdow the determining reason why the man should
treat her as a ox. daf.; but this can the less he maintained,
that «. ov. camuot signify: “Dhecause he recognises her as
such,” but states the manner of the cuvoixeiv. — acfeveatépp
oxeder stands in apposition to TG yvvaikelp, sc. orever, and is
put first by way of cmphasis. — yuvaikeios, @m. Aey., Lev.
xviil, 22; Deut. xxil. 5, LXX.; Esth. ii. 11, 17, — amové-
povres Tyuy] “in that ye show honour (vespect) to them ;”
amovéuew in the N, T. dm. hey.— The participle is not co-
ordinate with the foregoing (owvvoirodvres), but subordinate to
it, since it brings prominently forward onc of the chief ways
in which the preceding exhortation may be carried into effect.
The thought here must not be arbitrarily limited to any
special relation (cg. to that of maintenance or of continence,
¢te.), The husband should, in crery relation, show the respect
due to his wife. — @s ral guyrAnpovopois[-ot] ydpiros wis]
serves as ground of the exhortation; if the reading be: ouy-
xAnpovopors, the reference is to the wives; if cuyxAnpovipor,
to the husbands (in opposition to Pott, who somewhat singu-
laxly interprets as equal to elor yap cuyxhypovipos, sc. ai
yuvaires). The dative is more in harmony with the structure
of the sentence and the thought, and therefore is to be
preferred to the nom. supported by the authorities; although
the nom. may be defended on the ground that husbands, as
auryrh. of their wives, should in turn regard the latter as their
guyrh.  But since this last is really the point of importance,
it can hardly be assumed that the apostle would only have
hinted at it—without openly giving expression to it.!-— xai
cuyrappovopois] de Wette-Briickner explain: “as (those who)

! In the 24 edition of this Commentary it was said: ¢ Why should not the
apostle base his exhortation to the men to honour their wives, by reminding
them (the men) that they are called to inherit the yéps Zwss along with their
wives?” Reiche says: scilicet quia absurdum (1) esset, sic argumentari;
Briickner maintains that meaning to be ““altogether inappropriate and foreign
to the purpose of the address.” These asscrtions, however, can by no means be
aceepted, since the consciousness of being a fellow-heir of salvation with any one
may very well lead to a recognition of the =ies which he possesses. Nor is
there anything improbable in the circumstance itself, that the apostle, whilst
basing the exhortation : swaxsiv xaré gviry, on the position of the women,
should ground the &revéuuy wiesv on the position of the men.—Schott passes too
lightly over the whole question.

1 PETEER. L
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also (like yourselves) (ave) fellow-heirs (one with another).”
The reference here attributed to gvr—simply on account of
rai—Iis inappropriate, since it is a thought entirely foreign to
the context, that the wives are heirs with cach other. If the
reading ovyxAnpovopors be adopted, avv applies to the hus-
bands, equivalent to “with you;” xkai may stand with refer-
ence to the foregoing aofeveatépw, adding a second particular
to it (Schott); or it may also serve simply to intensify acwy,
since, strictly speaking, it is redundant.! If, however, cuvy-
xAnpovopor be read, kal is to be taken in the latter way, and
is not to he explained thus: “by dmrovéuovres something
further is enjoined, which goes heyond the . . . kata yvéow”
(Hofmann) ; for cvvowkotvres kata yrdaw stands imperatively,
whilst cuyxAnporopor does not say what the hushands should
he, but what they are. With the idea #Anpovépor, cf. chap. 1. 4;
the expression cuvyxAznp., Rom. viii. 17; Iph. iii. 6; Heb.
xi. 9.— xdperos Lwijs] fwijs states in what the ydpes, of
which they are and will be xAjpovopor, consists. It is
erroneous to resolve the expression into ydpis E@oa (Erasmus)
or yapts Cwomorodoa (Grotius).  Hofmaun, assuming cuy-
KApovépor mouidns xdpiTos Lwhs to be the true reading,
gives an interpretation different from the above: “as such who,
with their wives, share a life of manifold grace, 7.c. of those
divine favours which are experienced in common in every
marriage Ly belicvers and unbelievers” Iu this way, how-
ever, justice is done to ueither of the ideas, nor is it pointed
out what the favours in mamied life referred to ave”— els
To pn éyromtecbar (lice. éxxomteabar) Tds mpooevyas Uuwr]

1 On the redundance of xef in comparisons, sce Winer, p. 390 [E. T, 548]; hut
this use of it cannot be appealed to, sinee &5 here is not o comparative particle.
Wiesinger thinks that cev perhaps contains the referenee to & community to
which man and wife equally belong ; hut what this was, would have been indi-
cated by the context, as Eph. iil. 6; such, however, is not the case here. 1o
the expression ““strictly ” Reiche adds a 7, without ever thinking that, sincc
the same iden is expressed by xef and oy, one of the two must be redundant,
and that ““strictly” is only meant to show that zei is in so far not purcly
redundant, that it serves to strengthen the idea expressed by sov.

2 There is no warrant for the opinion that the apostle’s exhortation must
apply also to such hushands as have unbelicving wives, sinee a case so special
might well have been passed over.  If the apostle had wishud to make reference
to this, hie would in some way have alluded to it ; cf. ver. 1 fl.
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éyxomTew, strictly, incidere, then intercidere, from which
arises the further meaning impedire (Hes. éumodilew, Sia-
ko\vew) ; éexdmTew, pr. excidere, whence stirpitus delere; cf.
Job xix. 10, LXX.: éEéxoyre 8¢ damep Sévdpov Tiv éNmida
pov; the idea of the latter word is stronger than that of the
former, hut the thought in both readings remains substantially
the same, since both expressions denote the ceasing of prayer.
Wiesinger incorrectly understands the meaning of the term
éyxdmT. to be: “ prayer in the meantime there still is, but the
vay is closed to it.” 1In like manner de Wette, following
Dretsehueider: ne viam praecludatis precibus vestris, remarks :
“ Prayer 1s by sin Zéndered from mounting up to the throne of
God;” and such is in substance Hofmann's view.! This idea
would, however, have been more definitely expressed. The
apostle does not say that the power and the hearing of praver
are hindered, but that the prayer itself is (this also In opposi-
tion to Reiche). In harmony with the conncction of this
last clause, by Tas wpogevyas tudr is to be understood ecither
the joint prayer of wmarried persons (Weiss, p. 352), or the
prayers which those here addressed offer up, as the lhusbands
of their wives (or, further, as heads of households). Deprecia-
tion of the wife, in spite of union with respect to the xAzpo-
voula, necessarily excludes prayer from married life® Schott:
“ Where the hushbaud does not recognise that the union of
natural life in marriage is also umion in the state of grace.
there can naturally be no expression of the spiritual an:d
Christiau fellowship of marriage, no prayer in common.”

Ver. 8. Exhortations of a general charvacter follow, without

1 In this interpretation the reference to the coming of prayer ¢o God is a
simple importation. Xofmann adds to the interpretation, that *“the sighs of the
wife bar the road to the husband’s prayers, by accusing him to God before his
prayer, thus rendered worthless, reaches Him.”” But thisis a thought altagether
foreign to the context.

2 Although in ver. 7 it is the lhusbands who are addressed, still, as the verse
treats of their behaviour towards their wives, duay can well apply to both.

3 Hieronymus, Occumenius, cte., apply the words according to 1 Cor. vii. &,
ad honorem impertiendum uxoribus a viris, qui sit abstinentia a congressu, vt
orationi vacare possint (Lorinus), which is connected with the false interpreta-
tion of suvaxsivess 3 Nicol. de Lyra says more correctly : cum vir et uxor non
sunt henc concordes, minus possunt orationi vacare. The Scholion in Mattlvi
P. 199, is inadequate : & yap mepi Thv oiniav fopuPas civ xazic Qv fpywy tumiciy.
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regard to the various conditions of men, yet in connection with
chap. ii. 11 ff. They deal with the relations of the Christians
towards ecach other, and towards those who are inimically
disposed to them.— 76 8¢ 7é\os] hiere adverbially: « finally,
lastly ;7 in the classics Téhos 8¢ occurs frequently. Tott
explains erroneously, by appeal to 1 Tim. i. 5: pro xara 8¢
7o TéAos smmma cohortationum mearuin jam co redit (in like
manner Lrasmus, CGrotius, Wolf, Steizer, etc.). Occumenius
wmarks the trausition very well thus: 7i ypy Stohoyeicfac ;
CTADS Aoy ¢yult TobTo yap TENOS Kai TPOS TOUTO O GKOTOS
€popd Tijs cwTnplas. — wavtes] emphatically, in contrast to
what preceded : slaves and masters, husbands and wives. ~—
éore or some such word is usually supplied here; it is more
correet, however, to consider the following adjectives, ete., as
standing in a dependence similar to that of the participles
fvrmerly ; ouly that the apostle has in his mind, instead of the
particular vmordynTe koA in ii. 13, the more general exhor-
tation to obedicnee toward God. — oudégpoves) in the N. T.
am. Ney. (Theognis, 81, ouodpova Buuov éyovres); frequently
~o adto ¢povety, Rom. xii. 16, xv. 5; 2 Cor. xiii. 11; Phil
1. 2; similar expressions, 1 Cor. i. 10; Eph. iv. 3; Phl
iil. 16 ; Luther: “ like-minded.” — cvpmabeis] « sympatlizing,”
in N. T. dw. ey.; the verb, Heb. iv. 15, x. 34; for the
explanation, comp. Rom. xii. 15. Occumenins explains:
cuvpmabfea” 6 TPOS TOVS KAKWS TATYOVTAS @S Kal €¢’ éavTols
éxeos; where, however, it is incorrect to limit the appli-
eation to suffering only. Dengel: ouodp.: mente, cvuma-
Oeis: affectu in rebus secundis et adversis. — ¢erdderdoc]
“rotherly,” Luther; also & hey.; the substautive oceurs in
chap. 1. 22. — eomhayyrot] to be found, hesides here, in Eph.
iv. 32, “compassionale ;7 in classical Greel: qui robustis est
visceribus, as in Hippoer. p. 89 C; and figuratively equal to
evkapduos, avdpelos; in the sense of compassionate it does
not occur in the classics. — Tamewidpoves] dm. Aey.; the
Tamewodpoovvy (humility) as well before God (Acts xx. 19)
as towards our neighbour (chap. v. 5, Phil. ii. 3, where it is
joined with omAdyyva oikrippod); here, with the latter refer-
ence. — Calvin : humilitas praecipuum conservandae amicitiac
vinewlum. Hofmann justly questions whether “dmwordocopar,
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the leading idea of the series of exhortations which here comes
to a close, is, as it were, echoed in Tamewodp.” (Wiesinger).
For a panegyric on humility, see Lorinus 7n loc. In the
classics Tamewroppwr means “ mean-spirited and faint-hearted.”
The word ¢roppoves (spurious here) is explained by Gerhard :
qui student facere ea quae alteri amica sunt et grata. The
first three expressions show the loving relation in which
Christians stand to each other; the last two (or three), the
conduct of Christians towards all without distinction (Hof-
mann).

Ver. 9. Behaviour towards the hostile world, w3 amod:-
Sovres karov dvti xaxoii] the sane plirase occurs Rom. xii. 17,
1 Thess. v. 13; comp. Matt. v. 43 ff. — 9 Nowboplav avTi
Aowdopias] comp. chap. 1. 23. Nicol. de Lyra: non reddentes
malum pro malo in factis injuriosis, nec maledictam pro male-
dicta in 2cibis contentiosis. — Todvavtiov 8¢ evAoyobvTes] i..
in return for kaxdv and Nowdopia ; edhoyelv in the N. T., when
used of man, is equal to bona appreeari, opnosed to xatapio-
fac; cf. Matt. v. 44 ; Luke vi. 28 ; Rom. xii. 14; 1 Cor. iv. 12«
Jas. 1ii. 9. Taken in this sense (Wiesinger, Driickner, Hof-
mann'), it expresses simply the opposite of the preceding
Nowbopilav avri Aowbopilas. It is more in harmony with the
context, however, to understand it as referring equally to
xaxov avti kaxov; in which ecase it will have a wider sense,
and be equivalent to “wishing well and showing kindness by
word and deed” (Fronmiiller). This is supported by the
subsequent edMoylay; nor does the N. T. usage stand in the
way, in so far as in 2 Cor. ix. 5, 6, at least, eddoyla denotes
something accomplished by human action, though Hofmann
strangely sceks to lessen its force by understanding it of “a
personal greeting.” — 87 els TodTo éehijfnTe] comp. chap. ii. 21.
— lva edhoylav khypovousionte] From chap. ii. 21 it is natural
to take els TodTo as referring to what precedes (edhoyolvTes:

1 Schott no doubt insists that the blessing of man is accomplished in worl
only and not in deed, but he does not say whether it means a wish expressed i
prayer (bona apprecari), or whether any operation through the word is to be
understood, for he renders s2xsyery by ““to bestow good in word.” If the former
be implied, then it is wrong to say : “‘that God’s blessing is in truth accom-
panied by deeds, but man’s must stop short at the word.” If the second, then
man’s blessing is also in deed.
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{Ocecumenius, Grotius, Calvin, Steiger, de Wette-Briickner,
Fronmiiller, Reiche, Hofmann, etc.); in which case @a would
helong either to edhoyodvres, 87e . . . ékdfnte thus forming o
parenthesis, or to éedsfnpre. Dut in the first case the close
connection of the clauses is broken, whilst in the second the
somewhat inadequate idea arises, that we are called upon to
bless, in order that we ourselves may obtain a blessing. It is
therefore better to take els Tobro with the subsequent {va
(Luther, Beza, Bengel, Wiesinger, Schott, etc.); comp. chap.
iv. 6; John xviil. 37; Rom. xiv. 8. The consciousness that
we, as Christians, are called to obtain a blessing, should be an
incitement to us to bring blessing to others ; the more so, that
otherwise we shall fall short of the blessing to which we are
called.  On eddoylav Bengel rightly remarks: benedictionem
acternam, cujus primitias jam nunc pil habent. If eldotes
hefore 6re be the correct reading, it must be taken as in chap.
i. 18.

Vv. 10-12. Quoted from Ps. xxxiv. 13-17, LXX, and
strengthening the foregoing exhortations by a reference to the
divine judgment. In the original the first clause forms an
interrogation, to which the following clauges, in the second
person imperative, give the answer.—o yap @érov Loy dyamdy,
rai (etv nuépas dyabas] The translation of the LXX, an
inexact reproduction of the Hebrew,' runs: vés éamw dvfpwmos
6 0wy Cwiyy, dyamdy jpépas ayabis; Teter’s deviation from
it by the conjunction of @éwy ayawiv is striking. — 0érwr
is not used adverbially here, equivalent to “fain ;” hut neither
must another conception be substituted for ayawarv; de
Wette : “he who will show? love for life ” (z.c. a yearning desire

! In the original Hebrew the passage is :
DU 2D LN
3ib nisnd owy anik
? Similarly already the Glossa interl.: qui vult ostendere, se dilectionem
habere. — Lorinus thinks that the combination of the two words serves to
intensify the idea s si recte dicitur quis concupiscere, desiderare (Ps. exviii. 200,
rquislni velle, quod est verbum generale, amare? Innuit duplicatio non solum
velwewentiam desiderii amorisve, sed infirmitatem uoque carnis revocantis sub-
inde voluntatem, ne ita velit acriter et assiduo. But in Ds. exviii. 20 (Vulg.:
conenpivit anima mea desiderare justifieationes tuas) the connection is diflerent
from here.
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after it). The idea “show,” besides being an arbitrary intro-
duction, is inappropriate, inasmuch as it is love of life itself, and
not the showing of it, that is here in question. Wiesinger is
more happy: “He who is really in earnest as to the love of life.”
8wy 1s then to be explained on the principle that love of
Lo, no less than the possession of it, is conditioned by a
certain comrse of conduct on the part of man. Bengel, appeal-
ing to Eccles, ii. 17, interprets still better: qui vult ita vivere,
ut ipswm non taedeat vitae; dc. who will have life so that he
can love it ;5 so, too, Schott ; similarly Hofmann, only that the
latter unnecessarily understands ayamdv to mean simply “to
cnjoy a thing”— ral i8etv juépas dyablas] with edelv in this
connection, comp. Luke ii. 26 ; Heb. xi. 5 ; John iii. 3. — The
passage In the Psalms has ecvidently reference to earthly
happiness ; according to de Wette, on the other hand, the
apostle had the future and eternal life in view lere; this,
however, is not the case, for in the passage before us the
reference is likewise to the prescnt life (Wiesinger, Schott,
and Driickner), only it must be observed that for the heliever
happiness in this life consists in something different from that
of the wan of the world ; to the former, days of suffering also
nay be rfpépac ayabal, If this be correet, ydp cannot refer
to the thought immediately preceding, but only “to the whole
exhortation, vv. 8, 9 (Wiesinger, Schott). — mavodre x.7.\.]
The LXX.,, keeping to the Hebrew original, here and in what
fullows preserve the second person—mavew, “to causc to cease,
v hold bacl:;” in classical Greek never joined with dwa; the
subsequent genitive Tob wy Aaljoar stands in conformity with
the use of the verb among the Greeks; comp. Winer, p. 305
'E. T. 409]. — kaxov has a wider range thaun 8ohos; there is
no ground for limiting the application of the term lere simply
to words of reprimand (de Wette). With Soros, comp. chap.
il. 1, 22— Ver. 11, éxihvdre 8¢ k.T\.] éxr)ivew dmwo ; comp.
Rom. xvi. 17. The same thonght in the samme words, Ds.
xxxvii. 275 comp. further, Tsa, 1, 16, 17; Rom. xil. 9. — &,
if it be genuine, serves to bring into prominence the new idea,
distinet from the preceding. — &pryodre x.1.)\.] Swrew (comy.
1 Tim. vi. 11, ete.), stronger than &yreiv (comp. Matt. vi. 33 ;
Col. iil. 1). — The first half contains the general thought, the
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second emphasizes one more special.  Although the exhorta-
tions of the apostle refer more particularly to the conduct of
Christians towards their persecutors, yet they are not confined
to this, but go beyond it (in opposition to Schott), — Ver. 12.
81e ofpfarpol kvplov x.TA] 6m is inserted by the apostle in
order to mark more precisely the connection of thought. The
exhortations are founded on a reference to the manner of God’s
dealings. On the first hemistich Bengel remarks: inde vitam
habent et dies bonos. The apostle omits the words 7Tod
ékonobpedaar éx wiis To prmuocuvvey adrdv in the Psalm,
added to mpdcwmov . . . xaxc (not because, as de Wette thinks,
lie considered them too strong), and thus deprives the last
member of the verse of a nearer definition. Calvin, Grotius,
Beza, de Wette, accordingly take the émi of this member in o
sense different from that which it has in the first, namely, as
conveying the idea of “punisliment,” equivalent to “against;”
this, however, is arbitrary. Hensler, Augusti, and Steiger find
in all three members the expression of “attentive observation ”
only; but this view—itself, according to the thought, inade-
quate—is opposed by the particle &, which indicates rather
a contrast, and is not to be translated, with Hensler, by “hbut
also.” If now, the antithesis be not contained in ém¢, it can
be sought for only in wpdowmor, which, though in itself
doubtless a vox media (comp. Num. vi. 25, 26; Ds. iv. 7), is
nevertheless in this passage of the Psalms to be thought of as
one full of wrath, and, as such, was present to the mind of the
apostle.  Strietly speaking, indeed, this should have been
expressed ; but not necessarily so, since the antithesis between
this and the preceding member of the verse makes it sufti-
ciently apparent. A similar interpretation is given by
‘Wiesinger, Briickner, and Schott.

Ver, 13 serves further to emphasize the exhortation to
well-doing, and at the same time introduces the following
paragraph, in which Teter calls upon the Christians to suffer
persecutions patiently. — xa¢] unites what follows with what
precedes. A new reason, the truth of which is attested by
the thought contained in ver. 12, is added in ver. 13 to the
argument advanced for the preceding exhortation of ver, 12.
The sense is: Do good, for to the good God is gracious, with
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the wicked He is angry; and those who do good, for this
very reason nonc can harn.—7ls 0 kakwowy Uuds] an im-
pressive and passionate question (stronger than a simple
negative), in which must be noted the form o xarwowy, sc
éori instead of kakwoer, as also the sharp contrast betiveen
xarov and the subsequent ayafod, “Do harm,” as a render-
ing of xaxoty (Wicsinger, de Wette), is too weak. The word
is used for the most part of /l-treatmcnt (Acts vil 6, 19,
xii. 1, xviii. 10), and denotes here, with reference to the
preceding xaxd, such evil-doing as is really harmful for him
who suffers it. It is possible that the apostle had in his
mind Tsa. L 9, LXX.: 8ov «ipios «vpios Bonbjcer pou, vis
kaxacer pe.  The interrogative form expresses the sure confi-
deuce of the apostle, that to those who do goad no one cither
will or can do harm. Steiger’s interpretation is too pointless:
“and indeed who then will seek to do you harm, as you imagine,
if you really,” ete.;' for the reservation must be added that
every proverh has this peenliarity, that it is not without ex-
ception (Benson), or that the statement in the oratio popularis
must not be taken too strictly. The strong and consoling
expression of an uushaken faith is thus reduced to a somewhat
empty commonplace’— éav Tod dyabod {yrwrai yévyabe] Tob
dryafod was taken by some of the older interpreters (Lorin.,
Aret., ete.) to be the gen. mase., probably on account of the
article (as distinguished from the anarthrous ayabév, ver.
11). Weiss also thinks that by it Christ perhaps may be
understood.  Most commentators, however, correctly regard it
as the neuter; comp. ver. 11. The article is put, inasmucl
as in this term all the single virtues, formerly mentioned, are

1 Gualther’s paraphrase is not less insipid : quis est, scilicet tam fmpudens ct
iniquus, qui vos afiligat, si beneficentiae sitis aemulatores?  Wiesinger's inter-
pretation also is inappropriate : ““ If ye follow my exhortations, it is to be hoped,”
cte.—The words do not hint that *‘the trials which the readers had endured
were not altogether undeserved on their part” (Wiesinger).

2 Sehott’s interpretation, according to which zaxeiv is ¢“to make evil-doers in
the judgment of God,” is altogether wide of the mark. Although xaxevy,—
corresponding to the Hebrew pspmm,—as applied to a judge, may mean: ““to
condemn,” or properly : *“ to declare a person a zaxss,” it does not follow there-
from that it may also have the meaning of * causing God to declare a person a
xzxds,”



170 THE FIRST EPISTLE OF PETER.

included ; it stands first by way of emphasis. — {yAwTal;
comp. 1 Cor. xiv. 12; Tit. ii. 14. If the reading pipnral be
adopted, its connection with the neuter is somewhat singular,
still the verb pepelofar does occur with names of things;
comp. Heb. xiii. 7; 3 John 11.

Ver. 14. d\N el kal macyotte] aAia expresses the anti-
thesis to the negation contained in the preceding question:
“ but ceen though you should suffer ;7 of Winer, p. 273 [E. T.
367]; a species of restriction which, however, is not intended
to weaken the force of the foregoing thought. No doubt the
possibility of suffering is admitted, yet in such a way that the
Clristian is considered blessed on account of that suffering.
7dcyew is not identical with xaxovofa:, but, as Dengel
rightly remarks: levius verbum quam xaxotgfar.  Every
Christian has a mwdoyew, but he need never fear a xaxovofar
— &wa Swcatocvvyy] recalls Matt. v. 10.  Sikatoodyy is here
(cf. chap. ii. 24) synonymous with 70 dyafor and 7 ayah) év
Xporg avacTpody), ver. 16. — pardpio] sc. éoré.  Even
suftering itself contributes to your blesscdness. — rov 8¢ ¢oBov
«.7\.] These and the words which hegin the following verse
are “afree use” (Schott) of the passage, Isa. viti. 12,13, LXX.:
Tov 8¢ poPBov aldTod (ic. Tod Naod) ov wy pofBnbijre, 00 py
TapaxBijre kipiov adrov dywdoate. The thought here is not
quite the same, the sense of the Old Testament passage
being: do mot share the terror of the people, and do not be
moved by what alarms them. If ¢p6Bos be here taken objec-
dively, then ¢oBos avTdv is “lhe fear emanating from them,”
or “ the fear which they exeite ” (de Wetle, Driickner); cf. Ps.
xcl. 5: o0 ¢oBnbijon amwo ¢oBov vukrepwod; cf. also in this
chap. ver. 6. If, on the other hand, it be taken in a subjective

' These words also are wrongly explained by Schott, since he takes &ax’ as
quickly denying the previous statement, and introducing a new turn of thought,
separates ¢ zai from each other, and connects xei with sdeygas: in the sense of
““cven.”  For the first, Schott appeals to Hartung’s Partilell. I1. p. 37 5 for the
second, to Hartung, I. p. 140, note; but without any right to do sn,  TFor, as tu

the former, he overlooks that @ax’ here follows on a sentence negadive in mean-

ing; and as to the letfer, that zai has here a position, in which a separation of
it from ¢ could not for a moment be thought of. The apostle would have ex-
pressed the idea: “if for righteousness’ sake you should have to experience (not
only not Lappiness and blessing, but) even sutfering,” by ¢ & duxaacivmy xai
Wﬂfxﬂlfi.
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sense, then adréw is equal to “of them,” therefvre: “ do not
fear with the fear of them, z.c. do not be afraid of them”
(Schott and ITofmann also). In hoth cases the meaning is
substantially the same, Wiesinger is inaccurate when he takes
ofBos subjectively, and interprets adrdy as de Wette does.
Ver. 15. xprov 8¢ Tov XpiaTév] rbprov, in Isaiah equivalent
to Tov Oeov ; a substitution of this kind is frequently found in
the N. T, where refercnce is made to passages in the O. T,
and can be easily explained on the principle that a conscious-
ness distinctively Clristinn was asserting itself; “xdpeov is
placed first, as antithesis to adrédr” (Wiesinger).  Schott
denies that xdprov stands in apposition to 7év Xpeorév, hold-
ing that «dpiov is to be taken rather as a predicate of the
object, equivalent to, “ as Loid ;” for this reason, that xdpos
stands here without the article, and that the simple conjunc-
tion of xdpros and Xproros does not oceur. DBut against the
first objection the expression xvpios 6 Oeds may be uraed, and
acainst the second the verse Luke ii. 11. It is more natural,
and at the same time more in harmony with the passage in
the O. T., to conneet «dpros directly with rov Xpiorév: “lut
the Lovd, the Messiah” — drpaaare]l in antithesis to
dofnbire and TapaxOiTe; “hold, ie. lonour, fear as holy”
(de Wette); the sanctifying comprehends within it the fear
of God; cf Isa. viii. 18, xxix. 23 ; it thus forms the contrast
to the fear of man; where the former is, the latter must give
way. — €v Tals kapdlars tudv] added by the apostle in order
to mark the inward nature of the @yiifeiv. — érorpoc] Whether
8¢ he the original reading or not, this elause is undoubtedly
intimately connected in thonght with that which precedes it.
Without 8¢ this being ready is conceived as a proof of the
aytalew Xp.; with 8¢ the thought is this, that the @ywdew Xp.
k.7.\, which Dhanishes all fear of man, should not exclnde the
amwooyia Defore men (de Wette, Wiesinger). Iofmann takes
the particle liere as equal to “rather;” but against this is the
fact that here «Uptov . .. duer would have to he taken as a
simple parenthesis, inasmuch as & would refer ouly to what
precedes, and a second antithesis would then be added to the
already antithetical rxdpiov 8¢ w7\ — del wpos amoloylav
Tavtl 76 k.TN.] Erotpos mpos, cf. Tit. iii. 1. — “ The injunction
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exempts neither time (&ec) nor person (wavri)” (Steiger). — To
limit its application to a judicial examination is arbitrary, and
militates against wavri. — amohoyla not equal to satisfactio
(Vulg.), but here rather quaevis responsio, qua ratio fidei (more
correctly spei) nostrae redditur (Vorstius; Phil. 1.7, 16 ; Acts
xxvi. 2). — wav7i 76 alrodvte k.7 N] The dative depending on
amoroylay, cf. 1 Cor. ix. 3 ; for airéw with double accusative,
of. Winer, p. 2121 [E. T. 281]. Noyov aireiv: “{to demand
account of,” only here, of. chap. iv. 5; Rom. xiv. 12. — mept 775
év Dpiv EAmidos] mepi: as to its nature and ground. — éTris,
not equivalent to wiores (Calvin: spes hic per synecdochen
pro fide capitur), but the hope of the Christian looking, on
the ground of faith, into the futnre salvation.! — dA\a pera
mpaiTyTos kai ¢ofov] If aANd be the true reading, as there
can hardly be any doubt it is, it will serve to make more
sharply prominent the way and manuer, in which the @mohoyia
should be conducted ; de Wette: “as it weve: but remcmber.”
— peta, to he connected not with érotuor, but with amoroyiay ;
mpaiTyTos opposed to passionate zeal. $ofBov is to be applied
directly neither to God (Aretius : reverentia et timor Dei; thus
Weiss also, p. 169), nor to men before whom testimony is to
be bhorne (according to some: the ecivil authorities); but it
denotes the being afraid—based, of course, on the fear of God
—of every unscemly kind of dmoloyla, and stands especially
oppused to all arrogant sclf-confidence (Wiesinger).

Ver. 16. ovveibnow €xovres dyabiv] These words are taken
by several interpreters (Bengel, Steiger, de Wette, cte.) with
drydoate, ver, 14, as co-ordinate with &rotuar ; Wiesinger con-
strues them with €roquor, as subordinate to it.  The latter is
to be preferred, for ovreld. €y. denctes “the point essentially
important, to being ever prepared to give an answer in a right
manner” (Wiesinger). Dut it is hetter still to assume that it
—like pera wpaiTyTos—belongs in a loose way to dmwohoyiav,
equivalent to “with good conscicnce,” 4.c.in that your walk does

» That this ““account” had special reference to the removal of the suspicion
that the kingdom of Christ was of this world, is nowhere alluded to in the con-
text (de Wette, Schott).  And Schott is hardly justified in giving the apostle’s
exhortations special application “to the divinely ordained ordinances of natural
social life.”
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not give the lie to your confession.! Calvin says corrcctly :
quia parum auctoritatis habet sermo absque vita. — fva év ¢
«.7Z.] The construction is here the same as in chap. ii. 12
see the exposition of this passage, where, too, Schott’s inter-
pretation of év &, equal to “in this, that,” is considered. The
conjunctive of the ZLic. katahaiwaw would represent the
case as possible, equal to “ ¢n which they may possibly slander
you.” — iva, as a final particle, refers to the whole preceding
thought, especially to owweld. &y. dyabijy. — karaisywlaow]
comp. 2 Cor. vil. 14 . “that they may be put to shae,” Lo, since
their slanders are openly proved to he lies.— o émpped-
govtes k.7 A.] The subject stands, by way of emphasis, at the
end of the sertence. émppeclew, “to revile,” Matt. v, 44 ;
Luke vi. 28,  Hensler distinguishes, without any ground, the
émnpecfovres from the xatadlalolvres, as diflerent persons;
the former he considers to be the accusers of the Christians,
who bring the slanders of others before the judge. — dpdv Ty
ayatyy év Xpiotdp avacTpodiv] ic. “the good life which you
lead wn Christ (.c. as Christians).”

Ver. 17. rpeirrov ydp] vap gives the ground of the exlor-
tation contained in owvel. &y. ay.; the explanation of this
«pertToy is contained in chap. 1. 19 ff. — dyaBomorodvras . . .
waoyew] The connection hetween these two ideas is the same
as that between ayafomowivtes kal wagyovtes, chap. il 20,
the participles giving not simply the special civcumstances,
as Hofmann asserts, but the reason of the suffering; this
Schott denies as regards the first member: dyaBomoroivras.”
— The parenthetical clause: e 8éhor 10 Oé\nua Toi Oeod,
belongs to magyew ; the optative denotes the possibility : “f
such should be the will of God” — On the pleonasm: @élor 7o

1 Hofinann says, ‘‘that it should not be joined with &zsrsyiz, for the meaning
is that they should do that whereunto they must be prepared with cagerness, and
a good conseience which they should hring to it.” To this it is to be replied,
that the &waroyic itself is precisely the thing for which they ave to be ready. 1t
is evidently arbitrary ¢ to supplement an imperative (which ?) to ¢aié, and to
connect ouysidaoy ixovses ay. With it,”

* It must, indeed, be noted that those sufferings which the belicvers, as sucl,
have to endure from the unbelicving world, overtake them becausc of their ayzfo.
arorzivy Christians who, though confessing Clrist, at the same time live entircly
iike the children of the world, are well liked by the world.
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Oénnua, see Winer, p. 562 [E. T. 755]. The thought here is
not quite the same as that of chap. ii. 20. There, chief stress
is laid on dupopéver, to which no special prominence is lere
given. But, as in the former case the exhortation is enforced
by reference to Christ, <.c. to His sufferings, so is it here also,
in the following paragraph on to the end of the chapter, only
that in this passage the typical character of His sufferings is
less emphasized, whilst the exaltation which followed themn is
brought specially forward.

Ver. 18. Tirst, mention of the death of Christ by way of
giving the reason.— 67¢ xat Xpioros dwaf wepi apapTidy
émafe [améfave]] 67¢ is connected with the idea imnediately
preceding, and gives the ground of the xpetrrov ; kai XpioTos (as
in chap. ii. 21) places the sufferings which the Christiaus have
to bear, as dayabomowotvres, side by side with the sufferings of
Christ, mepl auapTidv, so that xai must he taken as referring
not to émabe [dméfave] only (as is done by most commentators,
among them de Welte), but, as the position of the words (wepi
apapt. befure €mabe) clemly shows, to mwepl duapridy émabe
[améBave] (Wicsinger, Driickner, Schott). Hofmann’s applica-
tion of it to the whole “ statement here with respect to Christ”
is open to objection, from the fact that in what follows there
are clements introduced which go too far beyond the compari-
son here instituted. Christ’s suiferings were on accouut of
sin, and such also should be the sufferings of the Christians.!
This docs not preclude the possibility of His sufferings having
had a significance different from what theirs can have. This
peculiar significance of Christ’s sufferings is marked by Sixatos
Umép adikwy, or, as Schott holds, by dmaf.  dmaf gives pro-
minence to the fact that in relation to IHis subsequent life
(BavaTwlels . . . fwomombeis) Cliist’s suffering took place but
once, as in Heb. ix. 27, 28 (Hofmaun: “once it took place
that He died the death He did die, and what followed thercon
forms, as what 1s enduring, a contrast to what passed over but

PThe subsequent 3izzies proves that the sins for which Christ suffered were
net Tis own sins 3 thus also the believer's sufferings should not avise out of hix
own sins, he should not suffer as a zaxewady, but as an éyzdazrasy. Rejecting
this application, Hofmann finds the point of comparison in {his, *“that we

should let the sins which thoese who do us wronyg commit. be to us the canse of
sufferings to us” (2).
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once ™) ; doubtless not without implying the sccondary idea,
that the suflerings of Christians take place only once also,
and come to an end with this life! — wepi apaptidr, which
states yet more indefinitely the purpose of Christ’s sufferings:
“on account of sin,” finds a more precise definition in what
follows. — &ikatos Umep adikwy, “as the just for the unjust;”
conip. Rom. v. 6: vwép, equivalent to, in commiodwn, is not in
itself, indeed, equal to dwre; but the contrast here drawn
hetween 8ixatos and déilkwy suggests that in the general rela-
tion, the more special one of substitution is implied (Weiss,
p- 261); comp. chap. ii. 21.  The omission of the article is
due to the fact that the apostle holds it of importance to mark
the character of the one as of the other. — iva suds mposaydyn
7@ O] gives the purpose of émaber [améfave], which latter
is more closely defined by that which immediately precedes
and follows ; wpoodayew does not mean “to sacrifice ;” (Luther,
Vulg. : ut nos offerret Deo), neither “to recoucile;” but “to
Uitng o, 1.e. “ to bring into conununion with God,” which goes
still beyond the idea of reconciliation; the latter presupposes
Christ’s death for us; the former, the life of Him who died for
us.  Weiss maintains, without sufficient reason (p. 260), that
the word here points to the idea of the Christians’ priesthood
(chap. ii. 5).  The verb occurs here only; the substantive
wpocaywyy, Rom. v. 2; Eph. ii. 18, il 127 — bavarwleis

2

1 Oecumenius finds in Zxzf an allusion to: =3 coi calivres dpacripiyv &1 xal
cuvasiy, o to the breedy also of the sufterings.  Gerhard unites all three elements
Ly saying : ut ostendat (Ap.) passionis Christi brevitatem et perfectionem sacri-
ficii et ut doccat Christum non ampling passioni fore obnoxium. -— According to
Pott, it is also mcant to express the contrast to the frequent repetition of the
0. T. sacriiices,—an application entirely foreizn to the context. According to
Schott, #=e? indicates that Christ suflered once for all, so that any further
suffering of the same kind is neither necessary nor possible.  This is no doubt
correet, but it docs not follow that Peter—whose words combine the typical and
specifically peculiar significance of the suflerings of Christ—shiould not have
had in his mind the application of d7raf to helievers, as above stated. Tt is with
dral as wilh ol dpapnidv; it is impossible for believers to suffer =epi dpapriay
in the same sense that Christ suffered #epi cpapriay.

2 It is certainly very doubtful whether the purpose also of the death of Churist,
liere stated, *‘adinits of application to us,” in that ¢“it should likewise be our
ohject, by the mauner in which we endure undeserved sufferings, to bring those
Dy whom we are wronged to bethink themsclves, and to lead them to a know-
ledge of Christ” (Hofmann).
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pev oapri, fwomrombels 8¢ mvedpar] This adjunct does not
belong to émafev (de Wette), but to mpocayayy (Wiesinger);
it is subjoined, in order to show prominently how the wposa-
ryeww can take place through Christ; the chief stress is laid on
the second member. According to Schott, both participles are
to Le considered as “ an exposition of dwe€;” this assumption
is contradicted, on the one hand, by the distance hetween
them and the latter word; and, on the other, that they must
necessarily be attaclied to a verb, — The antithesis between
the two members of this sentence is strongly marked by uév
... 0& The datives capxi, wvedpart:, state with reference to
what the verbal conceptions favarwlels, fwomomfels holds
good ; “they serve to mark the sphere to which the general
predicate is to be thonght of as restricted ” (Winer); comp.
1 Cor. vii. 34: ayla xai cdpare xai mveduare; Col. ii. 5: 75
capkt dmeyut, TG TvevpaTt oty Tuiy elps.  Schott explains—
somewhat ambiguously—the datives “ as general more precise
adverbial definitions,” which state “ what is of determinative im-
portance in both facts,” and “ the nature of the actual condition
produced by then.” — wvedpare is by some understood instru-
mentally ; incorrectly, for capxi cannot be taken thus; the
two members of the clause correspond so exactly in form, that
the dative in the one could not be explained differently from
the dative tu the other, as Wiesinger, Weiss, von Zezschwitz,
Driickner, Schott, and IFronmiiller justly acknowledge. — oapri

. vevpaTe ; this antithesis oceurs frequently in the N. T.;
with reference to the person of Clunist, besides in this passage,
in Rom. 1. 3: rata odpka . .. katd wredpa dyiwavrrns, and
1 Tim. iil. 16: év capxi . . . év wvedpaTe (cf. also chap. iv. G).
— The antithesis of the two conceptions proves it to be
crroneous to assign to the one term a sphere different {rom
that of the other, and to suppose edpf to mean the body of
Christ, and mvedpa the Spirit of God. Antithesis clare ostendit
quod dicatur in alin quidem sui parte aut vitae ratione mor-
tificatus, in alin autem vivificatus (Flacius). It must be
observed that hoth are here used as gencral conceptions
(Hofmann), without a pronoun to mark them as designations
applicable only to Christ; for which reason odpf cannot
relate exclusively to the hwman, and 7rvebpa to the divine
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nature of Christ! As general conceptions (that is, as applieable
not to Christ alone, but to human nature generally), odpf and
mvedpa must, however, not be identified with edpa and rvy:i.?
For cdapf is that side of human nature in virtue of which man
belongs to the earth, is therefore an earthly creature, and
accordingly perishable like everything earthly ; and wredua, on
the other hand, is ¢Zat side of his nature by which he belongs
to a supernatural sphere of existence, is not a mere creature of
earth, and is accordingly destined also to an imperishable exist-
ence.” — Wiesinger (with whom Zezschwitz agrees) deviates
from this interpretation thus far only, that he understands
wvetua, not as belonging to the nafwre of man, “but as that
principle of union with God which is bestowed upon man at
regeneration.” This deviation may arise from the reluctance
to attribute a wwvefua to man as such (also in his sinful
condition); as, however, according to Peter, the souls of the

1 Accordingly, interpretations like those of Calvin are incorrect : caro hic pro
externo homine eapitur, spiritus pro divina potentia, qua Christus victor a morte
emersit ; Beza @ wviduars, i.e. per divinitatem in ipso corporaliter habitantem,
equal to ix dvvdpews ©:o0, 2 Cor. xiii. 4 ; Occumenius : duvarwlsis piv 5 Qo T4s
oapxis, TobTiors vn dvbpwmiva, Gvaowis 3t 17 dwdpa ths dedTnros. It is equally in-
correct, with Weiss (p. 252), to nnderstand #4% as meaning ¢ the human nature
of Christ ”” (instead of which he no doubt also says: * the earthly humau nature
of Christ”), and #vsvua as meaning *‘ the pre-existent divine aviiue communi-
cated at baptism to the man Jesus” (which, as Weiss maintains, constitutes,
according to Peter, ihe divine nature of Christ). Weiss, for the sole purpose of
representing the apostle’s doctrinal conception as still in a very undeveloped
state, imputes to Peter a view of the person of Christ which—as he himself says
——is possessed of ‘“a duality which somewhat endangers the unity of His person.”
Nor has Wichelhaus hit the true explanation when he says: “ Poter here con-
siders Christ ag, on the one hand, a true man in body and soul liable to all
suffering . . .; and, on the other hand, in so far as He was anointed by the
Holy Ghost.”

* 0% and sdua are proved to be two distinct conceptions by the fact that after
the resurrection man will have a séue, but no supf,  The difference between
wveoue and Yoy is clear from passages such as Matt. vi, 25. If in other passages
aveiue be used as synonymous with Jux4 (comp. e.g. John xii. 27 with John
xiii. 21), this is explained by the two-sidedness of the human soul.

3 To Weiss’s remark, that Peter terms that side of human nature by which
man is rendered capable of religious life Juvx4, it must be replied that the Juy#
possesses such capaeity for this very reason, that even under the power of the
odpk it has never ceased to be spiritual. In place of aveduars, Juxs would not
be at all appropriate here, in the first place, because ux7 forms no antithesis
to v4s%, and then because the idea of what is celestial, peculiar to #veiua, would
not find expression in it.

1 PETER. M
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departed are mvedpara (ver. 19), it is thus presupposed that an
uuregenerate man also possesses a mvebua during his earthly
existence. It must also be observed that cdpf and wvedua
are here not cthical antitheses, but are contrasted with each
other as natural distinctions. — favaTwleis . . . {womombels]
Oavatow incorrectly interpreted by Wahl here, as in other
passages of the N. T., by capitis damno, morti addico; for
although it may sometimes occur in this sense in the classics,
still in the N. T. it means only to kil. By favatwbeis capk!,
then, the apostle says of Christ, that He was put to death in
His earthly human nature (which He along with all the rest
of mankind possessed '), 7.¢. at the hand of man by the cruei-
fixion. — fwomoiéw does not mean “ to preserve alive,” as several
comnentators explain, eg. Bellarmin (de Christo, lib. iv. cap. 13),
Hottincer, Steiger, and Giider ;—this idea, in the Old as in the
New Testament, being expressed by Cwoyoverv and other words
(see Zezschwitz on this passage); but “to malke alive” (de Wette,
Wiesinger, Weiss, Zezschwitz, Schott, Kohler,” Hofmann, and
-others) ; it often applies to the raising up ot the dead; cf. John
v. 21; Rom.iv. 17; 1 Cor. xv. 22 ete.  In this sense alone does
fwormomfels answer the preceding favarofeis.  Bengel : vivifi-
catio ex antitheto ad mortificationem resolvi debet. The Zattcr
idea assmmes the anterior condition to have been oue of death,
whilst the jormer—in contradiction to favat.——would pre-
suppose one of life. Christ then, according to the apostle,
cntered into the actual state of deatl, that is, in so far as the
gap§ pertained to Ilim, so that His life in the flesh cawe to an
end;” but from death He was brought hack again to life, that
i3, was raised up, as far as the mvebpa pertained to Him, so that
the new life was purely pnewmatical. But the new life hegan
Ly His reuniting Himself as wvetpa to His odua, so that

1 Schott is wrong in maintaining that the antithesis to what is here said should
he, ““that Christ was quickened according to His glorificd human nature ;7 the
antithesis to ‘“ earthly,” however, is not * glorified,” but * celestial.”

= ¢ Zur Lehre von Christi Hollenfalirt,” in the Zeitsehrift fir luth. Theol,
u. Kirche, by Delitzsch and Guericke, 1864, H. 4.

% Schott substantially agrees with this interpretation, but thinks that the
above expression does not say decidedly enough that ¢ this was an entire cessa-
tion of His life.”  However, this ““ entire” is saying too much, since szpxi cvi-
dently points to a limitation,
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thus this coupe itself became pneumatical.! — According to
Bengel, with whom Schwid (bl Theol.), Lechler, and Fron-
milller agree (comp. also Hahn, ncutest. Theol. L. 440), Lwomoim-
Oels does not refer to the resurrection of Clirist, but to His
deliverance from the weakness of the flesh, effected by His
death, and, based upon this, his transition to a higher life
(which was followed by the reswrrection).” Against this, how-
ever, is to be observed: (1) That the going of His mwvetua to
the Father, connected with His death (Luke xxiii. 46), is, as
little as His ascension, spoken of in Seriptwre as “a becoming
quickened ;” (2) That as in favatwfels the whole man Christ
is meant, the same must be the case in fwomounfels; and
(3) That this view is hased on what follows, which, however, if
rightly interpreted, by 10 means renders it necessary. Duddeus
15 thereforc entirely right when he says: vivificatio animae
corporisque conjunctionem denotat.®

Ver. 19. With this verse a new paragraph—extending to
ver. 22 inclusive—begins, closely connected Ly év & (ic.
wredpary) with what precedes, and in which reference is
made to the glory of Him who was quickened according to

! Hofmann says, not quite acewrately (Schriftbeweis, 1I. 1, p. 473): “the
antithesis daves, = = A, denotes the end of life in the flesh, and the commence-
ment of life in the spirit.” TFor spiritual life was in Christ during His life in
the flesly, and after it, hefore His resurrection. At His death He committed
His =vibpa to His Father; it was therefore in Him before, and continued
to live after His death. — Yofmann remarks correctly, however: ¢ As it was
the Christ living in the flesh who, by being put to death, ceased to be. any
longer in that bodily life in which from His birth He had existed, so His
quickening of that which was dead is a restoration of a spirvitual nature to o
bodily life.”

2 Bengel : Simul atque per mortificationem involucro infirmitatis in carne solu-
tus erat, statim vitae solvi nesciac virtus modis novis ct multis expeditissimis sese
exsercre coepit.  Hane vivificationem necessario celeriter subseeuta cst excitatio
corporis ex morte ct resurrectio e sepulero. — Sehmid : ¢ The mvedue is a prin-
ciple which He possessed in a special manner, . . . this, in consequence of death,
1s sot free from the trammels of sensuous bodily nature, it now enters upon its
full rights, and developes in its fulness that Zw# which was in Him.”

3 Schott explains, indeed, Lworamésis rightly in itself, but he objects to the
identification of Zwomoinois with dvéeraais, and thinks that the former is the
fundamental condition of the latter, which is the ““side of the resurrection con-
cealed and as yct hidden in the depths”(?). But where does the apostle make
any allusion to any such distinction between two sides in the reswrection of
Clirist #
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the Spirit. It may appear singular that in this passage Peter
should malce mention of those who were unbelieving in the
days of Noah, and of baptismu as the antitype of the water of
the deluge ; but this may be explained from the ecircumstance
that he looks on the deluge as a type of the approaching
judgment. It must be observed that it is not so much the
condemnation of the unbelieving, as the salvation of believers
that the apostle has here in his mind. — év & xai x.T.N] “in
which (spirit) He also went and preached unto the spivits in
prison (fo them), which sometime were unbelicving when,” ete.
The close connection of these words with what immediately
precedes—Dby év &, se. mvevpaTi—~favouwrs the view that
éerjpuke refers to an act of Christ which, as the {womoinfeis
mvebpare, ITe performed after HMis death, and that with refer-
ence to the spirits év ¢vraxy of the unbelievers who had
perished in the deluge. This is the view of the oldest Fathers
of the Greek and Latin Church; as also of the greater number
of Icter and modern theologians.  Augustin, however, opposed
it, and considered éxrjpvfer as referring to a preaching by
Christ év mvedpare long before His incarnation, in the days of
Noah, to the people of that gencration, upon whom the judg-
ment of the deluge came because of their unbelief’! This
view, after being adopted by several theologians of the Middle
Ages, became prevalent in the Reformed Cliurch. In recent
times, it has been defended more espeeially by Schweizer,
Wichelhaus, Besser, and Hofmann, The chief arguments
which those who maintain it advance in opposition to that
first mentioned, are the following:—(1) The idea that Christ
preached to the spirits €v ¢uvhaxn would be an isolated one
cecurring nowhere else in Scripture; and, further, preaching
such as this, if conceived as judicial, would have been entirely
useless, whilst, looked on as a proclamation of salvation, it
would stand in contradiction to the uniform teaching of
Seripture rcgarding the state of man after death. To this,

1 1t must be observed, that whilst Hofmann considers the preaching of Christ
as having taken place through Noal, Schweizer most decidedly disputes this,
and is of the opinion that it was addressed to Noah himself as well as to his
contemporaries. In support of this, he very rightly appeals to the fact that

Noah is not here—as 2 Pet. ii. 5—termed a x%pef. But he docs not say by
whom this preaching must be considered to have taken place.
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however, it must Dbe replied, that isolated ideas are to be
found expressed here and there in Scripture, and that the
reconciliation of the idea of a salvation offered to the spirits
év ¢urarf with the other doctrines of Scripture, can at most
be termed a problem difficult of solution; nor must it be
forgotten that the eschatological doctrines compreliend within
them very many problems. (2) This view does not corre-
spond with the tendency of the entire passace from ver. 17 to
ver. 22, and therefore does not fit into the train of thought.
Dut this assertion is to the point only if those who make it
have themselves correctly understood the tendency of the
passage, which in this instance they have not doue. (3) It
cannot be understood how Peter comes so suddenly to speak
of the spirits in prison. Dnt, in reply, it may be urged, with
at least equal justification, that it is not easy to understand
how Peter comes so suddenly to speak of an act of Christ
before Iis incarnation. (4) The want of the article hefore
amebhjoace compels us to translate this participle not: “ which
sometime were unbelieving,” but: “when they sometime
were unbelieving.” This, however, is not the case, since the
participle, added with adjectival force to a substantive, is often
enough joined to the latter without an article. If Teter had
put the words mwopevfels érijpvEe before Tois . . . wredpaat, N0
diffienlty would have presented itself in the translation under
dispute (“the sometime unbelieving spirits in prison”). The
trauslation to which preference is given is grammatically
untenable.! — Finally, appeal has been made to the fact that
xa is placed after év ¢, indeed even to év @ itself; hut a
correct explanation offers no justification for so deing. DBesides
the close connection of the relative clause with that imme-
diately preceding, the following points favour the interpreta-
tion attacked :—(1) The correspondence of the wveduare to Le
supplied to €v @ with the subsequent wvedpasw ; (2) mwopev-
Oels, which must be taken in the same sense as the mwopevfels

1 TTofmann, indeed, says that since the expression is not =ois d=:ificass, the
translation should not e  those spirits in durance, which sometime were dis-
obedient ;7 but he grants that, from a grammatical point of view, it remains
doubtful ‘¢ whether ao+t signifies the past as related to the time of Christ'’s
preaching, or the past as reoards the present of the writer,”
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in ver. 22; (3) The fact that wové does mot stand with
dieipvfe, but in ver. 20 with amedijoacew, which shows that
the amefetv took place previous to the xmploaew ; and, lastly,
(4) The circumstance that had Peter closed his sentence with
éenpukev, it could have occwrred to no one that Peter was
here speaking of a preaching of Christ which took place in o
time long gone by.-—év &) is not equivalent to dee (alrio-
Aoyeees with reference to émafle, Theophylact); hut whilst &
refers back to wvedpar, év ¢ states in what condition Christ
accomplished that which is mentioned in what follows,—He
accomplished it not év capwi (for after the oapf He was put
to death), but év mvedpare (for after the wvebpa He was made
alive). év stands here in a position similar to that which it
holds in Rom. viil. 8, where, however, adp€ and wvedua form
an cthical antithesis, which lhere is not the case. Hofmann
wrongly attributes to év here an “instrumental force” equivalent
to “ by means of ;7 le is induced to do solely by his explana-
tion of the mveduare to he supplied. Although it is evident
that wvedpare here mmst be taken in no sense different from
that of the foregoing wvedpate, Hofmann nevertheless holds
it to be identical with the wwvetpa Xpiores mentioned in
chap. 1. 11, while he himself says that the mvedpar: subjoined
to &womowbels cannot be understood of the Holy Ghost! —
Peter says, then, that Christ, in the Spirit according to which
He was made alive, preached to the spirits €r ¢uvraxy, which
cannot be understood to mean anything else than that He did
it as a wwebpe (in His pneumatical condition). Irommiller
erroncously interprets: “in the existence-form of a spirit
separated from the hody ;” for the quickened Christ lives not
as a simple spirit, but is in possession of o glorified spiritual
body. — xai Tois év Ppuhaxh mvevpact wopevbels exijpvEer] By
T& . . . mvelpata arc to be understood, neither angels (Heh.

1 Hofmann says that the accusation made against him, that he efluces the
distinetion between #v:bze as a term used to designate the precise nature of
Christ, aml m:dpe as the third Person in the Trinity, is the result of that con-
fusion of illeas by which *“in the Spirit” and ““as a Spirit” arc understood to
mean the same thing.  DBut it must be replied that rather is the identification
of two different idens, contained in his interpretation, the result of the confusion
of ideas, leading him as it does to hide the difference by defining ssbpe as “ the
Spirit of Christ’s life.”
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i, 141 nor “men living upon the earth” (as Wichelliaus
explains), but the souls of men already dead, as in Heb.
xii. 23, which in Rev. vi. 9, xx. 4, Wisd. 1. 1, are called
Juyai. év ¢pvhaxy designates not only the place, but denotes
also the condition in which the mvedpara ave. Hofmann
wrongly—Dbecause in opposition to the uniform usage in the
N, T.—denies all local reference to the expression, and would
therefore translate év ¢puvraxy by “in durance.” The meaning
is, that the #7vedpara werec in prison as prisoners.” The
expression occurs in the N. T. with the article and without it,
and its wore precise force here is clear from the passages:
Rev. xx. 7; 2 Pet. ii. 4; Jude 6. It does not denote
generally the kingdom of the dead {Lactant. Inst. I. 7, ¢. 21:
omnes [animae] in wa commumique custodia detinentur), bug
that part of it, which serves as abode for the sonls of the ungodly
until the day of judgment” The dative depends, indeed, on
éwjpvEey, not on mopevfels ; but the addition of the latter
word gives prominence to the fact that Christ went to those
spirits, and preached to them in that place where they were.
Hofinann is not altogether wrong when, in support of his own
view of the passage, he says: “ the operation of the spirit of
Christ, by which Noah was made the organ of His proclana-
tion, might be termed a ‘going and preaching’ on the put
of Christ” (comp. especially the passage, Eph. ii. 17 : éfwv
eUnyyedicato; see Meyer in loc, to which Hofmann might
have appealed). DBut that wopevfeis cannot be so taken herc
is shown by the mopevfels in ver. 22, with which it must
be identical in sense.! éxijpvfe is the same verh as that so

! Baur (Zib. theol. Jahrh. 1856, H. 2, p. 215) understands it to mean the
iyysror dpapracavrs, % Pet. ii. 4, who, according to Gen. vi. 1 ff., had fallen
yrevious to thedeluge.  This interpretation is sufliciently contradicted by ver. 20.

2 The interpretation of Wichelhaus—who by circumlocution explains =a &
QuA. mvedpaTe as equal to of zwedobivres cnpoduevor, @povpouutves tls Autpay Tol nava-
xAvspsv—is altogether erroneous.

3 Justin (Dial. c¢. Tryph. c. B): =is uiv rav sosPiay (Yuxas) by xpeivrovi wou
xu’p'fl pévey, was 3 Ldixovs xai Tovnpavs iy Ktipovi Tov s wpictws tisyoptvas xpa'wv.

1 Luthardt so thoroughly recognises the vis of this mepevfels, that he says he
should interpret the passage as Hofmann does, if the @gpeef:iz did not prevent
him from doing so.--DBesides, it is certain that the coming of the Holy Spirit is
at the same time a coming of Christ; but it must not be overlooked that in
the N. T. it is nowhere indicated as being a coming of Christ iv aveduar,
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often used in the N. T. of the preaching (not the teaching) of
Christ and His apostles. Usually it is accompanied by an
object (70 edayyéhov, Ty PBacikeiav Tob Ocod, XpioTov, or
the like); but it is frequently, as here, used absolutely, cf.
Matt. xi. 1; Mark i, 38, ete. — It cannot be concluded, with
Zezschwitz, from the connection of this relative clause with
Lwomombeis mvevpare, that Lwomoeinow illam spiritualem quasi
fundamentwin fuisse concionis idemque argumentum ; nor
does the word itself disclose either the contents or the pur-
pose of that preaching; but since Christ is called the wrjpvéas
without the addition of any more precise qualification, it must
be concluded that the contents and design of this xrjpvyua
are in harmony with the #fjpvyua of Christ elsewhere. It is
accordingly arbitrary, and in contradiction to Christ’s signi-
ficance for the work of redemption, to assume that this
preaching consisted in the proclamation of the coming
judement (Ilacius, Calov., DBuddens, ollaz, Wolf, Aretius,
Zezschwitz, Schott, cte.), and was a praedicatio damnatoria.!
Wiesinger justly asks: “This eoncio damnatoria—what does it
mean in general, what here especially ? 7—-It is unjustifiable to
deny, with some commentators, that the apostle regarded this
mopevbeis érjpufe as an actual reality.”—«xal, following év @,
must not be explained, as Schweizer does, in this way, that
Peter, wishing to hold up Cluist to his readers as a pattern
of how they should conduct themselves under suffering,
adduces two examples, vv. 19 ff, His death on the cross, and
His preaching ; the whole structure of the clauses, as well as

1 Hollaz : Fuit pracdicatio Christi in inferno non evangelica, (uac hominibus
{antum in regno gratiae annuneiatur, sed legedis clenchtlhica, terribilis eaque tum
verbalis, ¢ua ipsos acterna supplicia promeritos esse convincit, tum realis, qua
immanem terrorem iis incussit. This interpretation, which has its erigin in
dogmatic views, Zezschwitz secks to found on exegesis by characterizing the idea
of julgment as the leading coneeption of the whole passage, to which, however,
tlie context gives no warrant, and also by maintaining that otherwise Peter would
have used the word edeyy:xiZay, or a compound of 2y éasuy. Itis certainly correct
wlhen Schott and Kohler say that xapieeen is not in itself equal to sdeyyirien;
but it does not follow that it may not be applied to a message of salvation. It
must be remembered that Christ’s ain, even as a preacher of judgment, ever was
the accomplishment of salvation, as he declared Luke xix. 10 ; John xii. 47,

® Thus Picus-Mirandola says: Christus non veraciter et quantum ad realem

praesentinm descendit ad inferos, sed solum (uoal eflectum. Cf., too, J. L.
Lavater, de descensu Christi «d inf, 1ib. 1. ¢. 9.—Many interpreters unwarrant-
)
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their contents, contradicts this. Nor can it De explained, as
Hofmann assumes, “ from the antithesis between us whom
Christ wished to bring to God, and those who as spivits are in
durance.” This would lhold good only if, in ver. 18, it were
affirmed that Christ did the same to us as to those spirits,
that is, preached to us. It is likewise incorrect to take waf
as equivalent to “ even” (Wiesinger, Froumiiller); for a dis-
tinction between these spirits and others is nowhere hinted
at.  xal is put rather in order to show prominently that
what is said in this verse coincides with the CwomocnBeis
7veduaTte of ver. 18.  Zezschwitz: ut notio, quae in enuncia-
tioue év ¢ latet (Swom. mvedpar:) urgeatur.

Ver. 20. The words which begin this verse: damebjoaaiy
7rote, characterize the spirits who are in prison according to
their former conduct. The participle must not, with Wie-
singer, be resolved into: “although, notwithstanding the fact
that they had been disobedient;” an adversative relation of
this kind must have heen more plainly expressed.! — Accord-
ing to the uniform usage of the N. T., the word dmeflety has
here also the mecaning of wabelief involving resistance ; ef.
chap. ii. 7, 8, iii. 1, iv. 17. The translation: “to be dis-
obedient,” is too inexact, for the word forms the antithesis to
TioTevew, — oTe amebedéyeTo r.T.\.] serves not only to specify
the time when these spirits were unbelieving, but also to
mark the guilt of the dwefeiy. — dmexdéyesbas, according to
N. T. usage, equivalent to: “paticné waiting,” is here used

e

e
absolutely, as in Rom. viil. 25 (comp. éxdéyesfas, Ileh. x. 13

ably weaken at least ix7goZ:, in so far as to make it synonymous with ““showed
Himself,” or, at any rate, they say that the preaching of Christ was potius
realiter, quan verbaliter. This the author of the article, ¢ Die Hollenfahrt
Christi,” in the Erlunger Zeitschrift fir Prolest. 1856, should not have
sanctioned.  Schott is not free from this arbitrary method of intevpretation, in
that he characterizes xnpdorzv *“as a bearing witness to oneself, not only in
word, but also in deed,” and calls ¢ this bearing witnress to and showing forth
of Himsclf by Christ in the glory of His mediatorial person,” a concio
damnatoria.

1 Hofmann has now justly given up his former explanation : ‘“without being
obedient.” Walther's interpretation is evidently entirely arbitrary : ““to the
spirits, i.e. the devils and the dawmned in general, particularly to those damned
who,” ete.  But neither is there a warrant for inserting oiav (Bengel: subaudi ofsy,
i. e. exempli gratia, in diebus Noe ; subjicitur generi species maxime insiguis).
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thus Schott also). The narrative itself shows the ohject to
which this waiting of God’s long-suffering was directed. Its
duration is not to be limited to the seven days mentioned in
Gen. vii. 4 (de Wetlte), for this is in keeping neither with the
dmekebéyero %) . . . pakpofuula, nor the subsequent xara-
orevalopévns kiBwtod, but embraces the whole period of
120 years mentioned in Gen. vi. 3.— The time specified
by 6Te w7\ is still more precisely defined in the subsequent
év Hpépars Naoe and the xatacrevalopévns xifwTtod; in such
a way, however, that these adjuncts contain a reference to the
exhortation to repentance then given, for Noah was not like
the others, an unbeliever, but a heliever, and the preparation
of the ark gave uumistakeable testimony to the approaching
judgment. — “ kBwras without the article, the expression used
by the LXX. for "R, equal to ark, arce ; comp. Matt, xxiv. 3§ ;
Tuke xvii. 27; Heb. xi. 7”7 (Wiesinger).

REdyark 1.—Some of the interpreters who do not apply this
passage to the descensus ad inferos, as Luther (in his Ausle-
guig der L. Detri, 15235), the Socinians, Vorstius, Amelius,
Grrotius, cte., explain éxdpvZe as referring to the preaching of
the apostles, assmming that the unbelievers iu the time of Noah
are mentioned only as types of the wnbelievers in apostolic
times. r& & gviari avedpare they understand to mean the
Lieathen alone, or those along with the Jews. Amelius: sveiu.
hic in generce denotant homines, quemadmodun paulo post
uywit & gurazi: 1 captivitate erant tuwm Judael, sub jugo
legis existentes, tum quoque gentiles, sub potestate diaboli
Jacentes. Illos oimmes Christus liberavit; praedicationem verbi
sui ad ipsos mittens et continnans ct Apostolos divina virtute
instruens.

IEMARK 2.—Even interpreters who apply this passage to the
descensus ad inferos, and mnderstand éx7puZe of the preaching of
calvation,! are guilty of much arbitrariness, and especially in
designating more precisely those to whom the preaching is
addressed. Several of the Xathers, as Irenaeus, Tertullian,

11t must further be remarked that several commentators: Athanasius,
Ambrosius, Erasmus, Calvin (in his Jastit, 1ih. 11, 2, ¢. 16, § 9), understand
Christ’s preaching as at once a pracdicatio salvifica and praed. dammnatoria.
Calvin, however, dovs hold by the idea of xsgéeray, when he says : Contextus vim
mortis (Christi) inde amplificat, quod ad mortuos usque penetraverit, dum piac
animae cjus visitationis, quam sollicite exspectaverant, praesenti aspectu sunt
potitae ; contra reprobis clarius patuit, se excludi ab omni salute.



CHAP. III, 20. 187

Hippolytus; many of the Scholastics; further, Zwingli, Calvin
(in his Comment.), and others,—liold those to have been the
Dious, especially the pious of the O. T.'~—Marcion thinks the
xhpoype. was addressed to those who, though in the O. T. termed
ungodly, were actually better than the O. T. believers. —
Clemens Al supposes the éizaos zure @iosopiny, Wwho, however,
were still without faith and in the trammels of idolatry. —
Several connuentators assume that not all unbelievers in the
days of Noah are meant, but those only who, at first indeed
mnbelieving, had still repented at the last moment when the
flood came upon them; this is the view of Suarez, Estius,
Bellarmin, Luther (zu der Erklirune der Genesis, 1536, und
zu Hosea IV. 2, v. J. 1543), Peter Martyr, ete.  Bengel says:
Probabile est, nonnullos ex tanta multitudine, veniente pluvia,
resipuisse: curague non credidissent, dum expectaret Deus,
postea, cum . . . poena ingrueret, credere cocpisse, uibus
postea Christus eormnque similibus se praeconem gratiae prae-
stiterit. Wiesinger agrees with this 111te1‘plet1t10n, at least in
5o far that hie assumes that the moral condition of the individual
(at the time of the flood) was not in every case the same, but
extremely varied; although, on the other hand, lie finds fault
with it on the ground * that, in contradiction to the context.
it limits the 4008 only to a part.” Schott remarks, as against.
Wiesinger, “ that altliough some may in respect of moral con-
dition have differed from the majority, or still have repented in
the last moment, yet these werec not among the spirits in
durance who listened to Christ’s preaching.”

ReMARK 3.—The view commonly accepted is that this
preaching by Clrist took place before His reswrrection, whilst
His body lay in the grave. DMany even of the older doomatists
of the Lutheran Clurel, however, hold it to have been accom-
plished «fter His quickening, that is, in the time between this
and 1is going forth from the grave. Quenstedt says: Christus
Jecvlpwmos totaque adeo persona (non igitur secunduin animamn

1 Calvin’s exposition is singular : he interprets guiaxi cqual to specula vel
ipse excubandi actus; =4 v pua. 7v. equals: the spirits of those who were on the
watch-tower, i.e. in the expectation of salvation, or also in anxictas expectationis
Christi, and then continnes : Postquam (Ap.) dixit, Christi se mortuis mani-
festasse, mox addit: quum inereduli fuissent olim, uo significat nikil nocuisse
sanctis Patribus quod impioram multitudine paene obruti fuerunt. Exemplum
vero ex tota vetustate prae aliis illustre delizit, nempe cum diluvio submersus
fuit mundus. He removes the scruple, that the dative Z=udicazes is not in
harmony with this explanation, Dy observing that the apostles sometimes
cmploy one case in room of another.

2 On Luther’s vacillation in interpreting this passage, see Kohler as above, and
Schweizer as above, p. 7.
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tantum nec secundum corpus tantum) post redunitionem animae
ac corporis ad istud damnatorum sew descendit; he fixes the
time when this happened: illud momentum, quod intercessit
inter Zwomoizow et drdoraow Christl stricte ita dictam. Hollaz:
distinguendun inter resurrectionem externam et internam ; illa
est egressio e sepulero et exterior coram hominibus manifes-
tatio; haec est ipsa vivificatio; so, too, Hutter, Daier, Buddeus,
ete. In like manner Schott: “in the new spiritual life which
in that mysterious hour of midnight He had put on, and before
appearing with it on the upper world by His resurrection, He
descended.” —The verse docs not indeed say that the éxipuse
belongs to this very momeunt, but it does certainly point to the
preaching having taken place after Christ’s restoration to life,
as de Wette, Driickner, Wiesinger, Zezschwitz, have rightly
acknowledged ; for referring as & o does to the mysduwr con-
nected with Zeozanteic, it Is arbitrary to find in wopsvisic éxqpuie
mention made of an act of Christ which took place after the
bavarwisic indeed, but yet Lefore the Zwswormdeiz.  As, then, both
expressions apply to Christ in His entire person, consisting of
body and soul, what follows must not he conceived as an activity
which e exercised in Iis spirit only and whilst separated from
His body. In addition to this, if according to His intention
His preaching was to be indeed a preaching of salvation, it
must have had for its substance the work of redemption, com-
pleted only in the reswrrection. Weiss (p. 232) objects that
avsbue 15 not equal to edue vevpariéy, and this is undoubtedly
true; but it cannot prove anything against the view that Christ
as the Risen One, that is, in His glonified body, preached to the
spirits in prison, inasmuch as in #2is body the Lord is no
longev & oupxi, but entirely ¢v =vedwar, — Thus the passage says
nothing as to Christ’s existence between His death and
resurrcction. If Acts ii. 31 presuppose the going of the dead
Christ into Hades, the common dwelling-place of departed
souls, 72is descensus ad inferos must not he identified with the
one here meutioned, as also Wiesinger, Briickner, and Schott
rightly observe ; so that by drawing this distinetion the disputed
question, too, whether Christ descended into 1lades, quoad
animam or quoad animam et corpus, finds its correct solution.
It mmst further he added that this passage gives no support
whatever either to the doctrine of the Form. concordiae, that
in Hades Clirist “overcame the devil, destroyed the power of
hell, and despoiled the devil of his might,” or to that of the
Catholic Church of the limbus Patrum and Purgatory.

Connected with the words xaracxevalouévys wifBwTot ave
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the thounghts which follow, in which stress is laid, not so much
on the judgment which overtook unbelievers in the flood, as on
the deliverance of the few.: els v oAlyor. — Siecwlbpoar &
Béaros] The preposition e is to be explained not as equal to
éx (Acts xxviil. 4: ov Suacwbévra éx Tijs fardoans), nor as if
it were €v (in medio aquarum), nor equivalent to uon obstante
aqua (Gerhard), nor even as a preposition of time (eo tempore,
quo aquae inundaverant); but is to be taken cither locally or
instrumentally. 8.’ D8aTos is then either: “{through the
water,” or equivalent to: “ Dy wcans of water” The former
view (Bengel, Steiger, de Wette, Briickner, Wiesinger, formerly
Hofmann also) seems to be confirmed by the verbum compos.
dtecwbnoar. But Saséler, both in the LXX. and in the
N. T. (cf. Matt. xiv. 36 ; Luke vii. 3, etc.), is often used as a
strengthened form of cwfew, without the peculiar force of
Sui being pressed.  And thus it must be taken here, inasmuch
as it contradicts the historical narrative in Genesis, to say
that Noah and his family were saved by passing through the
water. 8tz has accordingly here an instrumental force, so
that 8.’ #8aTos indicates water as the medium through which
the Noahites were delivered! And this interpretation is
alone in harmony with the context, inasmuch as the apostle
in what follows gives special prominence to the fact that the
N. T. deliverance is likewise effected by meaus of water. If
water was the means of deliverance to Noah and those with
him, “in so far as it bore those hidden within the ark, and
thus preserved them from destruction, comp. Gen. vii. 17, 18”
(Weiss, p. 313; thus also Wolf, Tott, Jachmann, Schott),
this implies recourse to a pregnant construction, inasmuch as
the apostle unites the two thonghts in one: “they were saved
by gotng into the avk” and “they were saved & Udavos.”
Hofmann seeks to avoid the assumption of a pregnancy by
explaining ¥dwp here as the water “ which began to overflow
the earth,” and which compelled Noah to enter with those

1 Wiesinger has expressed himself in favour of the first version, but then
remarks : ‘“the writer conceives the water af the same time as the saving
clement ;” Fronmiiller, too, combines both interpretations: “in whieh few souls
sought shelter, and were saved through the water and by it ;” this is evidently
altogether unwarrantable.
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belonging to him into the ark, in support of which he appeals
to Gen. vii. 11, 13. DBut although these passages state that
both the entering into the ark and the beginning of the
deluge took place on the same day, still the latter event is
not indicated as the motive of the former. According to
the narrative in Genesis, it was the command of God
which moved the Noaliites to enter the arl, and as soon as
they had done so, and God had closed the ark, the deluge
commenced ; ¢f. Gen. vii. 1,16, 17. — Further, on Hofmaun’s
interpretation water can De regarded only in a very loose
sense as the medium of deliverance ; nor would it be in keep-
ing with the subsequent parallelism. It must be noted that
D8atos is anarthrous, and =although by the term no other
water can be understood than that of the flood, yet Teter’s
object here is not to show that the swme water which destroyed
some served as the means of deliverance for others, hut
merely to state that the deliverauce of Noah and those with
him was effected by 2water, in order that this water then may
be recognised as the type of the saving water of baptism
(comp. Schott). — oXéyot, TobT’ éaTiv okTw Yruyxal] TodT €T
«.T.\. justifies the use of the expression oidyor ; so much stress is
Iaid on this particular, very probably in order to point out, on
the one hand, the great number of those who perished, and on
the other, the proportion to be lovked for at the final judgment.

Ver. 21. b wai dués [jpas] avritviror viv cwle BarTiopal
6 does not apply to the thought expressed in the previous
verse, as Gerhard, who adopts the reading &, explains: isti
conservationi tanquan typo spiritualis conservationis baptis-
mus velut dvrérvmor respondet (in like manuner Deza, Homejus,
Morus, Hottinger, Hensler, etc.), but it refers back to d8avos,
and, withal, so that by it water generally is to be understood,
and uot that particular water through the medinm of which
the Noalites were saved; water saved them, and 1t 1s water
by which you too are saved. The general term receives a
more precise definition in the adjectival avriTvmov, by means
of which the water which now saves is contrasted as aatifype’
with the water which saved Noah and those with him,

1 Raphelius : =omos res alind quid pracfigurans, dvrizoae; res illa pracfigurata.
&vrirvres has another meaning in Heb, ii. 24, where the wémss is the danfwiy,
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What this antitypical water is, is stated by the subjoined
Bdartiopa, which as an apposition must be explained in the
sense: “as baptism” (comp. Winer, p. 491 [E. T. 663]).
Differently Hofmaun; he would take the apposition in the
sense of : “a boptism namely;” he says: “iu the explanatory
apposition the apostle substitutes the term baptism’ for
“water, without, by the anarthrous PBawTiopa, directly
indicating Christian baptism.  What kind of baptism he
means is stated by the apposition subjoined to BdmwTiopa’”
On this it must be remarked that Bdmwricpa would certainly
convey to the readers only the idea of a definite Christian
baptism, and that the apposition following is not fitted to
mark the term baptism, indefinite in itself, as the specifically
Christian baptism, but ouly to point out in what way baptism
possesses in itself the saving power attributed to it. — Without
any cogent reason, Steiger interprets BdmTioua as equivalent
to “baptismal water” The direct conjunction which takes
place here ceases to occasion surprise, if it he cousidered that
the typical character of the deluge, as regards baptism, consists
not only in the saniencss of the elements, but in the similarity
of the relation of the water to those saved. If 8¢ #iéatos be
rendered “throngh the water,” an incongruity will arise,
disturbing to the parallelisim, and which attempts have heen
made to overcome by supplying intermediate ideas. Accord-
g to de Wette, the antitypieal charvacter of haptism consists
in this: “that in it the flesh must perish and, as it were, i
Judyed ; whilst, at the same {ime, through faith in the resurrec-
tion of Christ, pure spiritual life is attained, and the believer
saved.” DBy these and such like supplements, which the
apostle himself in no way suggests, elements are introduced
foreign to his conception.'-— The present gwler is put here

1 Schott, indeed, justly remarks ¢ that the antitypical nature of baptism, and
therefore the typical nature of that to which baptism corresponds as antitype,
consists precisely in what is asserted of both, nawmely, in their saving power and
effect.” He thinks, however, ¢ that the antitypical nature of the water applies to
what was cssentially peculiar to the great flood.” What this is he explains by
saying that ““ the flood was a judgment whieh destroyed mankind from the earth,
s0 that from out of it only a small number, belonging to the chrch of believers,
were saved ;7 that is, ‘it was 2 judgment of extirpation in such a way that it
was the means of effecting a salvation.”
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neither instead of the preterite nor the future; it denotes
rather the effect whicly, from the moment of its accomplish-
ment, baptism produces on the persons who submit to it.
The latter resemble the Noahites whilst by means of water
they were being preserved in the ark from destruction (ama-
Aeta). — The antithesis which exists between dpas and the
preceding  ondyor, Indicates that the proportion saved by
baptism to the unbelieving is but small.  oXiyoe has accord-
ingly o typieel significance. It is more doubtful whether the
same is the case with the ark; Oecumenius already saw in it
the church, whilst others regard it as a symbol of Jesus
Christ.  Thus Hemming: quemadmodum aqua per se non
salvavit Noe, sed mediante arca, ita agqua baptismi per se non
salvat, sed mediante arca, h. e. Christo Jesu.— o0 capros
amobeais pumov, aANa] Apposition to BamwTiopa, which, how-
ever, does not state the nature of baptism generally, but only
in what sense it effects cwlew. This is stated first negatively,
in order thercby to mark more distinctly the standpoint.
Alnost all commentators take eapxos as a genitive depending
on pomov, and preceding it only for the sake of emphasis.
Jengel, on the other hand, joins it-—as genit. subj.—directly
with dméfests: “carmi adscribitur depositio sordium ; ideo
non dicitur: depositio sordium carnis.” The sense would
then be: baptism does not consist in this, “that the Acsh
lays aside its wncleanncss”  This explanation, corresponding
as it does to the position of the words, is well suited to the
idea amobfeais, which does mot necessarily presuppose the
activity of the sulject, but can be used when the subject is,
strictly speaking, passive ; comp. 2 Det. i. 14, the only other
passage in which the word occurs in the N. T. Hofmann is
accordingly mistaken in asserting that “the laying aside of
uncleauness cannot be regarded as an act of the flesh.” — An
antithetical allusion to the Jewish washings can hardly be
here assumed (cf. Justin M. dial. ¢. Tryph. p. 331: 7¢ yap
dpenos éxelvov Tob PBamriocuatos (the Jewish washing), &
cdpka kal povor TO cdpa aldpiver ; Pamwricbyre T
Yoyip).! — Ad oweldicews dyabijs émepdrpa els Oeov]
1 Augustin’s opinion (contr. Faust. c. 12 et 13), with which Beda and others
agree, is quite inappropriate, It is, that the apostle here alludes to the baptism
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The positive, as contrasted with the negative character of
baptism. owedijoews dyabijs can be cither the subjective or
the objective gen! émepdTnua, a dm. Aey. in the N. T. (in
the O. T. only once, LXX. Dan. iv. 14, as a translation of
hn‘z‘-\w), is used in classical Greek only in the sense of
“ question”  Holding by this meaning, commentators have
explained it as—(1) the question concerning « good conscicuce
addiessed to God (thus Wiesinger, who, however, prefers the
translation “Znguery” to “ question ”), or (2) “the question of
a good conscicnee divected fo God” (Gerhard, Steiger, Besser).
The first of these renderings is not in harmony with the nature
of baptism, inasmuch as the person to be baptized already
knows how the good conscience is to be obtained. From the
second there results only an incomplete idea, necessitating
arbitrary supplements’ Now, as émepwrdv, which doubtless
means only “fo ask « question,” is nsed also of such questions
as would obtain something from the person asked (Matt.
xvi. 1; Ps. exxxvil, 3, LXX.), the meaning has been assigned
to émepdTnua : “the nquiring desive)” “ the inguiring request.”
Some commentators here take ocuvr. ay. as a sul). gen., and
interpret : “the request of @ good conscienee addressed to God”

of the heretics. Calvin’s assertion, too, that this negative apposition cmphasizes
thie fact that baptisin, as an outward form, is of no use, introduces a forcign ideca
into the words of the apostle.

! This is denied, indeed, by several commentators, speeially by Hofmann and
Schott, beeause a good conseience does not precede, but is the fruit of baptism.
But this assertion presupposes the identification of the good conscience with
that conscience whieh by Christ is reconciled with God, and is released from the
feeling of guilt. For this, however, the N. T, phrascology gives no warrant.
According to it, oweidsois dyafii rather means: ‘“the consciousness of pure
intentions,” or ‘‘the consciousness of sincerely willing that which is good ”
(Heb. xiil. 18: xardv ovveidnouw Exoucy, iv wios xaris firovres avasrpiicle; cf.
also 1 Pet. 1ii. 16; Acts xxiif. 1; 1 Tim. i. 5, 19, iii. 9). If baptism is really
to bring a Dlessing to the person baptized, he must surely desire it witht a gool
conscience.

2 Gerhard : quomodo deus erga baptizatum affectus sit, etc. ; Steiger: ¢“for
the salvation of which lhie who reccives baptism would be assured ;” Besser :
Art thon not my father? am I not thy child ? The intcrpretation given in the
Erlanger Zeitschrift, 1856, p. 293 1f., is cvidently altogether erroncons: ¢ the
proof of the good conscienco attained in baptism is the ézrspaanpa o5 0., i.e. the
question : Am I notsaved by my baptism from the judgment on an unbelieving
world?”  Apart from all else, the matter here treated of is not a question which
is only put after baptism, since baptism itself is designated as the ix:pirnua.

1 PETER. N



194 THE FIRST EPISTLE OF PETER.

(thus Bengel, with whom Schmid, Bibl. Theol. des N. T.p. 199,
agrees: salvat mnos rogatio bonae conscientiae, i e. rogatio,
qua nos Deum compellamus cum bona conscientia, peccatis
remissis et depositis !); but this also gives rise to an incom-
plete idea, inasmuch as the contents of the request are not
stated. On this rendering of émepwrnua, it is better to regard
the gen. as an olject. gen., thus: “the request addressed to
God for « yood conscience ;” Lutz, Lechler, Weiss, Weizsiicker
(Reuter’s Repert, 1858, H. 3), Hofmann, Schott ; Wiesinger, too,
is inclined to agree.® But to this also objections which eanuot
be overlooked arise: (1) Although the reception of baptism he
founded on the desire for a reconciled conscience, yet it does not
follow that baptisn itself can be described as the expression
of this desire; (2) Taken thus, the proper meaning of émepwm-
Tnua is entirely lost sight of ; the word is used in a sense in
which it occurs nowhere else,—a proceeding which is all the
more open to question that the apostle had certainly other
words at his command wherewith to give the idea of request;
(3) The ohject which the recipient of baptism recuests, namely,
“the reconciled conscience,” is inadequately expressed by cuvei-
dnas ayabh, for here no stress is laid on the essential element
—the forgiveness of sin; lastly, (4) In this interpretation els
Oecdv is ouly of secondary importance, whilst the passages, chap.
i. 21 and iii. 18, show that the chief emphasis lies on eis Gedv.”

1 To this interpretation of Dengel, Hofmann rightly objects: *“ that ixspwrnuu

cannot well nean something which presupposes the reception of baptism;” but
if the *“peceatis remissis et depositis ” he not looked upon as helouging to the
idea of a good conscience, Hofmann’s objection Joses its validity.
2 The same view is to be found already in Seb. Schmidius, only that he
regards iagp. as meaning the petitio addressed to God by him who baptizes, and
ovs. &g as the gift which he implores for the person baptized ; evidently this is
entircly arbitrary.

3 Hofmann, in support of the interpretation lere called in question, appeals
to the civenmstance, “that the petition for the cleaunsing of the conseience from
past sins forms the only suitable antithesis to the putting away of filth con-
tracted outwardly.” But it must be remarked in opposition, that however suit-
able this antithesis may appear in itsclf, it does not follow that the apostle had
it in lis mind in the way here stated. It is rather improbable that lie lad,
since in this positive nearer definition of baptism its application to cleansing is in
no way alluded to.—The explanation given in JPeissayung wnd Erfidluny, 1.
p- 234 : ““the happiness of a good conscience asked of God,” he passes over in
silence in his Schriytbeweis, 11. 2.—The interpretation given by Winer in the
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—Even from early times interpreters have attempted to explain
émepwrnua in this passage, not according to common, but
according to juristic usage, taking it as equal to cdudwvar,
stipulatio mutua, contract (Luther: “covenant”), referring at the
same time to the act of question and answer, which took place
at baptism: amordoop TG Jatavd ; amoTdoGOpAL’ GUYTATTY
76 XpioTdh ; ovrrtdooopar’ abrenuntias ? abrenuntio; credis ?
credo (Tertull. 1lib. de reswrr. carn.: anima non lavatione, sed
responsione saneitur), Aretius interprets: Deus in baptismo
nobis promittit, quod velit nos filiorum loco habere propter
Christum ; contra nos promittimus, nos serio victuros pie;
haec est mutua stipulatio; this interpretation, however, is
erroneous, as even in legal phraseology émepwrnua does not
mean a “reciprocel” contract. De Wette’s is likewise wrong :
“by metonymy, because questions were addressed to the
individual who took the vow, émepwrdofar acquired the
meaning promittere, spondere, and érepwrnua that of sponsio;”
for émepwrnua is not derived from émepwrdcfar, but from
émrepwtay, and therefore never had or could have had the
signification : “ solemn pledge.”  Further, it has been not
unjustly remarked, in opposition to this view, according to
which owy. ay. is considered as an olject. gen., that it would
have been better to have spoken of dvacrpody ayalsj as that
which has to be vowed.! Briickner has substantially corrected
de Wette by pointing out that in the language of the Byzan-
tine lawyers émepwrdr is used in the sense: “to conclude a
treaty, a contract, stipulari,” taking owv. ay. as a sulject. gen.
But his exposition suffers from an uncertain wavering, for he
too declares émepdTyua to be synonymous with “éreaty,”
indeed with “zow,” which is certainly not the case. The facts
are these: a contract was concluded in the form of question
and answer: spondesne ? spondeo (comp. Puchta, Curs. der
Instit. v. 3, p. 97); Ly the question, on the one side, the
agreement was proposed; by the reply, on the other, it was

5th ed. of his Gr.: “The inquiry of a good conscience after God, i.c. the
turning to God, the seeking Him,” does not occur in the subsequent editions,
nor is there any justification for it.

! Estius, Beza, Grotius, Semler, Pott, Hensler, ete., interpret similarly to de
Wette,
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concluded. émepwryua is then this question by which the
conclusion of a contract began, not then the coniract itself,
and still less the pledge which was taken rather by him who
replied. The questioner bound himself by his question to
accept that which he who gave the reply promised. If, then,
the designation of baptism as cuveldijocws ay. émepwrnua els
Bcov is to be explained from legal procedure, it can only be
spoken of as such, inasmuch as the person baptized, by the
reception of baptism, enters into a relation—as it were of
contract—with God, in which le submits in faith to God’s
promise of salvation. Nor can it be denied that this is really
in harmony with the nature of baptism, more especially if it
be considered that in the legal proceedings, connected with
the conclusion of a contract, the respondent pronounced his
spondeo in the expectation that the interrogator would fulfil
the conditions previously stipulated, to which he had pledged
himself.  This explains the expression cwedijoews dyabis,
which points to the circumstaunce that the recipient of baptism,
in submitting to it, has the lonest purpose faithfully to fulfil
the conditions under which the divine assent is given. This
interpretation is distinguished from those above mentioned by
its concrete precision. No doubt émepwrnua in this juristic
seuse 1s to be found only in wiitings of a later date ; but since
this form of concluding a contract helonged to an earlier time,
it may be assumed that the word had previously been in use
thus in legal phraseology! The adjunct: & dracrdoews
"Inoob XpeoTod, by referring hack to {womombeis 8¢ mveduare,
brings the apostle again to his foriner train of thought. The
words are not appended in a loose way to émepwrnua for
the purpose of stating low tlis is effected, as Grotius, Pott,
Hensler, Zezschwitz, Hofmann, Schott, and others assume ;*

! After the explanation here given, it is evidently incorrect when ITofmann
says that ¢ ézeprape could only be the question addressed by him who closes an
agrecment, to the person who is to consent to it.” The very opposite is the
case.  The question is not addressed from the former to the latter, but from the
latter to the former ; that is, then, not from God to the person baptized, hut
from the person baptized to God.

2 1 Kings xxil. 7 : ¥z i3 forn dvip £ls 7o brepwrioa 37 abrov wov xdpiov, has been
appealed to in favour of this construction. Erroncously, sinee & wbros applics to
a person.  Detween it, therefore, and ¥/’ dvesréoiw; no parallel can be drawn,—
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they are rather conjoined with the verb of the clanse cwfe,
inasmuch as they state that through which the Bdwrtioua
exercises its saving cffect (de Wette, Wiesinger, Weiss). The
former construction is the less justifiable, that it is more
natural to unite the concluding adjunet with the leading idea
than with the secondary thought which specifies the nature
of baptism. It is still less appropriate to connect the words
directly with cvreidjoews ay. (as against Fronmiiller).

Ver. 22. &5 éotw év 8efil Tov Oeot] This brings to a close
the whole train of thought with reference to Christ, from ver.
18 and onwards, inasnmuch as to His sufferings, death, resur-
rection, and going to the spirits in prison, there is now added,
His sitting down at the right hand of God. This expression,
which points out the present condition of the glorified Redeemer,
ocawrs likewise in Rom. viii. 34, Col. viii. 1, and in other
passages of the N. T.— qropevbeis els odpavév] corresponds to
wopevlels, ver. 19. — dmoTayévtov . . . Surduewr] added in
order to give prominence to the wnlimited sway of Clist
(Eph. i. 21, 22; Col. ii. 10; 1 Cor. xv. 27; Heb. ii. 8),
extending even over all heavenly powers, whatever their name
or office. — The expressions éfovoiar and Svvdapers are—with
the exception of in this passage—used only by Paul as names
of angels (with Swwdpes, cf. Ps. ciil. 21, clxviil. 2, LXX)),
and in the same sequence.  dyyehor is not heve the gseneral
term to which éfovaiar and Svvduews (kat . . . kai, equivalent to
cunt . . . tum) are subordinate, but the three conceptions are
co-ordinate, and connected by the repeated copula. This is
shown by Rom. viii. 38, where, instead of éfovoiar, the name
dpyai is used. For the various names, comp. Meyer on
Eph. 1. 21; Col 1. 16, —- dmoTay. expresses, not enforeed, but
voluntary subjection.

With regard to the relation of this whole passage to what
precedes, éte kai Xpiotos . . . émabev shows that in the first
instance confirmation is given to the thought that it is hetter
to suffer for well than for evil doing, Ly refercnce to the

According to Hofmann, i states that which the person baptized appcals to in
support of his desire for the remission of sin.  The passages, however, which he
quotes (I Cor. i. 10 and Rom. xii. 1) by no means prove that the prep. & has
this signification.
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sufferings of Christ, similarly as is done in chap. ii. 21. Dut
as the last-mentioned passage passes beyond the limits of the
typical,—that is, first by the addition of dmep Judv to émabey,
and then by the statements of ver. 24,—-the same takes place
Liere. There, reference is made to the redeeming death of the
abased Christ ; here, to the living work of the glorified Christ.
The chief separate points have already been stated. The
allusion of baptism appears indeed to be a digression, yet it
belongs essentially to the train of thought; for after that
mention had been made of Christ’s work among the spirits in
prison in His exalted condition, it was ncecessary to call atten-
tion likewise to His redeeming work on earth, the effects of
which are communicated through baptism. That Peter speaks
of this medinm (not that of the word, cte.) is explained by
his reference to the deluge as the type of the approaching
judgment, and to the water by which Noah and those with
him were saved, and which appeared as a tdmos of baptism.!

! Since that which is stated in this paragraph does mot keep within the

limits of the typical, it may very well—in spite of Hofmann’s assertion to the
contrary—be deseribed as a digression,
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CHAPTER IV.

VER. 1. datp #uiw] Bee. after A K L P & (corr.; after m. pr.:
ameldrerros Vaip auan), al., is wanting in B C, several min. Sahid.
Vule. Aug. Fulgent. ete.; omitted by Lachm. and Tisch. Perhaps
it is inserted 1n order to complete the idea ; Reiche considers mt

7usv to be the original reading; so, too, Hotm. The Zec. has
i capxi before wézavras, after I, several min.ete. In A B C
L ¥, cte. cte., the preposition is wanting.  Even Griesb. recom-
nmends its omisston; Lachm. and Tisch. omit ¢. Duttm. has
retained &, as, according to his statement, it occurs in B.
Wicsinger iunclines to explain the reading owpx/ from what
precedes; Reiche, on the other hand, explains & oupz/ from
what follows. The authorities, as well as the 1dea itself, decide
for the omission of év.— Ver. 3. sun] Lec. after C XL P, o/,
Oce. Hier, can hardly be genwine; it is wanting in A B, af,,
Syr. utr.; omitted by Lachm. and Tisch. Steiger’s remark, that
“1t is pleasing to us to observe how the apostle does not think
higher of his own former conduct than of that of the others,”
does not prove the genuineness of 7uzii. The reading dud, too,
in 8 and several min., must be regarded as a correction; it lay
tn hand to Insert a dative in order to complete the sentence. —
Tollowing K L P, several min, ete., the ZLee. has =ob Biow after
vpéwz, which is wanting in A B C n, ete. ete. Tittmann
brackets it, Lachm. and Tisch. rightly omit it. — BotAnuea] after
A B C § ete. Clem. Theoph. (Lachm. Tiseh.), instead of the
Lece. 98mpme, which oceurs only in K L P, several min. Oce. —
The aorist zarspydoasius 1s attested ouly by K L I, Oec.; it is
accordingly better to read the perfect with Lachm. and Tisch. :
rorupydelos, after A B C N, ol, Clem. The change could easily
have taken place from the fact that the aorist form of the word
is the prevailing one in the N. T. (e.y. Bom. vii. 8; 1 Cor. v. 3;
2 Cor. vil. 11, ete.).— Ver. 5. Instead of =@ éroiuws Zyevrt xpia,
Buttn,. reads: =@ iroinws apisover, a reading which 1s attested
on]y l)y B.—Ver. 7. :; rec -:poasuxé;] The article s 1s very
suspicious; Lachm. has omitted it; Tisch. has now again
adopted it, with the remark : articidus non intellecta ea quam
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habet vi omittendus videbatur. It is wanting in A B &, and
several min., and seems to be inserted here followmg chap. iii.
7.—Ver. 8. =pb wdvraw 6¢] The omission of é¢in A B, 13, Arm.
Tol. etc., is a correction in order to connect the participle clause
directly with the preceding verbb. fin.—=# dydaq] Ree after
several min. and Theopl. — 7, however, is spurious, after A 13
K LT 8 ete. Laclhin, and Tisch. have omitted the article;
Griesb. 10"’11‘(18 it as at least susplmous — zarbzra] after A B
K, «al, Copt Arm. ete., Clem. Rom. Syr. ete. (Lachm. Tisch,,
much recommended by Griesb.); instead of the Rec. zarinpes,
after L P &, which is easily explained from Jas. v. 20. — Ver. 9
voyyveuiw] Ree. after I{ L I, Oce. ; on the other hand, A B ¥, al,,
m. Syr. Arm. Vulg. Cyr. ete, are in favour of the singular,
adopted by Lachmn. and Tisch.: yoyyvezss. The plural from
Phil. ii. 14 — Ver. 13. z«d] instead of the Rec. zadde, rightly
accepted by Griesb. after almost all authorities. — Ver. 14,
#ii¢ 06Zrz] Scholz and Lacliu. add xei dwdrews, which occurs in
A P & (5% 6uv), several min. etc. In B K L, many min. and
TFathers, the adjunct is wanting; Tisch. too has omitted it.
It may quite as well have been omitted later as superfluous, as
added by way of strengthening. — avesaderwr] Instead of this,
A and several min. have érwvesaberes, after Luke x, G; some
other authorities read dresézavras, after 2 Cor. vii. 13. — The
genuineness of the words: xurd piv adrods Bracpnusiras, xuse o
Yuits GoZdlerar, 1s b least doubtful; it is supported by K L I,
ete., Harl, Tol. ete., Thph. Oce. Cypr.; whilst it is opposed by
A LN al., Syr. Acth. Copt. etc., Tert. Ambr. Beda (Lachm. and
Tisch.). Whilst de Wette and Wiesinger declare the adjunct
to be suspicious, and Schott looks upon it as spurious, Hofi.
considers it genuine, because, in his opinion, without it the
proper connecction of ver, 15 with what precedes would be
wanting. — Ver. 15. Instead of ar2orprosaisnozoz, Lachm., follow-
ing B, writes: arhorpiesiszomos; on it Tisch. observes: videtur
elegantiae causa ejectumn o.— Ver. 16, & =& ivépur robrw] is
the reading of A B N, «l, Syr. utr. Erp. Copt. etc., Cypr. Ephr.
Oce. (Lachm. Tisch.). There is less evidence for the Ree. & ra
wépst mobrw, which ocenrs in K L P, ete.,, and probably arose out
of 2 Cor. iii. 10, ix. 3. — Ver. 17. Instead of 7uéiv, A** /., Acth.
Slav. Thph. ete., read {tmav.—Ver. 19, o merg zrori] Rec.
according to I L P, alimost all min., several vss. and Fathers
(Tisch. 7). Lachm. and Tisch. 8§ have omitted ¢, after A
B &, several min. Copt. Aeth. Arm. Vulg. Athan. Tt is diffiecnlt
to decide which is the correct leadmg, @s may have been
inserted, following Peter's habitual mode of expression; on the
other hand, it may have been omitted in order to make mior@
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zrier7 purely terminative.— ud=i, after A G K y, ete. ete, is
to be preferred to iovrav. — Instead of dyadomaite, which occurs
in BK L P 8, pl. «l, Theopl. Oec., and is accepted by Tisch.
Lachm,, after A, al,, Vulg. ete, reads the plural éyadezorios:,

Ver. 1. XpioTod odv wabovros [Imep nudv] capki] In these
words the apostle returns to chap. iii. 18, in order to subjoin
the following exhortation. — oapr{ is not: “in the flesh”
(Luther), but: “according to the jflesh ;7 comp. iii. 18,  This
is made promiuent Lecause the believer's sufferings, too,
under persecutions, touch the flesh only; comp. Matt. x. 28.
wafovtos is not to be limited to the suffering of Christ befoie
His death, but comprehends the latter also. It is, however,
incorrect to understand, with ITofimann, wafdévreos at once as
identical with dmofavévros, aud in connection with capxi to
explain: “that Christ by His life in the flesh submitted for
owr sake to a suffering which befell Him—-that for our sake
He allowed Iis life in the flesh to come to an end” (1), —
kai Uuels THv abryy évvoiav ormhicadle] xal with reference to
Christ: “gec also:” the disciple must be like the master. It
lics to hand to translate ¢vvowa (besides liere, only in TIeh.
iv. 12) as equivalent here to “ disposition of mind” (de Wette ;
Weiss, p. 288); but évvoia means always “ thought, considei-
tion” (Wiesinger, Schott).! There is here also no reference to
the mind of Christ in His sufferings. Ty admjy évwvoav refers
hack to the wdoyew oaprl of Christ TTimself, so that the sense
15, that since Christ suffered according to the flesh, they too
should not refuse the thought of like Him suffering according
to (or on) the flesh. &7 gives the ground of the exhortation.
Hofmann, Wiesinger, and Schott take é7m¢ as explaining 7o
avr. éwvorav. Incorrectly ; for the mémavrar dpaprias will
not admit of an application to Christ, inasmuch as the expres-
sion does not presuppose generally a former “relation to sin,”
but former sinning itself. — The verb ¢mhifecfar, in the N. T.
&, Aey., is in classical writers often construed with the accus.
(Soph. Electra, v. 991 : Opdoos omiifeafar) ; while applied to
every kind of equipment, cg. of ships, it here refers to the
Christian’s calling as one of conilict. — 87t ¢ wabwv év capxl

1 Reiche crroncously appeals in support of this meaning : ¢ disposition of
mind,” to the passages in Prov. v. 2, xxiii, 19, LXX., and Wisd. i, 14.
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mémavrar apaprias] In Luther’s translation: “for he who
suffers on the flesh, he ceaseth from sin,” the present is
incorrectly substituted for the preterite tense: €v capxi;
correctly: “on the flesh.” Ilofmamn’s rendering is wrong:
“gn the flesh,” which, compared with the év capxi preceding,
would imply “that whilst Christ’s life in the flesh ended with
His suffering, our sufferings took place with continued life in
the flesh” (!). The reading capci, “according to the flesh,”
conveys the same idea; cf. Winer, 384 (E. T. 513). —
wéravrar dpaptias] The mid. wavopar is in the classies
frequently joined with the genitive, cy. IL vil. 290 : mavow-
peba pixns; Herod. 1. L7 1 Tijs payns éwadcavro; Herodioi.
vil. 10, 16: Tis Te opyis o Sjuos émavsare. In this way
méravrar here is explained by most interpreters as equivalent
to: “he has ceased from sin, that is, he has given up sinning.”
The word may also be taken as the perf. pass. according to the
construction wadew Twd Twos, equivalent to: “to cause oue
to give up, to desist from a thing” wémavrar auaprias
would then mean: “he has been brouglt to cease from sin, to
sin no more ” (Schott: “ brought away from sinful conduct ™).
Tlofmann crronecounsly asserts that « wavew Twa duaptias would
i a quite general way mean: action such as brings it about
that the individual is ended with sin;” that is to say, in the
sense, that bis 7elation to sin is at an end! Tor the genitive
with mravew denotes always a condition or an activity of lim
who is the object of wavew.— It makes no essential difference
in the thought whether wadew he tuken here as a middle
(Weiss) or as a passive (de Wette, Wiesinger). The idea:
“through Christ immunitatem nactus sum,” is expressed here
neither in the one case nor in the other (Wiesinger). — The
clause here has the form of a general statement, the meaning
of which is, that by suffering as to the flesh a ceasing of sin
is effected? This idea, in many respects a true one, may

¥ Thus, too, Schott : ** He who has experienced the waf:fv eapzi is delivered
from his former relation to sin.” Dut Schott admits that ‘“a release from sin
must be thought of, in so far as sin determined the conduct and snade it sinful.”

? Genuinely catholic is the remark of Lorinus on wim, duaprizs 1 Peceatorun
nomine absolute posito gravia intelliguntur, quae vocamus mortalia; nam
desinere atque quiescere a Ievibus et venialibus, eximium privilegium est, prae-
terque Deiparam definire non possumus, an alii ulli concessum.
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according to the connection be defined thus: he who suffered
on account of sin, that is, on account of his opposition to sin,
has in such wise broken with sin that it has no more power
over him (Weiss). It is incorrect, with several of the earlier
commentators, as also Schott, to understand wafav in a
spiritual sense, cither of the being dead with Cluist in baptism,
according to Rom. vi. 7 (Schott), or of the putting to death
of the old man (Gerhard: qui ecarnem cum concupiscentiis
suis in Christo et cumn Christo crucifigit, ille peccare desinit ;
Calvin: passio in carne significat nostri abnegationem). Op-
posed to such an interpretation is the subjoined capxi, by
which /s wabwv here is expressly marked as identical with
the wabwr, used with reference to Christ; and the apostle in
no way hints that that wafdv is employed in a spiritual
senuse. It is evidently entirely a mistake to nuderstand by o
mafor Christ, as Fronmiiller does,—mém. apapt. being thus
in no way appropriate (doubtless Jachmann explains : “ hecause
Christ hath removed sin for Himself, that is, hath shown that
it is possible to be without sin” (1)); nor is it less so to
assume, finally, with Steiger, that here “the apostle unites
together the different persons, the head and the members in
their unity,” so that the clause would contain the double
idea : “ Christ suffering as to the body made us free from sin,”
and: “we, by participating through faith in the sufferings of
Christ, die unto sin.”  Hofmann, too, wnjustifiably gives the
clause the double reference—to Christ and to the Clristians ;
to Christ, “in as far as He by Ilis bodily death was finished
with sin, which He took upon Himself for the purpose of
atoning for it;” to the Christians, “in so far as he is spiritually
dead whilst still alive in the body, and so is translated into a
life in which he goes free from the guilt and slavery of sin.”
In these interpretations thoughts are supplied to which the
context makes no allusion.!

Ver. 2. els 10 pneére k.m.h] The words may be connected
cither with the exhortation omAicacfe or with wémavrar
apaptias, De Wette, Briickner, Wiesinger, Schott, and Hofnu.
justly prefer the former connection, inasmuch as the infinitival

! Reiche regards the entire sentence as spurious, because of the difficulty and
indistinctness of the thought.
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clause expressive of a purpose stands related more naturally
to the imperative, than to a subordinate clause containing a
general statement (otherwise Zezschwitz and the former ex-
position in this commentary). Still, it is incorrect to connect
els lere with omAifecfar, as in the common phrase: omAi-
Ceablar els 70 payeobar (Schott). Had the apostle meant this,
he could not have separated by a parenthesis words which so
directly beloug to cach other; els can only add the nearer
definition of the aim to which onde& is directed. — avbparer
émbupiais, aAa OerjuaTe Oeod] The datives are to he ex-
plained either as 75 Swwatoavvy Gy, chap. ii. 24 (Briickner,
Wiesinger), or they express the pattern according to which
(Hofm.) ; as in Actsxv. 1, Gal. v. 16, 25, etc. Gerh.: praecipit
ut normam vitae nostrac statuamus non hominum voluntatem,
sed Dei voluntatem.  The latter view is to be preferred on
account of the idea tov . . . Biboar ypdvov. “ avfparev and
Oeop are antitheses, as are also the manifold lusts of men
and the one uniforin will of God” (Wiesinger). The notion
that by émifupiar are to be understood the lusts, not of the
readers, but of those only by whom they were surrounded
(Schott, Iofm.), must be rejected as avbitrary, — Tov émrihoimor
év gapki Bidoar ypover] With év sapki, comp. 2 Cor. x. 3, Gal.
it. 20; Phil. i. 22, 24, gdpE expresses as little here as in
ver., 1 an cthical conception; it denotes the earthly human
nature to which the mortal Lody belongs. — The verls Bty
1s dm. Aey. in the N, T.  The form Bidoar is to be found in
the Attic writers, but it is less common than the 2 aor:
Bidvar. — émitovros, in like manner, dm. Ney.: “the remadi-
iny time tn the flesh ;” an idea similar to 6 Tijs wapowkias
xpovos, chap. i. 17.  With the whole thought, comp. Rom. xii. 2.

Ver. 3. A fuller explanation is now given of the thought
expressed in the previous verse, that the Christians should no
longer live after the lusts of men, hut according to the will of
God; hence yap. — apreros] Matt. vi. 34, x. 25; correctly
Wiesinger: “the expression is here a pelwgis.”  Gerhard: in
co quod ait “sufficit” est quidam asterismus sive liptotes, qua
mitigat Ap. exprobrationis asperitatem. Schott introduces a
foreign application when he explains: “in it you have enough
to repent of and to make amends for,” The construction as
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in TIsocrates (in Poncyyr.): ikavos qap o mwapekyivdos ypovos,
&v & 1L TéY Bewdv ol ryéyove; comp. (kavobobw, Ezck. xliv. 6,
xlv. 9. éore simply is to be supplied, not, with Steiger,
“should be.” — o wapexnivfows ypovos] points back to unxérs;
in coutrast to Tov éwidowwov . . . ypovov. — 7o BovAqua THY
é0vav rateipyacfar] The infinitive is, in free construction,
dependent on  dpretos, as it also stands with dpxel; cf.
Winer, p. 298 f. [L. T. 401 {f]. The inf. perf. is selected
“to designate the former life of sin, which has once for all
been brought to a close” (Sclott). — tav éfvav] is not
evidence that the cpistle was addressed to aforetime Jews.
When Jachmamn says: “the apostle could never say of the
heathen, that they lived according to the will of the heathen,”
it must be observed, that if the readers were formerly heathen,
the BovAgua Tdv é0véwy was undoubtedly their own BovAnua,
but that éfvév is explained by the fact, that they were now
Leathen no longer (as opposed to Weiss). — memopevuévovs]
must be referred to duds, to be supplied in thought to xavep-
yaofas.  If the right reading be fuiv after dpreros yap, Peter
would include himself, and #pas would have to he supplied.
The Vulg. is indefinite: his qui ambulaverunt. Beza’s view
is inappropriate, that Peter refers liere not only to the readers
of the epistle (whom he considers to have heen Jewish-
Christians), but also to their aucestors, Zc. the former ten
tribes of Isracl. With wopevecfar év, cf. Luke i. 6; 2 Pet.
il. 10. — doehyelas] « cacesses of cvery iind,” embracing speci-
ally nnchastity ; ef. Row. xiii. 13; 2 Cor. xii. 21 ; Gal. v. 19 ;
3 Mace. ii. 26, ete.; Duddens considers it to mean nothing
clse than: obscoenitas et stuprorum flagitiosn consuetudo;
Lucian has the expression: doelyéorepor Taw Svev. — émi-
Ovpiais] in the plural denotes fleshly lusts in themselves;
although not limited to sensual desires only, it yet includes
these chiefly. — olvoprvyiaws] dm. Aey. in the N. T.; the verh
olvoghvyelv, LXX. Deut. xxi. 20, Heb. 830 ; Luther: “intoxi-
cation;” better: “ drunlenness.”  Andronicus IRhodus, Iib.
mept wabow, . 6 : olvoprvyia éotiv émibupia olvov dmhnoTos.
Thilo (V.22 1,§ 22) calls olvodruyla an amhijpwtos émbuula.
— rwpoes] besides here, only in Rom. xiil. 13, Gal. v. 21,
where, as liere with wérocs, it is joined with péfar: commissa-
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tiones, properly : « carousals;” cf. Pape, s.v.— moTows] & hey. ;
chiefly applied to social drinking at the banquet; Appian,
B. C.Lyp 700: ¢ 8 Seprddptos . .. T& oG v €mwi Tpuis,
yovalfl kal kdpows xai mwoTors oyoldfwy. — kai dbepiTois
etdwhorarpelats] designates heathen idolatrous practices speci-
ally. aféuctos, in the N. T. occurring, besides in this passage,
only in Acts x. 28, gives marked prominence to that in the
nature of edwh. which is antagonistic to the divine law.
Bengel : quibus sanctissimum Dei jus violatur.! This descrip-
tion is only applicable to such persons as were formerly
heatlien, not to the Jews; to the latter only in the days before
the Assyrian and Babylonian captivities. Weiss (p. 113), in
opposition to this, wrongly appeals to Rom. ii. 17 ff.; for the
reproach there made against the Jews bears an impress entirely
different from the description here given ; nor is the epooveiv
in that passage identical with the practice of idolatry. It is
altogether arbitrary to take the expression eléwXolatpelar here
in a wider sense, so as to exclude from it idolatry proper; and
it is further opposed by the expression afeuiross.

Ver. 4. év ¢ Eeviovrar] Many interpreters apply év &
directly to the thought contained in the following clause: i)
curTpexorTor . . . avaxvow; Pott: év TolTte 8¢ Eevil, éTe
wy owrTpéyere; incorrectly; év & is commected rather with
what precedes. Still it can hardly be right to explain, that as
the perfects kaTepydobar and memropevuévovs point to the fact,
that they no longer live as they had lived, this was the matter
of wonderment (de Wette, Wiesinger, Schott,” aud in this com-
mentary). It is more natural to take it thus—év ¢ equivalent
to: “on the ground of this” (that is, because ye have thus
lived), and the absolute genitive following as equal to: “in-
asmnch as ye run not with them,” so that the sense is: “on
account of this, that ye thus walked in time past, your country-

1 Scehott unjustifiably maintains that the idwrodacpzias ave termed &digira not
in themselves, but on account of the immoral, voluptuous ceremonies connected
with them. The adject. is added because they form an antithesis, in the
strictest semse, to God’s holy prerogative. It is unwarrantable to assert that
sBwrorarpie eould only he termed &fiwiros when practised by the Jews, not
when by the heathen.

2 1t is true that ““a surprise ealling forth displeasure” (Schott) is meant; hut
this does not lie in the word itself.
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men think it strange when ye do so no longer ” (Hofin.); with
év o, comp. Johm xvi. 30 and Meyer @ loc. The genitive
absolute assigns, as it frequently does, the oceasioning cansc
(Winer, p. 195 [E. T. 259]). The word fevileafac (in its
conmon meaning is equivalent to: “to be a guest;” thus it is
used frequently in the N. T.) here means: “{o be amazed,” “ to
feel astonishment;” comp. ver. 12; Acts xvil. 20} — uy ovv-
TpeyovTwr Duwv] “ py refers the matter to the amazement of
the heathen.” ogvrrpéyew, Mark vi. 33 and Aects iii. 11: fo
run together, confluere ; here: “to run in eompany with any
one.” — eils Ty abryy Tijs dowtlas dvayvew] states the aim
of the ovrrp. With @owria, comp. Eph. v. 18; Tit. i. G:
“lewd and dissolute conduct” The word avdyvois is to be
found in Aclian, ¢ «n. xvi. 15, used synonymously with
émirivos, and Seiipl. grace. ap. Luper. in Tarpocr. with dmrép-
rlvois; it means, accordingly : the overflowing.  This sense
is to be kept hold of, and tpéyewr els dowrias to be explained
of the haste with which dissoluteness is allowed to break
forth and to overflow. According to Hofny, it denotes the
doings of those wlho are in haste to pour out from them their
indwelling lasciviousness, so that it overflows and spreads in
all directions. From the explanation of Strabo, iii. p. 206 A:
Aéyovtar dvayioes al mhAgpovpevar T4 BakarTy koidades év
TAqppupiot, it is unjustiliable to derive the meaning “ sentina,
mire” (2d ed. of this commentary), or “flood” (3d ed.), or
“stream” (Schott). * — Brac¢muodvres] characterizes their
amazement niore nearly as one which prompts them to speak
cvil of those whose conduct causes them astonishment (not
“ Christianity,” as ITofinann thinks).  Schott justly remarks
that “it is not the heing struck with amazement in itself
which ig, strictly speaking, of significance here, but that
definite form of it expressed by BAracdnuodvres, placed last
for the sake of emphasis.”

Ver. 5 points to the judgment which awaits the evil-

1 The ohject. to ¥iZeofas is cither in the dative, as ver. 12 (Polybd. iii. 68. 9:
iEyvilovro o5 = oupfifinais cvar Tupk Thy wpoodoxiuv), or is subjoined by mcans of
i 71 OF il Tive,

? Hesych. and Suidas interpret Zriyvess also Dy Braxeiz, ¥xdvsis; thus

Gerhard : virium exolutio, mollitics ; according to de Wette it means : profusio,
wantonness ; but it is better to keep to the above signification.
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speaking heathen: of dwodwoovar Aéyov] dmwod. Noyor (Matt.
xil. 36; Heb. xiii. 17 ; Acts xix. 40). Antithesis to aireiv
Aoyow, chap. iil. 15. — 76 éroluws Eyorre] “that is, the Saviour
risen, and seated at the right hand, chap. 1ii. 22, de Wette.
— The expression: éroipws éyew, “to be ready,” with the
exception of here, only in Acts xxi. 13; 2 Cor. xii. 14. —
kpivar {Gvtas kal vekpous] As often in the N. T. of the last
judgment, which by éroin. €. is pointed out as near at hand;
comp. ver. 7. &dvras kxal vekpous does not denote some
dead and some alive, but the aggregate of all, whether they
be living or already dead when the day of judgment comes;
comp. Acts x. 42; 2 Tim. iv. 1.} It is erroncous to under-
stand by the quick and the dead the Christians only (Wichel-
haus, Schott), or those who speak evil only. DPeter, by naming
Him to whom the evil-spcakers shall render an account, the
Judge of the quick and the dead, implies thereby that they
arc not to remain unpunished, whether they dic before the day
of judgment or not. And this, as a testimony to the justice
of God, should serve to comfort the Christians under the
calumnies which they had to endure, and exhort them not to
be led aside by them to a denial of their Cluistian walk, —
It mnst further be observed, that this passage adds the last to
those clements of the glory of the exalted Savionr mentioned
at the close of the last chapter, namely, the office of judge
which He will execute at the end of the days.

Ver. 6. This verse, which has heen explained in very
diverse ways,’” is meant, as the ydp following upon eis ToiTo
shows, to give the ground or the explanation of a statement
going before. The question is: Which statement is it? The
sound of the words serves to suggest that in vexpots we have

1 Gerhard : wivos, quos judex veniens veperict vivos, morfuos, quos cx
sepuleris in vitam revocabit.  Several commentators erroneously understand the
words Zaveas xai vexpovs in o figurative sense; Joh, Huss: vives in gratia ad
beatitudinem, morfuos in culpa ad damnationem ; Bened. Arias : vivos adhuc in
carne illa Adami: mortuos in Christo,

* Lorinus enumecrates twelve different interpretations; nor does that com-
plete the number. Many commentators are uncertain, and confess that they
do not understand the true meaniug of the verse ; thus also Luther, who cven
thinks it possible that the text has been corrupted.  Reiche, too, is inclined to
regard the passage as a gloss added by = later hand.
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a resumption of the vexpovs immediately preceding, and that
what is said in this verse is to be regarded as the ground of
the thought that judgment will be pronounced, not only upon
the living, but wpon the dead also.  This assumption seeins
to be corrohorated by the xal before vexpois. The fact—to
which Deter appeals—on which this thought is based is
expressed in evayyediafn. DBut it is precisely this idea, that
the gospel was preached to the dead,—to all the dead,—which
has induced the interpreters to deviate from the explanation
Iying most naturally to hand. It is entirely unjustifiable,
with Zezschwitz (thus Alethaeus already, and Starkius in
‘Wolf), to connect the verse with vv. 1 and 2, regard vv. 3-5
as o digression, and understand uuder vexpols the Christians
who are already dead when the day of judement arrives. rydp
certainly must refer back to ver. 5; according to Schott, it
applies to the whole homogeneons statement of ver. 5 ; accord-
ing to Bengel, to 76 éroipws éyovte; in their opinion, likewise,
vexpots 1s to be understood of Christians already dead. This
determination of the expression, liowever, is arbitrary, as no
mention is made in ver. 5 of the Christians.! It lies more to
hand to take the vexpols as meaning the cvil-speakers mentioned
in ver. 5.  On this interpretation, the apostle tells the Chris-
tians who were being cvil spoken of not to forget that those
calumniators who died before the judgment would not on that
account escape punishment. Still, it is difficult to see why
the apostle should give such special prominence to this,—
more especially with the further remark, that the gospel was
preached unto them, iva . . . {doe xrh.  Wiesinger justly
remarks : “that the author should so expressly accept the
assumption of their death, does not well agree with the érofuws
éyew, and not with the subsequent wdvrwy 8¢ 70 TéNos
sjyyice” — Hofmann, whilst correctly recognising that by
vexpots the apostle here does not denote Christians only, or
unbelievers only, gives o closer definition of the term by
applying it to those of the dead to whom, during their life-
time, the gospel had been preached. At the sume time,

1 1t is evidently still farther fetched to understand wexpois as meaning the
believers of the O. T., as is done by scveral of the ecarlier commentators—
Bullinger, Aretius, etc.

1 PETER. 0



210 THE FIRST EPISTLE OF PETER.

however, he assumes that the thought here expressed “ serves
to confinn or explain the whole statement that the slanderers,
without exception, whether living or dead, must render account
to the Lord.” But, on the one hand, the apostle in no way
alludes to the limitation of the idea here too supposed ; and,
on the other, it is incorrect to understand by Cdvras xai
vexpovs, ver. 5, the calumniators only. If all arbitrariness is
to be avoided, then wvexpols must liere he taken in the same
wide sense as vexpods in ver. 5. Any limitation of the general
idea is without justification,—indicated, as such is, neither hy
the want of the article before vexpols,! nor by the circumstance
that the slanderers are the subject in ver. 5. Accordingly, it
canunot be denied that the apostle gives expression to the
thought that the gospel has been preached to all, who ave
dead, at the time when the last judgment arrives. With the
view of chap.iil. 19, 20, which is in harmony with the words,
this thought need occasion no stumbling. In that passage, it
is true, the éxzjpvEer applies only to the spivits of those who
perished in the flood. Dut they alone are mentioned there
not hecause the xrjpuyua was addressed exclusively to them,
but because the apostle recognised in the deluge the type of
baptism.?  Accordingly, though there be a close connection of
thought internally between what is here said and chayp. iil.
19, 20, it is nevertheless erroneous, with Steiger, Kinig,
Giider, Wiesinger, Weiss, p. 228 £, to take einpyyedictn as
applying only to those there named. — edyyyericfn] is
put here impersonally: “the gospel was proclaimed:” neither
o Xpioros nor 5 &ubayy Tob Xpiorod (Bengel, Grotins, Pott,
etc.), nor anything similar, is to be supplied.
els TovTo . .. fva (comp. chap. iii. 9; John xviil. 37, and
other passages) points to the design of the fact stated in
etnyyedicln; on this the chief accent of the sentence lies.
The apostle bases the thought, that the Tord stands ready to
! The phrases: iysipuy, iysipsodas, dvaorivas iz vexpiy (see Winer, p. 117 [E. T.
1531), go to prove that the expression vexzpef, when applied to all the dead, has
not necessarily the article prefixed to it. Elsewhere, too, sexpel has no article ;
cf. Luke xvi. 30; Acts x. 42; Rom. xiv. 9.
* Erroncous is the opinion of several commentators (Pott, Jachmanu, Kinig,

arimm in theol. Studicn und Kritiken, 1833), that these only are named Ly way
of example, because they were specially ungodly.
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judge the dead also, not alone on the circumstance that the
gospel has been preached to them too, but that it has been
preached for the purpose which he states in what follows.
This purpose is expressed in the sentence consisting of two
members: va xplbdow pév kata avbpidmovs capkl, foaw 8¢
kata Oecov wyedpate. According to the grammatical structure,
kptbaaw and {Bow are co-ordinate with each other, and both
are cqually dependent on fva. In sense fva applies, however,
only to &aow, inasmuch as the first member must be regarded
as a parenthesis. The construction here is similar to that
which is frequently to be found in classical writers in clauses
comiected Ly uév ... 8¢ (see Matthiae, wusf. gricch. Gr. 2d ed.
p. 1262).  This conjunction, as Hartung (Lehre v. d. Partikl.,
Part I1. p. 406) remarks, discloses the contrast. The aorist
aptfdow shows the judgment to be one which, at the com-
mencement of the last judgment, is Ly their very death
executed upon those who are then dead, and this quite inde-
pendently of whether the gospel was preached to them befure
or after death. It is accordingly erroncous to understand this
judgment (kptfodow) to mean the judgment of repentance
(Gerhard), or that of the flood (de Wette] ; it is the judgment
of death, as nearly all expositors have rightly acknowledged.
Hofmann, with only an appearance of rightuess, asserts that
the expression of the apostle can be appropriately applied only
to those who did not suffer this judgment of death till after
the gospel had been preached to them. The apostle could
express himself thus as regards those also with whom this was
not the case, all the more rcadily that they were not set free
from the condition of death immediately on hearing the gospel
preached, uor then even, when they had received it in faith.
Accordingly, the interpretation is: “in order that they, after
the flesh, indeed, judged by death, may live according to the spirit”
(Wiesinger).  The antithesis capxi . .. wvedpare is here in
the same sense as in chap. iii. 18.  Giider’s opinion, that capé
here denotes the sinful bias which the dead possess, is unwar-
ranted ; nowhere in Secripture is ocuapf attributed to the
already departed. — kata dvfpomovs means neither: « by
men,” nor: “according to the judgment of men;” but: “accord-
ing lo lhe manncr of men, as s peculiar to them.” — The
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second member: {@oe 8¢ xata Oeov mwrevpat:, corresponds as
to form entirely with the first clause, only that here the verb
is present, because it mentions the future condition aimed at.
Gijv 1s antithetical to xpibijpar, and denotes the cterael life
which in the judgment is awarded to those who in faith have
received the gospel. It is more nearly defined by xata Oedy,
which (corresponding to the xata dvfpdmouvs) can only mean,
“according to the manncr of God, as corresponds with the
character of God”'— This final clause states the purpose
which this edayyeritecfar should serve; whether, and in how
far, the object is attained is not said.

Ver. 7. Here begins the third series of exhortations, which
has special reference to life in the church, and is linked on to
the thought of the nearness of the end of all things (see
Introd. § 2). — wdvTwy 8¢ 70 TéNos dyyirer] 8¢ marks clearly
the transition to another train of thought. It is accordingly
incorrect to connect the clause with what precedes (Hofmann).
wavTwy 70 Téhos, equal tos “the end of «ll things,” refers back
to the foregoing éroipws €yovrt kpivar; with the judgment
comes the Téhos.  mwdvrov, placed first by way of emphasis, is
not mase. (Hensler : “the end of all men ”) but neut.;* comp.
2 Pet. iil. 10, 11 ; with 7éhos, Matt. xxiv. 6, 14, — Fjyyexe]
comp. Rom. xiit. 12; Jas. v. §; Phil.iv. 5. That the apostle,
without fixing the time or the hour of it, looked upon the
advent of Christ and the end of the world,—in its condition
hitherto,~~therewith connccted, as near at hand, must be
simply admitted.’ — cwppovijoare odv xai wijjrare] The first
exhortation, grounded (ofw) on the thought of the nearness of

1 ITofmann interprets xara ©:év incorrectly by : ¢ because of God,” to which
he adds the more precise definition : ““ since it is God who gives this life, so that
it is thercefore constituted accordingly.” — Jachmann’s view is very singular; he
holds that xare ©:v means *f with reference to their divine part;” nor, he
thinks, should this occasion surprise, for, as the scnsuous nature of man is in
biblical language personified by 6 &vépwmas, so too his invisible, divine naturc
might be personified by & 6:4s.

® Qecumenius gives two interpretations: 3 «tros® dvri Tov, # cvpmAipwois, 7
guvTidea® % Tikos Ayyixivas v ThyTwy TpodmTion' woUra 3 &Anbel Adyw, b Xpiowis, 7
wdvrwy qip TeAusTrs, abrdg terw,  The second is evidently false.

3 According to Schott, #yysx: means as much zs : ““not only is there nothing
more between the Christian's present state of salvation and the end, but tlh
former is itself already the end, Z.e. the beginning of the end.”
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the end of the world. ocwdp.; Vulg. : estote prudenies; in this
sense the word is not in use in the N. T.; it means rather tem-
perateness of spirit, 7.c. the governing omnium immoderatorum
affecbuum; with the passage comp. 1 Tim. ii 9 ; Tit. ii. 6
(Hemming : cogppocivy, equal to affectiun et voluntatis
harmonia), in contrast to the licentiousness of the heathen
described in ver. 2 (Wiesinger). — viyrate] Vulg.: vigilate,
inexactly ; wijgewr has here the same meaning as in chap. i. 13.
It is not enough to understand both expressions of abstinence
from sensual indulgence.— eis [tas] mpooevyds] mnot: in
orationibus (Vulg.), for els states the aim of the cwgp. and
mjgew, but: “unto prayer,” that is, so that you may always be
in the right frame of mind for prayer. If Tas be genuine, it
is to he explained on the supposition that the apostle took the
prayers of Christians for granted. — A mind excited by
passions and lusts cannot pray. The plural points to repeated
prayer (Schott). Schott, without any warrant, would under-
stand by it the prayers of the church only.~— The fact that
both ideas are synonymous, forbids any separation, with de
Wette and Hofmann, of cwdpoviicare from mpfrate, and the
conjoining of els 7. mpooevyds with the latter term only.

Ver. 8. wpo mdavtwy 8¢] cf Jas. v. 12. — 7w els éavrods
(i.e. adMMjNovs) ayamrqy éxtevi) Exovtes. The second exhorta-
tion.  The participle shows that this and the first exhortation
belong closely together. Luther translates inexactly: “have ...
a burning love” Love one to another, as the characteristic
sign (John xiii. 35) of Clristians, is presupposed ; the apostle’s
exhortation is directed to this, that the love should be éxremje
(Bengel: amor jam praesupponitur, ut sit vehemens, praecipitur).
— For éxtews, cf. chap. i. 22. There is nothing to show that
the apostle gave expression to this exhortation with special
reference to the circumstance “ that in the case of his readers
brotherly love was united with danger and persecution”
(Schott). — &7¢ [%)] dyamn kaAdmrrer wAsfos dpapTidv] A
proverbial saying after Prov. x. 12: 5”1 DI PR MY
7NN NN DY ‘5‘5:! (the second half is mconectly tlauslated
by the LXX.  wdvras 8¢ Tods u) pLhovelkotvtas walimwTes
¢ria): “ Love covercth (maketh a covering over) all sins.”
The sense of the words is evident from the first lLalf of the
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verse ; whilst hatred stirs up strife and contention (by bring-
ing the sins of others to the light of day), love, with forgiving
gentleness, covers the sins of others (and thus works concord).!
—In its original meaning, accordingly, the proverb has refer-
ence to what love does as regards the sins of others; love in
its essential nature is forgiveness, and that not of some, but of
many sins; 1 Cor. xiii. 5, 7; Matt. xviii. 21, 22. In this
sense Estius, Luther, Calvin, Beza, Piscator, Steiger, Wiesinger,
Weiss (p. 337 1), Schott, Fronmiiller, ete., have rightly inter-
preted the passage, which theu, serving as the basis of the
preceding exhortation,” is intended to set forth the blessed
influence of love on life in the church. Hofinann unjustly
denies this (Beza: caritatem mutwam commendat ex eo, quod
innumerabilia peccata veluti sepeliat, ac proinde pacis ac con-
cordiae sit fautrix et conservatrix. Wiesinger: “ Only by the
forgiving, reconciling influence of love, can the destructive
power of sin be kept away from church life”). Steiger
(with whom Weiss and Fronmiiller agree) explains: “the
apostle recommends the Christians to extend the lmits of
brotherly love and to strengthen themsclves tn il, because true
love covers a multitude of sins;” but this is not to the point,
inasmuch as the coveriug of many sins is peculiar to the
aydrn itself, and constitutes the reason why it should be
éxtevis.  Several expositors (Grotius, ete.) understand the
words to have the same meaning here as in Jas. v. 20 (see
Comment. 72 loc.), that is, that love in effecting the siuner’s
conversion, procures the divine forgiveness for his many sins;
but, on the one hand, “the apostle does not here regard his
readers as crring brethren, of whom it might be the duty of
some to convert the others” (Wiesinger); and, on the other,

! As opposed 1o the view that Peter had this passage in his mind, de Wette
asserts, that in *“ that easc the apostle must have translated from the Hebrew
the passage incorreetly rendered by the LXX. This, however, is in itself
improbable, as he would then have written wdsas ci¢ dpaprias, or rather,
wivra T adiwdpare (cf. Prov. xvil. 9).” DBut though it may be questioned
whether Peter quoted dircetly from it, there can be no doubt, as even Briickner,
Wiesinger, and Weiss admit, that the proverbial phrase arose out of that
passage.

* Hottinger : &= indicare videtur (better : indicat) incitamentum aliquod, quo
christianis amor iste commendatur,
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“there is here not the slightest indication that the expression
is not to be understood directly of the covering of sins as
such, but of reclaiming labours” (Weiss). — Occumenius
already (0 pév yap els Tov mAnaiov Ecos, Tov Oeov fuiv [hewy
moter), and after him wmany Catholic expositors (Salmeron,
Cornelius a Lapide, Lorinus, ctc.), and several Protestants also
(the latter somctimes, whilst distinctly defending the Protestant
principle against Catholic applications of the passage '), under-
stand the maxim of the blessing which love brings to him
who puts it into practice. Dut if Peter had wished to express
a thought similar to that uttered by Christ, Matt. vi. 14, 15,
hie would assuredly not have made use of words such as these,
which in the nature of them bear not upon personal sins, hut
on those of others.?

Ver. 9. In this and the following verses two manifestations
of love are brought prominently forward, in which its mindstc -
iny nature is vevealed. Tirst: ¢pedofevor els ailajrovs] cl.
Rom. xii. 13; Heb. xiii. 2; 3 John 5; 1 Tim. iil. 2, ete.
The chief emphasis lies on the words which serve more closcly
to define the statement: dvev qyoyyvopoed, “ without murmur-
ing,” 7.c. murmuring at the trouble caused by the hospitality
shown to brethren. The same thing is said in a more general
way, Phil. il. 14: wdvra wowelre ywpis yoyyvopdy xai Siako-
quopdr ; cf. 2 Cor. ix. 7 : py ék Nmys, 7 €€ dvdykys.

Ver. 10. Second maunifestation of love. It is presupposed
that each one lias received a yapiopa : €kacros xafws éxafBe

! Vorstins : intelligit Ap. caritatem in causa esse, ut non tantum proximi nostri
peeeata humauniter tegamus, vermn etiam ut Deus nobis ex pacto gratuito nostra
peecata condonet, non quod propter meritum seu dignitatem caritatis id fiat, sed
quia caritas erga fratres conditio est, sine qua Deus nobis ignoscere non vult.

* De Wette gives a peeuliar combination of the various interpretations: ““As
the love whiclh is required of us is a conunon love, so the writer refers to the
common sins still defacing the whole of Christian social life, but which, as single
blemishes (!), are overshone, and made pardonable in God’s eye, iy the Tight of
that love which penctrates all ; that is, in that this love produces mutual recon-
ciliation and improvement.”  On this Driickner remarks, that what is true here
is the thought that reeiprocalness is a characteristic not of love only, but of all
lier actions, i.c. **He whose love covers the sins of others, secsin like manner his
own sins covered by the love of others.” DBut this makes ¢“the iuterpretation
only more artificial, and removes it still farther from the simple phraseology of
our passage ’ (Weiss). — Clemens Al and Bernhard of Clairvaux (Scrmo 23 in
Cant.) understand &ydxs to mean the love of Christ (!).
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xaptopa) kabws, not equal to &s, but pro ratione qua, prouti
(Wall), “ according as.”” — xapiopa] as in Rom. xii. 6; 1 Cor.
xil. 4, 28; not an office in the church. Every man should,
according to the kind of gift he has received (not: according
to the measure of it, év Tovtew TG wéTpw, €v ¢ EaBe vel ut
Paulus: o5 0 Oeds éuépioe pérpor yapiopdTmr, Rom. xii. 3.
Pott : still less can xabobs be referred to the manner of receiv-
ing; Lorinus: sicut grafis accepimus, ita gratis demus),
administer it for his brethren, eis éavtovs, Z.c. for their benefit,
and therefore for that of the entire community. &uaxovelv (a
transitive verb, as in chap. 1. 12): vocula emphatiea ; innuit
Ap. quod propter dona illa nemo sc debeat supra alios efferre,
aut dominimm in alios affectare, sed aliorum ministrum sese
sponte constituere (Gerhard). — @s xaXol olxovopor moikiAns
xdpitos Oeot] With s, cf. chap. i 14 : as is peculiar to the
Kalols olxovopots, which, from their vocation, Christians should
be. With oikovopor, cf. 1 Cor. iv. 1; Tit. i. 7. According to
de Wette and Weiss, there is lere an allusion to the parable
of the talents, Matt. xxv. 14. — xaXds] expression of irre-
proachable excellence; see 1 Tim. iv. 6; 2 Tim. ii. 3. The
Lord of the Christians, as the olkovopor, is God; the goods
which He entrusts to their stewardship are His mwou{Ay yapts;
xdpes is here the sum of all that has fallen to the share of
believers through the gracc of God; the individual manifesta-
tions of it are the yaplopara, the homogeneous character of
which is marked by the sihgular, and their variety by mouciig
here subjoined with reference to the preceding xafws. . .
XapLopa.

Ver. 11. Species duas generi subjicit (Vorstius). From
the general term yapiopa, Peter selects two special functions
for greater prontinence.— el Tis Aahei] Aahety is here the
preaching in the church, which includes the wpognTevew,
8bdakew, and maparakeiv, mentioned in Rom. xii. 6-8. Pott
1s inexact in paraphrasing e Tis Nalel by e Tis Eyer TO
Xapiapa T Aaleiv (so, too, Schott : “if any one have the gift
and vocation to speak”), for Aahetr is not the gift, but the
exercise of it. It is arbitrary to limit the application of the
term to the official duties of the elders (Hemming: si quis
docendi munus in ecclesia sustinet), for in the assemblics
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every one who possessed the necessary ydptopa was at liberty
to speak. — s Adyia Oeod] Aareitow & Aahet must be sup-
plied ; or better still, with Wiesinger: AaXotvres; cf. ékacTos
. . . Swarovobyres above ; Ndyta—as In classical Greek, chiefly
of oracular responses—is applied in the N. T. only to the
utterances or revelations of God ; either to those in the O. T,
as in Acts vil. 38, Rom. iil. 2, or those in the N. T., as Heb.
v. 12, The idea, prophecies, is too narrow. This exhorta-
tion presupposes that whoever speaks in the congregation,
gives utterance, not to his own thoughts, but to the revelations
of God, and it demands that he should do so in a manner (ws)
conformable to them.— e Tis Siakover] Siaxovely must 1ot
be understood as applying to the ofticial work of the appointed
deacons only; it embraces quaevis ministeria in ecclesia ab
docendi oflicio distincta (Gerhard; so, too, Wiesinger, who
Lere cites Rom. xii. 8§ and 1 Cor. xii. 28), but it refers
specially to the care of the poor, the sick, and the strangers,
either official, or according to the free-will of individual
members of the church. — ds €€ loybos wT\] sc. SiaroveiTw,
or better Siaxovodvres: “so ministering, as of,” ete.  IHere, too,
it is presumned that the person ministering is not wanting in
that strength which God supplies, and the exhortation is, that
he should exercise his ability in a way corresponding with
the fact, that he received the strength necessary thereto from
God, and not as “ of himself possessing it.”  yopnyetv, besides
in this passage, occurs only in 2 Cor. ix. 10. (émeyopyyeiv
is to be wmet with frequently, ¢y 2 Pet. 1. 5.)— va] as
stating. their purpose, refers back to the exhortations in vv. 10
and 11, with special reference to the determinative clauses
introduced by @s.— év maow] “ i all things” (Wiesinger),
i.e. “1in the practice of all the gifts, the exercise of which was
connected with matters relating to the cliurches” (Schott) ;
not equivalent to év wacw éveaw (Oec.), ov “in you all”
(de Wette: “as His true instruments”); cf. 1 Tim. iii. 11.
— Sokdtntas 0 Ocos| “in order that God may be glorificd,” ie.
that Ie obtain the praise, since it will be evident from your
conduct that you as His olrovépor have received (xabws éxaSe)
all things (ra Aoyia, v ioydv) from Him.—8a ’Iygod
XpioTot] belongs to dofafyrar, and points out that not the
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ability only, for the AaXelv and Siaxovelv, is communicated
to the Cluistian through the agency of Christ,' but that all
actual employment of it is effected by Christ. It is mistaken,
with Hofmann,—who is not justified in appealing to Rom.
xvi. 27 and Heh. xiii. 21 in support of his assertion,—to
conneet &wa "I. Xp. with the following relative clause. Such
a view is opposed not only to the natural construction, but to
the thought, since God did not reccive His Sofa and His
kpdros first through Christ. — As a close, the doxology: &,
may be referred either to @esés (Oecumenius Calvin, Dengel,
de Wette, Driickuer, Wiesinger, Weiss, Schott, Hofmann) or
to 'I. Xpiorod (Grotins, Calov, Steiger). The first is the
correct application, since o @ecs is the subject of the clause
and 7 S8ofa points back tu Sofalyrar. Comp. chap. v. 11.
The doxology states the reason of thie {va Sofilnrar 6 Oeos
(Schott) ; because God 7s (éarew) the glary and the power, there-
fore the eudeavours of the elmrch should be directed to bring
about a Hvely acknowledgment of this, to the praise of God. —
Tdentical with this is the doxology, Rev. 1. 6 (cf. also Itev. v. 13).

Ver, 12, Exhortation with reference to the sufferings under
persceution.  dyamyrol] see chap. ii. 11.-— u1y Eevileafe] cf.
ver. 4; Nicol. de Lyra translates incorrectly : unolite a fide
alienari; Luther correctly : “let 4t nol astonish you.” — 73 év
vpiv mupwoe] The construction cwm “dat. occurs also in
classical Greek ; mdpwas, hesides in this passage, t6 be found
only in Rev. xviil. 9, 18, where it is equal to, incendium. The
LXX. translate 7% and c¢ven 702 by wpde ; the substantive,
Prov. xxvii. 21, 13 an inexact translation of =33 in the sense
of “refining furnace;” Oece. correctly : wipwow Tas OAiyreis
elmow, e’ve’(ﬁyvev os S Soxipaciav émdyovtar alTols avTal
The word, however, does not in itself contain the reference to
purification, this is introduced ouly in what follows; Gualther:
confert erucem igni, nos anro. — év vuiv] “ wmony, with you ;”
not equal to *affecting some in yonr midst” (de Wette), but
“the readers are rcgarded as a totality, and the mip. as
present in the midst of them” (Wiesinger). — The definite
purpose of the wipwaes is brought out in the subsequent

P Calvin @ quia quicquid halemus ad ministrandum virtutis solus ipse nobis
suggerit.
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words: wpos mepaapdy Uuly ywouévy. Teipacuos here means the
trial with intent to purify (elsewhere it has also the secondary
signification of designed temptation to sin); cf chap. i 7. — ag
Eévov Tplv cuuBalvovros] Eévov points back to pn Eevifeole.
Luther: “as though some sirange thing happened unto you;”
t.c. something strange to your destination, unsuited to it.!
Ver. 13. dAAa . . yaipete] Antithesis to Eevileafe; non
tantum mirari vetat Petrus, sed gaudere etiam jubet (Calvin);
the measure of the joy is indicated by xafo rowwveite Tois
100 XpioTod mabijpact.— rafo, not equivaleut to, « that,”
nor to, quando (Pott), but to, quatenus, in quantum; cf. Rom.
viil. 26, 2 Cor. viil. 12.— 71a 7ob XpioTod mabijpata is
inexactly interpreted by Vorst. as: afflictiones Christi membris
destinatae, nempe quas pii propter justitiam et evangelinn
Christi sustiuent; they rather inean the sufferings which
Christ Himself has endured. Of these the believers are
partakers (kowwvobow adrots), for the world shows the same
cumity to them as to Christ, since it is He who is hated iv
then; cf. my commentary to Col. i. 24, and Meyer to 2 Cor.
1. 5, T (so, too, Wiesinger, Weiss, p. 298 £, Schott). Steiger*
is wrong in thinking of the inward suffering endured by the
Christian, whilst, by the power of Christ’s death, he dies unto
sin. — The object to be supplied in thought to yaipere is the
mipwois previously mentioned by the apostle. — va xal]
states the design of xaipetw : the Christians are to rejoice
now, in order that they may also (xal lays stress on the future
in relation to the present) rejoice év 77 dmoraiire, ete.; for
this future joy is conditioned by that of the present, as the
future partaking of the 8ofa of Christ by the present sharing
of His mafijpast’ Schott unrcasonably opposes as “gram-

¥ Schott here again supposes that in consequence of persceutions the leaders
had become perplexed as to the moral truth of their state of salvation. This
thie eontext in no way justifics.  What causes astonishment is xather the fact
that the cliurch belonging to the glorified Christ is exposed to the obloquy of
the world.

2 “The rowvwvsiv . wab. consists in the inward fellowship of the sufferings of
Christ, in the participation in that strength whicl arises from the justifying
confidence in their value, and which causes us even to die unto sin.”

3 Weiss (p. 291 L), while denying that Peter has the Pauline idea of com-
munity of life with Christ, supplements, as an intermediate thought that
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matical pedantry” the application of iwa to the preceding
xaipere, for he remarks, it is the sufferings themselves
which hold out to us the future joy. Dut he omits to con-
sider that the xowwvely Tois 7. Xp. maf. holds out future
happiness to him only who finds his joy in it. Schott incor-
rectly appeals in support of his construction to John xi. 15, —
It is not correct to explain, with Gerhard, ete., tva, éxBaTixds.
— év T amoxalier k.TA] not “ Lecause of” but “at”
(Luther: “at the time of?) the revelation; cf, chap. i. 17.
The expression : dmoxd. Tijs ofns Xpiotod (with which com-
pare Matt. xxv. 31),1s to be found only here. DBy it the
apostle indicates that he who is now a partaker of the
sufferings of Christ, and rejoices in them (Col. 1ii. ), will one
day be partaker of His glory, and in it rejoice everlastingly.
ayaXuwpevor is added to yapijte by way of giving additional
force to the idea (chap. i. 8; Matt. v. 12): quia prius illud
(gaudium) cum dolore et tristitia mixtum est, secundum cum
exsultatione conjungit (Calvin).

Ver. 14. In order to strengthen the exhortation: py Eevi-
Ceafe . . . aAla yaipete, Peter adds the asswrance : el overdi-
Leale kTN cf. chap. iil. 14 and Matt. v. 11. — DPott, without
any reason, explains el by «aimep. — év ovopate Xpiotov] The
explanation: propter confessionem Christi (de Wette), 1is
inaccurate, for dvopa is not: confessio; the meaning is the
same as that in Mark ix. 41: év évopar, 61t XpioToi éové,
thus: “ because ye bear the neame of Chiist, and therefore belony
to Him.” Schott: “for the sake of your Christian name and
Christian profession;” Steiger: “as servants of Christ.” —
pakdpeot] sc. éate.— 871 TO Tis Sofns [kai Suvdpews] kal TO
Tob Oeot wrebpa] Sofa: glory in its liighest sense, heavenly,
divine glory.! According to Greek usage, 70 Tijs 86ns may
be a circumlocution for 7 dofa; see Matth. ausf. Gr. Gram.
2d ed. § 284 ; but this form of expression does not occur
elsewhere in the N. T. (Winer, p. 104 [E. T. 135]); nor is
patticipation in the sufferings of Christ is the mnecessuwy mark of the true
diseiples.  Dul this is to give a much too superficial conception of the relation ;
and could Peter have thought it possible to be a disciple without community of
life ?

! Bengel erroncously understands 3« pro concreto, and that, ita ut sit appellatio
Christi, adding : innuitur, Spiritum Clristi cundem csse Spiritum Del Patris.
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it easy to understand why the apostle should not simply have
written 7 86Ea.  Accordingly, it is preferable to take 76 with
the subscquent wvedua, and to assume an additional mvebua
(as is done by the greater number of commentators, de Wette,
also Briickner, Wiesinger, Schott); the Spirit of Glory is, then,
the same as that which is also the Spirit of God (kai 7o 70D
Oeol 7v. subjoined epexegetically). But in consideration of
overditeatfe, He is styled the Spirit of dofa, i.c. to whom Sofa
belongs (Calvin: qui gloriam secum perpetuo conjunctam
habet ; cf. Epl. i. 17), and who therefore also hestows it. 7o
700 Oeob is added in order to show that this Spirit of ddfa
is none other than the Spirit of God Himself. It must be
allowed that, on this interpretation, there is an inexactness of
expression, xaf being evidently out of place; cf. Plato, Rep. viii.
565: mepi To év "Apradla 7o Tob Aws lepdy; cf. Winer, p. 125
[E. T. 165]. — Hofmann proposes, therefore, to supply to 7o
not wrvetua, but dvoua, from what precedes. Dut if DTeter
had had this thought in his mind, he would certainly have
given definite expression to it; and it is sclf-evident, too,
that on him who is reproached év owopare XpioTod, as a
bearer of it, that name rests. — é¢’ Juds drvamaderar] after
Isa. xi. 2, where the same expression is used of the mrvedua
7. @eod (in like manner éwavamralecfar, Num. xi. 25 ;
2 Kings ii. 15, LXX.; of elpsjvy, Luke x. 6). The accus. é¢’
Uuids-is to be explained as with éuewer, John i 32; Wall:
demissus in vos requiescit in vobis; it points to the living
operation of the Spirit on those upon whom He rests. The
thought contained in these words gives the reason (67¢) of
what has been said : not, however, the logical reason (Aretius :
crux, quam bonus fert pro Christo, 4ndicat, quod Spir. Dei in
illo quiescat; similarly, too, Hofmann: “they should consider
themselves happy, that they are reproached for bearing the
name of Christ; every such reproach reminds thew of what, by
bearing it, they are”); but the actual reason, that is, inas-
much as this resting of the Spirit of 86€a, on those who are
reproached év ovdu. Xpigrob, is a sealing of their eternal Sofa.
It is inappropriante to inmsert, with Calvin, a nihilominus, so
that the sense would be: in spite of that reproach, the Spirit
of God still dwells in you; the more so that the reproach of
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unbelievers was called forth by the very fact, that the life of
the Christians was determined by the Spirit which rested upon
them, — In the additional clause found in the ZRec, and
connected with what goes before: xara pév avrovs Phac-
~ \ A L4 ~ ’ -
Pnueitar, kata 6¢ vuas Sofaferar, the subject can hardly be
wvedpa Ocob taken from the explanatory clause immediately
preceding, but is more probably évopa Xpiotod from the pre-
vious clause, and on which the principal stress islaid.  Schott
wrongly thinks that this addition interrupts the comnection of
thought; but Hofmann is equally in error in holding the
opposite opiuion, that it is of necessity demanded by the yap,
ver. 15; for yap may be equally well applied to the idea that
the Spirit of God rests on those who are reproached év dvopare
XpioTad, as to this, that the name of Christ is glorified ka8
Uuas.  Since the rendering of xkara by “ with” (as formerly in
this comment.), or by “on the part of” (Hofinann), caunot be
supported,! the meaning “with regard to” (de Wette) must
be maintained.  The interpretation will then be: “dy {heir
. . . your conduct,” or “according to their - . . your opinion.”
Ver. 15. With reference to the assumption contained in
what precedes—whether expressed in the clause e dvedifecfe
.+« dvaTravetas, or in the doubtlul adjunct kata 8¢ vuds Sofd-
getar—the apostle by way of explanation adds the following
warning: uy ydp Tis Vpdy wacyéte os ¢ovevs xrA.] The
particle yep does not here assign a reason, it gives an ex-
planation : “#kat is to say,”? “ that is, let noue of you suffer as
a murderer;” ws poveds, 7.c. because he is a murderer. The
two special conceptions, doveds and xhémrys, are followed by
the more general kaxomods, in order that every other kind of
crime may be therein included. These three conceptions
1 Although Holmann appeals for this signification to chap. iv. 6, still, in
interpreting that passage, he himself takes zzs<4 in a sense other than it is
supposcd to have here. — Pott uses the civcumlocution xa=é =iy yvdpny wirav for
xar& abross 3 whilst hie explains xara 3 duds by quod autem ad vos attinet, i.e.
vestra autem agendi ratione, although xerd must have the same meaning in both
clauses.
® Calvin : Particula caunsalis hic supervacua non est, quuin velit Ap. causmn
reddere, cur tantum ad societatem passionum Christi hortatus sit fideles ct simul
per occasionem evs moncre, ut juste ct innoxie vivant, ne:justas sibi povnas

arcessant  propria  eulpa. —— Erasmus rightly remarks: non enim cruciatus
martyrem facit, sed causa.
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belong very closely to each other, for which reason s is not
repeated. On the other hand, the fowrth conception, aiio-
Tpeoerrickoros, is, by the prefixed s, distinguished from the
others as entirely independent.  Iitymologically, this word
denotes one who assumes to himself an oversight of other
people’s affairs with which he has nothing to do. The con-
sciousness of a higher dignity could casily betray the
Christian into such a presmunption, which must make lim all
the more odious to strangers. Oecumenius takes the word as
cquivalent to o T& aANdTpia Tepiepyalipevos; Calvin, Beza,
cte, to, alieni cupidus, appetens; Pott, to, “a disturber of the
public peace.” But all these interpretations are not in har-
mony with the etymology of the word.

Ver. 16. Antithesis to the foregoing. — ei 8¢ ws XpioTiavos
(sc. Tis wdoye) wy aloyvréicbw] The name XpioTiavss, besides
here, is to be found only in Acts xi. 26, where its origin is
mentioned (cf. Meyer in lor), and Acts xxvi. 28. — as Xp,,
7.c. because of his Dbeing a Christian, synonymous with év
évopate Xpiorod, ver. 14. Calvin: non tam nomen quam
causam respicit. — pa aloywvésOw : “let lim wol consider it
disgracc;” cof. Ronv 1. 16 ; 2 Tim. 1. 8, 12. — Sofalérw 8¢ Tov
Oeov] cf. Acts v. 41. Bengel: Poterat Petr, antitheti vi,
dicere : honori sibi dueat, sed honorem Deo resignandum essc
docet. — év 76 dvopart TovTe] gocs back to wdoyew @s
Xpworiavos; de Wette regards it as synonymous with the
reading: év 76 péper TovTe, 2 Cor. il 10, ix. 3: “in this
matter,” “in this respect ;™' dvoua can, however, be retained in
its strict semse (Wiesinger), in which case it will mean the
name Xpioriavés; év will then designate this name as the
reason of the Sofdfeww (sce Winer, p. 362 [E. T. 484]). Hof-
mann, who gives the preference to the reading év 76 péper
ToUTe, “in this respect,” refers the word to what follows, thus
attributing to dofaférw an application different from that of
pun aloyvrécfo. When, then, he states that the cause for
praise arises from this circumstance, that the Christian’s suf-
ferings are appointed by God, he is introducing a thought in no -
way alluded to, and still less expressed, by the apostle.

1 Schott interprets wépss artificially as, ““that piece of life apportioned to
Christians, which consists in suflering.”
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Ver. 17. The apostle’s exhortation: py aloywwéobw, Sofa-
térw 8¢, is based on "a reference to the judgment which
threatens the unbelieving. The comnection of thought is the
same here as in vv. 4 and 5. — Calvin differently : Nam haec
necessitas totam Dei ecclesiam manet, ut—Dei manu casti-
getur: tanto igitur aeqniori animo ferendae sunt pro Christo
persequutiones. But in this, as in the following verse, the
chief stress is lald not so much on the first as on the second
half. It is purely arbitrary for Pott to assert that &re is
superfluons. — 87 6 kawpos Tob dpfacbar 76 kpipa] Luther’s
translation : “it is time,” is inexact. The article before xarpés
must not be overlooked ; thus : “for i€ is the tme of the beginning
of the judyment, that is, @ wlich the judyment is beginning ;7
éori is to be supplied; the genitive is directly dependent on
o xaipos (cf. Luke 1. 57), aud not “on xacpos taken out of
the subject, 0 watpos” (Hofwann). By kpipa is to be under-
stood the definite judgnment (7¢), that is, the final judgment,
which Pecter, however, here thinks of, not in its last decisive
act, but in its gradual development. It begins with the Chris-
tians (Matt. xxiv. 9 ff)) in the refining fire of afiliction, ver. 12,
and is completed in the seutence of condemnation pronounced
on the unbelieving world at the advent of Christ. In opposi-
tion to the apostle’s manner of expressing himself, Hofmaun
maiutains that reference is here made only to the judgment
of the unbelieving world, the beginning of which Peter recog-
mised in the fact that God permitted it to persecute the
Christians, to do unto them that which makes itself ripe for
judgwnent (). — awd 7ob oikov Tob Oeob] amd 1s here pregnant :
the judgment takes place first in the oik. 700 Geof: thence it
proceeds further on; with the construction dpyecfar dmo, cf.
Acts 1. 22, viil. 35, x. 37.) — oikos ToD Oecob is the church of
believers; 1 Tin iil. 15 (chap. ii. 5, olkos mrevpatinés). — €
8¢ mpayTov ag’ Nuwv] By these words the apostle passes over Lo
the chief thought of the verse. Either to xpiua dpyerar may
be supplied, and wpérov regarded as a pleonasm intensifying

! Schott thinks that Peter really intended to write: ““for the time is come,
that the judgment of the world must begin, but its beginning must be at the
house of God.”  DBut why then did Peter not write as he intended? Schott
introduces an idea into the sceond clause, which Peter has in no way expressed.



CHAPD. 1V. 18. 2235

the idex dpyeras; or it may be assumed, with de Wette, that
the expression arose from a mingling of the two thoughts, €
8¢ ap’ uav To Kkpipa dpyerar and el 8¢ mpBTOY Huels Kpwi-
peba.  The first is more probable ; wpaTor presented itself to
the apostle, becanse he wished to lay stress on the fact that
the Christians had to suffer only the beginning of the judgment,
not its close.! — d¢’ 5udv corresponds with the preceding oix.
7. Oeot. The sense is: If God does not exempt us, the members
of His house (His family), from judgment, bhut permits it
to take its beginning at us, how should the unbelievers be
exempted ? (cf. Luke xxiii. 31). —7{ 70 TéAos Tov £.T.\] sc.
éoTar. — 70 Téhos, not: “the reward,” but: the final term, the
end, to which the dmweflotvres 76 evayy. (.c. those who in hos-
tility oppose the gospel of God) are going. Schott explaing
70 Téos (antithetically to wpdiTov) as the final judgment itself,
and the genitive 7ér ametfovvTwr as a concise, nearer defini-
tion (“the part of the judgment which falls to the lot of the
unbelievers”). But as little as wp@Tor means initiatory jude-
ment, so little does 76 Té\os final judgment. — On the interro-
gative form of the clause, Gerhard rightly remarks: exaggeratio
est in interrogatione; cf Luke xxiii. 81. The echo® in this
verse of passages of the Old Testament, like Jer. xxv. 29, xlix.
12, Ezek. ix. 6, can the less fail to be recognised, that the
words which follow are borrowed from the Old Testament.
Ver. 18. Strengthening of the foregoing thought by
quotation of the O. T. passage, Prov. xi. 31, after the LXX,
whose translation, however, is inexact (cf. Delitzsch 7n loc.).
— 0 8iratos “is he who stands in a right relation to God”
(Schott), that is, the believer who belongs to the oik. 7.
Ocod; 0 aoefns xal dpapTwios, the unbeliever (6 dmefov
7% 7. O. eayy). péhs ocalerar is mot, with Gerhard,
to be referred to the fact, that for the pious non nisi per
mnltas tribulationes ingressus in regnum coeleste pateat, but

1 Schott’s interpretation, that #pdrey should be tuken as a substantive (equal
to ““a first”), and that a general verb, expressive of what takes place, should be
supplied out of ZZaréas (47 being at the same time zeugmatically repeated),
contradicts itself by its artificialness.

% Calvin : Hanc sententiam ex trita et perpetua Scripturae doctrina sumpsit
Petrus; idque mihi probabilius est. uam quod alii putant, certum aliquem
locum notari,

1 PeTER. P
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that it is difficult (udhes, scarcely, with great difiiculty) to stand
in the judgment (ver. 17), and to attain cewrnpia. — 7ol
daveitar] “where will he appear 27 that is, he will not stand,
but will be annihilated. The same thought as in Ps. i. 5.
Ver. 19. The exhortation contained in this verse is closely
connected with vv. 17 and 18, in such a way, however, “ that
it Drings to a close the whole section which treats of suffer-
ing for the sake of Christ” (Hofmann); Hornejus: clausula est
qua totam exhortationem obsignat. — &do7e] as in Rom. vii. 4,
and often clsewhere, with a finite verb following (\Viner, p. 282 1.
[E. T. 377]) “thercfore” — xal does not lelong to of wrdo-
~yovtes, equivalent to “those also who suffer,” with reference to
those who do not suffer (Wiesinger, Hofmann), for there is no
allusion in the context to any distinction between those who
suffer because of their Christian profession and those who have
not so to suffer,' but it is united with &ore, and applies to the
verb, “and just for this rcason” (cf. Winer, p. 408 [I T. 544 {£]).
Tncorrectly, Bengel: xal concessive cwn participio 1. q. €0 xal
waoyotre. — ot waayovres] namely, the believers. — kata 76
Oérqua Tob Oeod] that is, wpos metpaopor, ver. 12, Wiesinger:
“looking hack to ver. 17, inasmuch as they as Clristians
are overtaken by the judgment God pronounces on His house.”
Besser incorrectly takes it as referring to their subjective
behaviour under suffering. — ds moTd a7i07) TwapaTiféo-
bwcay k.7A] Gerhard: @ exprimit causam, propter ¢uam, hi
qui patiuntur animas suas apud Dewn deponere debeant,
nimirum quia est earum creator et fidelis custos.  If @s be the
correct reading, then from the foregoing rod Gcob an adrg
must he supplied, to which @s wwoTd kTioTh applies. —
xTiemis is not possessor (Calvin), hut the creator; o xticas,
Rom. 1. 25. It is used here in its strict sense, and not
witl reference to the new creation (Steiger, Sclott counect
both togetlier); cf. Acts iv. 24 ffi: « this prayer is an actual
example of what is liere demanded” (Weiss, p. 190). In
the N. T. «riorys is aw. hey, in the Q. T. it occurs fre-
quently ; Judith ix. 12; 2 Mace. i. 24. morés : Oecumnenius,
cquivalent to: dodalys xai ayrevdis kata Tas €mayyelias
1 Schott explains xai by the contrast between ““the individual sufferers” and
““the chu‘rch ;7 but nothing in the context alludes to this.
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alTol, kai ovx édcer yuds mwepactivar wép 6 Svwduela
ef. 1 Cor. x. 13. — With waparifecbas, cf. Acts xiv. 23, xx.
32 : “to commit to the protection of any onc.” — év ayabomrodia]
ayaBomoiia, &mw. Aey.; the adjec., chap. ii. 14. This addition
shows that the confident suirender to God is to be joined, not
with carcless indolence, but with the active practice of good.
Occumenius crronconsly paraphrases the word by Tamewo-

Ppociyy.
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CHAPTER V.

VER. 1. A B, several min. read odv after wpecSurépovs (Lachm.);
K L P, ete, Copt. Thph. etc, on the other hand, sods (Ree.
Tisch. 7); & has both, 7.c. o¥» 7ot5. This reading, accepted by
Tisch. 8, is perhaps the original one; siv may have been omitted,
because the subsequent exhortation does not appear to be a
conclusion from what goes before. — Ver. 2. émiexomotvres] is
wanting only in B N, 27, 29, Hier. ete. ; it is adopted by Lachm.
and Tisch. 7, and omitted by Tisch. 8. — After izovsins, A P R,
several min. vss. ete., Lachm. and Tisch. 8 have: zare O:dv,
The words are wanting in the Rec. after B K L, ete., Occ. ete.;
Tisch. 7 had omitted them; they are probably a later addition,
in order to complete the idea. — unds aioyporepdiic] Liee. after B IC
Py, ete,, Vulg. Copt. Thph. Beda (Lachin. Tisch. 8); Tisch. 7
reads, instead of pzéé, w#, after A L, 68, «l., Syr. ete., Oec.; this,
however, appears to be a mere alteration on account of the pre-
ceding p4 and the subsequent wyéé— Ver. 3. Tollowing B,
Buttmann has omitted the entire third verse; but as all autho-
rities retain it, it cannot be regarded as spurious. — Ver. 5.
vmoraassuaer] fice. according to IC L P, ete., Thph. Oee.; is omitted
in A B N, 13, cte, several vss. ete.  Lachm. and Tisch. are
probably vight in omitting it, as it appears to be a correction
introduced in order to make the sense plainer, perhaps after
Eph. v. 21.  Wiesinger and Schott are against the Lec., Reiche
1s in favour of it. — Instead of 6 @65, Buttni, has, following B,
adopted @65 (without article). — Ver. 6. & xapg] In A and the
most of the vss. émzosis follows here; adopted by Lachm,
crroneously, however, as it is a later addition after chap. ii. 12.
— Ver. 8. Following the most numerous and best authorities,
Griesb. already has justly erased the ér of the Eec. before ¢ dvri-
dixos. — sivee nurwsin] Llee. after A, al, Vulg. Syr. Cyr. cte.
(Tisch. 7); in its place K L P &, @l,, mult. Cop. ete. read wue
zaramih (Lachm.: suwd; Tisch. 8: rivw); B bas the inf. only,
without rwe. The commentators (as also Reiche) prefer the
Ree. ; it appears, too, to be the more natural reading; but that
very fact makes it suspicious. The reading of B is evidently a
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correction, as =ie seems to be inappropriate. — Ver, 9. B & have
the art. =& before xouw (Tisch. 8); in the Rec. it is omitted,
after A K L P, ete. (Tisch. 7). — Ver. 10. aué;] Jice. according
to X, several min. Vulg. Syr. etc.; in place of 1t the most im-
portant authorities, A B L I ¥, very many min. and several
vss. support vude, which is accepted by Lachm. and Tisch,,
and rightly declared to be genuine by de Wette, Wiesinger,
Schott, Reiche. The codd. A X I, P have the name 'I5607 after
Xpiori (Ree. Lachm. Tisch. 7); in B & there is only Xprery
(Tisch. 8). The Lec. runs: zarapriows suds, 6rrpiZas, clsviows, dene-
awsan Although these optatives convey an appropriate ideq,
still there is too little evidence for their genuineness; in the
three last verbs the optative occurs only in min. several vss.
Thph. and Occ.; in the first verb it is found also in K L P.
As, however, the future xarwprio:, ete., occurs in almost all
authorities, it 1s to be preferred. Erasmus reads zaraprises and
then erepiZe. In similar passages of the N. T. the optat. is
mostly used (thus undisputedly in Rom. xv. 13; Heb. xiii. 21;
1 Thess. v. 23, ete.), and this explains how, in employing the
future, a change could have been made to the optative ; cf. 2 Cor.
ix. 10; Phil. 1v. 19.  There is less force in the reason given for
the use of the indicative, viz. that it is better suited to the sub-
sequent doxology (Bengel), in opposition to which de Wette
rightly refers to Ieb. xii. 21. — The pronoun suéc is wanting
in the A B ¥, etc, and i1s omitted by Lachm. and Tisch. ; its
genuineness is ab least doubtful; not less so is that of deueridios,
which, however, Tisch. has retained, following K L I’ &, etc,,
whilst it is omitted in the A B, Vulg. ete. (Lachm.). — Ver. 11.
7 8c%u xai] does not occur in A B, 23, Aeth. Vulg.; omitted
by Lachm. and Tisch.; perhaps a later addition, after chayp.
iv. 11. — =&y aiwvwy is erased by Tisch. 7, after B, 36, 99, Copt.
Arm.; but retained by Lachm. and Tisch. 8, who follow A
K L P ¥, the majority of min. several vss. ete.— Ver. 12,
Lachm. omits the article ot before iewod, appealing to D.
Tisch., however, remarks on this: errabat cirea B. The owmis-
ston, for which certainly there is too little warrant, may be
explained by the transcriber having construed sz with =iered.
According to Tisch., however, it is not certain whether B has
the article or not ; according to Buttm., it does not occur in B.
— Instead of torfzars (Licc.), Lachm. and Tisch. 8, after A B,
many min. etc.,, read orjre.  This reading would scem to e
favoured by the fact that it is the more difficult one, and that
the Lee. may have arisen out of Rom. v. 2; but the idea itself
decides in favour of iergzare, which is retained by Tisch. 7, fol-
lowing K L P, ete., Theoph. Occ. — The reading & 7 (instead of
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¢l 7v) in A is evidently a correction for the sake of simplicity.
— Ver. 14. Instead of Xpiory 'Ize0 (in Rec. K L P&, af., pler.
Vulg. Copt. etc., Thph. Oec.) Lachm, and Tisch. have adopted
Xpiorg only (A B, ete., Syr. Aeth. cte.). The final dusv (Bec. in
G K N, ete.) is likewise wanting in A I, ete,, and is therefore
omitted by Lachm. and Tisch.— The subsequent addition of
"Ingo5 and ¢u#v is undoubtedly more easy of explanation than
the subsequent omission of if.

Ver. 1. New exhortations in the first place to the wpes-
Borepor and the veorepor as far as ver. 5; then to all, without
distinetion, vv. 5-9. — wpeaBurépovs otw Tovs év Upiv wapa-
ka\®] mpeoBiTepor are the presidents of the congregations.
The name is employed here probably not without reference to
age (“the elders™) (see ver. 5), though this is disputed hy
Hofmann, who, however, fails to give any reason for so doing.
The article is awanting “ hecause wpeof. is considered as
definite of itself” (Wiesinger), and not “ because Peter had not
a more accurate knowledge of the constitution of the churches ”
(Schott).  If the reading odw he adopted, these and the fol-
lowing exhortations connect themselves, as conelusions drawn
from it, with the preceding counception dyafowoiia, for the
passages 1 Thess. iv. 1 and Matt. vii. 15 do not prove that
otv expresses “only the continuance of the exhortation”
(Iofmann). The reading év vuiv, without Tovs, is opposed by
the want of the article befove mpesBurépovs. — o cupmpesBo-
Tepos xal k.T.\] Leter adds these designations of himself, in
order thus to give the more weight to his maparxaiei. He
calls himself cvpmpecBiTepos because of his office.  What
the elders were for the individual congregations, that were the
apostles for the whole church, since they had the superintend-
ence of the entire system of congregations! By this nawme
Peter, in humble love (Gualter: nota humilitatem Petri qui
minime jus primatus in se cognovit), places himself on an equal
footing with the elders proper; Bengel: hortatio mutua inter
aequales et collegas imprimis valet. It is less natural to
asstme, with Hofmann, that in thus speaking of himself Deter

" Hofmann : ¢ The apostles were the overscers of the universal church of

Christ ; each of them therefore in so far shared in the adininistration of all the
single congregations, inasmuch as these were in the universal chueeh. ™
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“would emphasize the share he had in respousibility for the
weal and woe of the congregations.” — kel pdpTvs TOV TOD
XpioTod mabnudrov] By Td Tob XpioTed mabijuata must
not he understood the sufferings which the apostle had to
undergo in following Churist, but those which Clirist Hinselt
endured; cf chap. iv. 13. Yet DPeter calls himself a
paptus, not only because he was an cye-witness of them {cf.
Acts x. 39) (Arctius: oculatus testis, qui praccipuis ejus
acrimnis interfui), but alse because he proclaimed those suf-
ferings which e himself had scen 1 (cf. Acts 1. §, 22, xiii. 31).
This he did, in the first place, by his words, but at the same time
also by his sufferings (a fuct which ofmann should not have
denied), in which he was a xowwvos Tov To0 Xp. wabnudrwv
{chap. iv. 13) (Wiesinger, Schott). What follows seems also
to refer to this®—De Wette thinks that whilst by “ovu-
wpecf3.” Peter puts himself on an cquality with the elders, he
by the second designation places himself «bove them. Dut if
this had been his intention, he would hardly have included
both under the oie article; the elders, too, were equally called
to be paptupes tav Xp. mwab., although Peter, as an eye-wit-
ness, oceupied “a special position” (Dritckner). — 6 xal Tijs
pweAhovans . . . wowwvos] Several of the older commentators
incorrectly supply “ Tob Xpiotos” to Sofns; it is not mercly
the glory of Christ which is meant, but the 8ofa, whicli, at
the revelation of thut glory, shall be revealed in all those who
arc His; cf. Rom. viii. 18; Col. iii. 4; 1 John iil. 2. —
xotvwyos means simply the participation in that clory. Al-
though it is not cquivalent to cvykowwwos (Phil. i. 7), still
the apostle has in his soul the consciousness of being a fellow-
sharer with those to whom he is speaking. — The particle «xac,
“also,” unites the two ideas: paptds Tdv . . . wabyudrov
and rowwvos Tijs . . . Sofns together ; because the apostle is the
former, he will also be the latter. Yet this does not compel
the adoption, with Hofmaun, of the reading “6” (equal

11t cannot be denicd that, in accordance with its almost uniform usage in
the N. T., the word geprds possesses this secondary meaning (as opposed to
Hofmann).

2 Wicsinger: ““ The antithesis 5 xai 775 pedA. daox. 33ins xovanés presupposes
the xoiywvely 7073 7. Xp. b,
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to 8 &, “ wherefore ) instead of 0. Although udpTus, which is
closely connected with ocvpmpeoBirepos, has no article, it
does not follow that rowwvds can have none either. The
N. T. usage is opposed to the interpretation of & by & 6,
Gal ii. 10; cf Meyer <n {oc.; cf also Winer, p. 135
[E. T. 178].

Ver. 2. wowpdvare 70 év vuly wolpviov Tob Oeot] The work
of directing the church is often in the N. and O. T. repre-
sented by the ficure of pasturing (cf. Acts xx. 28; John
xxi 16 ; Jer. xxiil. 1-4; Ezek. xxxiv. 2 {f), and the church
Ly thatof a flock (Euke xii. 52). 710 @eod is added here very
significantly. Dy it the flock is designated as belonging, not
to the elders who tend it, but to God as His peculiar property.
Luther takes a too narrow view of the idea of tending,—he
limits it to the preaching of the gospel. It applies rather to
all and everything that is done by the elders, for the welfare
of the individual as well as for that of the entire congregation.
70 év Uplv must not be separated from woluwveov, as if it were
equal to quantum in vobis est (cf. Rom. i. 15), i. e. intendite
omnes nervos (Calvin) ; it rather forms onc idea with woiuviov.
The greater number of commentators understand év in a local
sense, either: in vestris regionibus (Pott), or: “with you,
within your reach” (Luther, in the commmentary, Hensler, de
Wette, Besser, Schott,' ete.). Since év Juiv, as a more precise
local definition, stands somewhat signifieantly, and *the
churches only are the place where the clders are, aud not zice
verse” (Hofinann), év dplv must, according to the analogy of
ketoBar &v Twve, be interpreted: that which is committed to
you” (Luther’s translation, Bengel, Steigev), or: “that whick
is placed wnder your care (hand).” €év Ouiv then serves to
give point to the exhortation. — émioxomovvTes, cf. the critieal
notes. Tt must be observed that émioxow. is here placed in
conjunction with wowpdvare, as in chap. ii. 25 : 7worpgy and
émiocromos. This participle, with the adverbs belonging to it,

1 Schott’s epinion, that in iy 55 this antithesis to 708 ©s00 is expressed, “ that
the church, belonging to heaven, is yet at present in the beodily and visible
vicinity of the elders, and surrounded Ly them,” must be rejected as purely
arbitrary.—Gerhard’s interpretation : qui vobiseum est, videlicet cum quo nunum

corpus, una ceclesia estis, brings out an idea which is in no way indicated by
the apostle.
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states what should be the character of the sotpalvers.! The
verb (which, except here, occurs only in Ieb. xii. 13), equiva-
lent to: “to give heed,” denotes the labours of the elders in
caring for the congrecation, but with the implicd meaning
of oversicht. The still closer definition follows in three
adjuncts, each of which cousists of a negative and a positive
member. The thought is aptly given by Calviu: Dum Pas-
tores ad officium hortari wvult, tria potissimum vitia notat,
quae plurimum obesse solent, pigritiam scilicet, Iueri captandi
cupiditatem et licentiam dominandi ; primo vitio opponit ala-
critatem aut voluntarimm studium, secundo liberalem affectum,
tertio moderationem ac modestiam. — dvaykacTas (an expres-
sion foreign to Greek usage, and occurring only here, which
ITofmann erroneously denies) and éxoveiws (this adverb occurs
i the N. T, besides in this passage, only in Heb. x. 26 ; the
adjective in Philemn. 14) are opposed to each otler, in such a
way that the former characterizes the work as undertaken
from outward motives only, the latter as from inward. The
same antithesis oceurs in Philem. 14 : kara dvdiyeny . . . xate
ékovotoy (similarly the antithesis of dwwv and éxov, 1 Cor.
ix. 17); with éroeveiws, ef. Ex. xxxvi. 2. Tle position, ete.,
must be regarded as the outwardly inciting ov compelling
motive. Bengel is incorrect: id valet et in suscipiendo et in
gerendo munere; to the former there is in this ease no allu-
sion. — According to the Rec., éxovaios is yet further strength-
ened by xara Oeov (cf. chap. iv. 6; 2 Cor. vil. 9, 10), equal
to xatd T0 Gednua Tot Oeol. — aloyporepdids (the adverb
occurs here only, the adjective 1 Tiw. iii. 8; Tit. 1. 7; Tit.
i. 11: aloypot képlous yapiw); “ the apostle places the im-
pure motive side by side with the unwillingness of avayx.”
(Wiesinger). — mpofiuws (in the N. T. the adverb occurs here
only; more frequently the adjective and substantive) as
antithesis to aloypoxepdis: “ out of love to the thing itsclf ;”
Luther: “from the bottom of the heart.” ?

1 1t is doubtless correct that the adverbs do not simply define more nearly the
term Emoxerovyris, in and for itself considered ; but it is wrong to make them
co-ordinate with thisitdea (as against Hofmann) ; closely joined with ixwrvorosszes,
they, with this participle, are connected with wapdrere.

* Hofmann : ** With a joyous devotion—which excludes all sccondary con-
siderations—to the work which has to be done.”
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Ver. 3. un8 @5 kataxvpievovtes Ty khijpwr] e “not as
those, who,” etc. With «atarvp. cf. for meaning and expres-
tion Matt. xx. 25-28; 2 Cor. i. 24; it is not equal to
wvpiedewy (Steiger), but the prefixed xare intensifies the idea
of xupieterv: “to exercisc a sway, by which violence i3
offered to those who are under it.”'— xAfjpos, properly
speaking, the lot, then that which is apportioned by lot, then
senerally, that which is allotted or assigned to any one,
whetlier it be an office, o possession, or anything else. Here
it 1s the congregation (To moipweor) that is to be understood ;
not as though xAjpos in itself meant the congregation, hut
the churches are thus designated, because they are assigned
to the elders as a possession, in which to exercise their
official duties. The plural is put, because different elders
filled offices i different congregations (Calov, Steiger, de
Wette, Wiesinger, Schott, ete.).  Compare the passage in Acts
xvil. 4, where it is said of those converted by T’aul and Silas:
wpogehnpwlncay 7 Ilavke rcal 16 idg. It is incorrect
to supply 7e0 @eod, as is done by Deza, ete, and to derive
the expression from the O. T, where the congregation of Isracl
is termed the xXijpos (-‘15”;) of God, Deut. 1x. 29, LXX. Dwt
it is equally incorrect when Hofmanu applies xkararvpiedovtes,
not to the wpecBirepor, It to others, and, taking @s os
instituting a compari=on, understands «Xijpor to signify “the
estates belonging to some one himself,” translating accordingly :
“not as those who cxercise rule over estates Dbelonging to
themselves.” The apostle’s idea thus would be: “the elders
are not to treat the church as an object over which they
exercise right of possession, and do with as they please.”—How
should the apostle have thought of briuging forward a com-
parison so far - fetched ? — and how arbitrary it appears to
iterpret @s differently in this passage from in chap. i. 14,
. 2,5, 11,12, 13, ete.; to allow the article Tav to take the
place of the possessive pronoun, and to attribute a meaning to
xAjjpoe which it often has in profane Greek, but never either

! Thus Hofmann interprets, correctly. He is mistaken, however, in main-

taining that =+« here does not imply an hostile antithesis, since a violent ruls
is one by which he who is ruled over is injured in his rights.
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in the O. or in the N. T.!'—dA\\a Timor ywipevor Tod
mowuviov] The antithesis here is a different one from that in
the passage quoted from Matt. The elders, as the leaders of
the church, necessarily possess a kind of xypeorys over it; hut
they are not to exercise this in a manner opposed to the
character of Cluristian life in the church (which would Le =«
kataxvptevew), but by being examples to the congregations,
shining lLefore them in every Christian virtue (1 Tim. iv. 12;
Tit. ii. 7); cf. 2 Thess. iil. 9; Phil. iii, 17.

Ver, 4. Assurance of the future reward for the faithful
fulfilment of the exhortation just given.-— xai] simply con-
nects the result with the cxhortation (cf. Winer, . 406
[12. T. 542]), and is not to be taken airiohoyixds for (va. —
quwepw@ewos' Tob dapyrmorévos) With ¢auep cf. Col 111 4

1 John ii. 28; Christ is here termed apyn-oz;u]y (é. \ery,
clnp L. 25: o6 moepsjv; Heb. xiii. 20: ¢ wotugy o peyds) a
He “to whom the elders, with the flock they tend, are bllb-
ject” (Hofmann). — xoutetafe (cf. chap. i. 9) Tov apapdvtvov
Tis 06Ens orédavor] The greater number of commentators
consider auapdvtivos as equal to audpavros in chap. 1. -L; but
the direct derivation of the word from papaivea@ar is hardly
to be justified. It comes rather from the substantive audap-
avtos, and therefore means, as Deza explains: ex amaranto
videlicet, cujus floris (inquit Plinius) summa natura in nomine
est, sic appellato quoniam non marcescit. Accordingly tle
figure present to the mind of the apostle was au ama-
ranthine wreath; thus also Schott” It is at least uncertain
whether orépavos here (as frequently in the writings of Paul)
is thought of as a wreath of +ivtory (thus the greater number
of commentators), since among the Jews, also, wreaths of
flowers and leaves were in use as tokens of honour and
rejoicing (cf. Winer's %0l Realwiricrbuch, sv. Krinze). — 7ijs
dofns is the genitive of apposition; cf. 2 Tim. iv. $; Jas.

1 The opinion of Qecumenius: xAfpy =8 {piv alornue zade, dozp rai viv
nus (Le the priesthood), which mary Catholic eommentators have followed,
requires no refutation ; and as little does that of Dodwell, who understands
xA%pos to mean church property.

# Perhaps, however, Hofimann may be right when he supposes that duapdvrives

stands in the same rclation to awdpavres as dizbirs; to arnfss and Seuends to
oyiis, and that accordingly the word should be written dpapayrivis,
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12; Dlev. ii. 10: the dofa is the unfading erown which
they shall obtain.

Ver 5. opolws] cf. chap. il 1, 7; here also opolws is not
a mere particle of transition (Pott). The exhortation to
humility, expressed in this verse, corresponds to those ad-
dressed to the elders, wherein they are admonished to submit
themsclves to the duties of their office with humility, and
without seeking their own advantage. — vedrtepor Umotaynyre
wpeaBuréposs] Who are these vewrepor?  Certainly mnot the
whole of the members of the congregation (in contrast to the
elders), as DBeda, Estius, Pott, Wiesinger, ete., assume, but
either the youuger members generally, or such of them as
were employed in many ministrations, suitable neither for the
elders nor the deacons. The first assumption (Luther, Calvin,
Aretius, Gerhard, ete) is opposed by the circmmnstance that
wpecPButépors liere seems to have the same official significa-
tion as above in ver. 1 ff. If this be so, then it is plainly
inconsistent to take the expression vewrepor as specifying only
a particular time of life.  The second (Weiss, p. 544 fI,
Schott, Briickner), founded chiefly on Acts v. 6, 10, is contra-
dicted by the fact, that there is no historical testimony for the
existence of an office, snch as it takes for granted. If vedrepor
indicate only a particular time of life, then the like may be
said of the accompanying mpecBurépors.  The difficulty which
arises from the same name being employed first as an official
title, and then to denote a particular age, is solved, in a
measure at least, by supposing that since the word contained
both references, the apostle might, as he proceeded in his
exhortation, lose sight of the one in the other! — The special
exhortation is followed by the gencral: wdvres 8¢ aAMjAois]
If dmoracaduevor is to be erased after a\AjAacs, the words
may then be talken either with what precedes (Lach. gr. Ausy.,
Duttmann, Hofinann) or with what follows. In the first case
there is something fragmentary in the structure of the clause,
while the second, adopted by almost all commentators (formerly

1 The view that #perforizess indieates an office, but videeper a time of life (de
Wettce), is opposed by the eircumstance that ¢“it remains incomprehensible why
the exhortation, which is surely meant to apply to the whole church, should be
addressed to the younger members only ” (Hofmann),



CHAP. V. 5. 237

also in this commentary), is opposed by the dative dAMjocs,
which is too easily passed over with the remarl that it is the
dative of reference, equivalent to: “for each other,” or “with
reference to each other” All the passages which Winer
(p- 202 [E. T. 270]) brings forward to prove that the dative
is used of cverything with reference to which anything takes
place, are of a different nature. mdvres denotes the whole of
the members of the church without distinetion. — rv rawes-
voppocivmy éyroufBdoasfe] In interpreting the word éyrou-
Bwaasbe, commentators have not unfrequently, but erroncously,
started from the meaning of the substantive éyxopBwpa,! under-
standing (certainly without justification) it to signify “a
beautiful dress” and rendering: “ advin yourselves with
humility ;7 thus Calvin, ete.; or else, whilst correctly explain-
ing the word as the apron worn by slaves, they find in the
verh itself the reference to lumility in behaviour; thus
Grotius, Hornejus, Steiger, de Wette, etc.” — Lather, however,
must that sense of the verb be retained which is to be had
by deriving it from xopBos, “a band:” “to tie on, or fasten
anything by means of a xopBos, <.c. a band.”  Since, now, it is
used for the most part of the fastening of a garment, it lies to
hand to take the expression lere as having the same sense
with évddeaBar (cf. Col. iii. 12), yet so that the idea of making
fast is more strongly brouglht out in the former than in the
latter: “to elothe oneself firmly, wrap oneself round with
Tawavodp;” Bengel: Induite vos et involvite, ut amictus
humilitatis nulla vi vobis detrahi possit (thus also Wiesinger,
Schott).  Other interpreters hold by the one or the other
meauing only, <c. ecither by that of clothing (Oecumenius:
evehjoaale kal mepiBarieate) or that of making fast (Luther:

1 Steph. s.v. iyxopféw: illigo, involvo; Hesych. enim iyxopfwfsls exponit
3sbels ot fyxemipPwras aflert pro tviinras. — Eyxépfwpe vestimenti genus est;
scribit enim Poll. 4, 119, =5 3t 2dv dosrwv $fwpidi wpooxiivlas ral ipavidiy =
Atwxdy, quod iyxipfupe S. iziangze nominari.

2 Hofwann holds by this reference (although he does not derive the meaning
of the verb from that of the substantive). He says that the verb, of itself, has
that sense, since he who prepared himself for the duties of a servant girded him-
self with 2 garment fastened by means of a band. This conclusion would be
established if iyxoupoiy were used only of the putting on of a slave's apron,
which, however, is not the case.
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“hold fast by humility ;” Erasmus: humilitatem vobis fixam
liabete).  Similar exhortations to humility towards one
another: Eph. iv. 2; Phil ii. 3; Rom. xii. 16. The ex-
hortation is strengthened by the quotation of the Old Testa-
ment passage, Prov. iil. 34, after the LXX., where, however,
kipeos stands instead of o @eds. The same quotation is to he
found in Jas. iv. 6, where, as lere, there is first of all the
injunction to submit to God, and then that to resist the
devil ; cf. also Luke i. 51.

Ver. 6. Conclusion drawn from the Old Testament passage,
Tamewwlnrte odv Umo x7A] see Jas. iv. 6; not: “become
humble,” as Wiesinger interprets, on account of the passive
(fur if the meaning must he passive, in accordance with the
form, it ought to be: “Dbe made humble”), but in a middle
sense: “Raumblc yoursclves.” Ver. 7 shows that this self-
humbling here refers to the lowly and submissive bearing of
afilictions (otherwise in Luke xiv. 11). — 74v kpatatav yeipa)
Old Testament expression denoting the power of God which
rmles and judges all; cf. Deut. iit. 24, LXX.; it does not
refer here to the laying on of afllictions only (de Wette),
but to the heing exalted out of them (so, too, Driickner) ; cf.
Luke i 51: énoinoe xpdros év Bpaylove abrolr Seckopmicey
imepnpavovs . . . kai UYrwoe Tamewnls. The purpose of
this subordination: @a dpds IYwon, is the glory which
follows upon the sufferings; @a is not put éxBaricns (Pott),
but Tehicws.—év kapg] Matt. xxiv. 45: “tempore statuto;”
Erasmus: ut vos extollat, cum erit opportunum, cum judicabit
1d vobis expedire vel in hoc saeculo, vel in die judicii; this
last is here the principal point of view.

Ver, 7 is closely connected with ver. 6 ; hence the participle.
The idea and expression are taken from I’s. lv. 22, LXX.
(émippurirov éml kiprov Ty pépLpvdv oov kal abTos e dabpéirer),
although somewhat altered ; waoav v pépipvav dpdv:* “ your
whole carc;” the singular unites all individual cares together
into one uniform whole. Hofmann, without reason, assumes
that in this passage pépipva does not mean care itself, but the
object which causes care. The context shows that the care

T Gerhard « *“ pfpwve signifieat curam sollieitam et dubiam, quae mentem in
partes divisas velut dividit, a pepiler 70y vaor.”
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speeially meant here is that which is oceasioned by the suffer-
ings; cf. Matt. vi. 25 ; Phil iv. 6. — d1e adrd kT A] “ for He
carcth for yow ;7 the same construction of the verb with mrep!
occurs frequently in the N. T., cy. John x. 13 ; é7' adrov, 67¢
adt®, “are intentionally brought together” (Wiesinger).

Ver. 8. wjyrate (chap. iv. 7), ypnyopricare, cf. 1 Thess. v. 6
placed in juxtaposition by asyndeton “in nervous couciseness,
in virtue of which &7¢, too, is omitted before o dvridixos”
(Wiesinger).  Temperance and watchfuluess are specially
necessary, in order to remain faithful amid all the temptations
of suffering. The reason is given in what follows. — o avri-
Stros Tpwy SuaBohos] Hensler's explanation: “slandering op-
ponents,” requires no refutation. — StBoAos is a substantive,
in explanatory apposition to ¢ arrid. tucy, which latter is
used, in this passage only, to designate the devil (corresponding
to the Hebrew Y, which, however, the LXX. always traus-
late by &wiBores). The word denotes strictly «a opponcnt
i« court of justice; but it oceurs also in a general seuse as
“adversary.”  Schott would retain the original application,
after Zech. 1ii. 1 ff, Rev. xii. 10, in that “the devil will, as
it were, compel God to declare in condemnatory judgment
that the Christians have forfeited salvation ;” but there is no
allusion to the divine judgment here, the xaraw{vew is rather
indicated as the aim of the devil. —@s Néwr @puopevos]’
wpleabar peeuliariter dicitur éml Apd xhabvrov Aikwv, i)
Neovtor, 3 xwwer (Hesych), cf. Ps. civ. 21.— mepumaTet
(Job i 7,1L. 2) {yrév Tiva ratawin] mwepimateiv and {nTdy
belong strictly to each other, so that the comparison with the
lion applies to both (Steiger). The cfforts of the devil are
directed against Christians, who, as such, do not helong to
Iim ; as long as they remain faithful to their Christian calling,
he can do them no harm (1 John v. 18), therefore he is on
the look-out #7Zoin (according to the reading: wiva ratamip)
he may devour, or if he may devowr any onc (according to the
reading : Twa xatamiely), by alluring to unfaithfulness. —

1 Augustin (Sermo 46 de divers. c. ii.) : Christus leo propter fortitudinem,
diabolus propter feritatem ; ille leo ad vincendum, iste leo ad nocendum.

* Hofmann irrelevantly remarks that Zaeey, followed by an interrogative,
1eans : to consider a thing ; the word above is evidently stronger than that.
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ratamivew, “ dcvour,” denotes complete destruction.  Chrysos-
tom (Homil. 22, ad popul. Antiocl.): circuit quaerens, non
guem mordeat vel frangat, sed quem devoret.

Ver. 9. ¢ dvrioTyTe aTepeol T wioTe] of. Jas. iv. 7; Eph.
vi. 11 ff. 75 mioTer does not belong to dvrioTnre (Bengel),
but to oTepeol; not as the dat. instrum. (Beza, Hensler),
but as the dative of nearer definition: “firm in the faith;”
cf. Acts xvi. 5; Col. ii. 7; cf. Winer, p. 202 [E. T. 270]. It
is only a firm faith that can resist the devil. — eldéres Ta
alra Tdv mabnpdtev . . . éwireleicfas] Almost all inter-
preters assume that the construction here is that of the accus.
c. inf. Hofmann nevertheless denies this, remarking that in
the N. T. eldotes (in the sense of “knowing ”) never takes the
accus. c. inf, but always the particle é7e, and that when
eldoTes is followed by the accus. ¢. inf, it signifies “ to under-
stand how to do a thing.”! If this he correct, émerereiobfar
must have an active meaning, 7a adta Tav wal. be the
accusative after it, aud the dative 7 . . . adeAdpéTnTe be depen-
dent on ta avra.  Explaining émireeicfar on the analogy of
the phrase: 7@ 70b vyjpws émireretofar (Xen. Mem. iv. 8. §),
and seeing in Ta avrd the idea of measure expressed, Hofmann
translates: “ knowing how to pay for your Christianity the same
tribute of aflliction as your brethren in the world.” This ex-
planation cannot he accepted withont hesitation. Yor, on the
one hand, from the fact that in other parts of the N. T. elSotes
does not take the accus. c. inf,, it cannot be concluded that here
it does not do so cither, the more especialty that the construetion
of the accus. c. inf. occurs comparatively rarely in the N. T.; and,
on the other hand, the phrasc: 7a . . . 7év wab. dwoTel., is not
analogous with the expression: Ta Tob gijpws émeter., since in
the fornier there is no conception corresponding to Tod yipws.
Hofmann inserts, indeed, as sucl, the idea of the Christian
calling, but it is purely imported, and nowhere hinted at in the
text. Accordingly, émitelelofar— grammatically considered
—can have a passive signification, not, indeed, equivalent to:
“are completed ” (Thue. vii. 2; Phil. i. 6, and other passages),
for this idca would not be suitable here, but rather: “are being

1 Cf. the passages quoted by Hofmann : Datt. vii. 11 ; Luke xi. 13, xii, 36;
Jas, iv, 17 ; Phil. iv, 12; 1 Tim, iii. §; 2 Pet. ii. 9.
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accomplished ” (thus Herod. i 51, in connection with Ta
émiracaopeva; Thuc. 1. 138 : émreNésar & Uméayeto). This
idea is, in trnth, not very appropriate either; it seems to be
more fitting to take the verb in a middle sense, as equivalent
to: “ are accomplishing themselves ;” and to translate : “ know-
ing (or better rather: considering) that the same sufferings are
accomplishing themselves in the Dbrethren.” This rendering
is to be preferred to all others. The Vulg. translates éme-
Ten. by fieri; Luther by “befall;” both are too inexact
renderings of the sense.! In the explanation above given, Ta
a¥Te 1s used as a substantive, as frequently happens with the
neuter of adjectives (Winer, p. 220?[E.T. 294]), and is put here
to emphasize the sameness of the sufferings (thus de Wette,
Wiesinger); 75 . . . adeddaryre is to be takeu as the more
remote object; on no condition can the dative be understood
as equivalent to Umd in passives. With the idea d8erdornre,
cf. chap. ii. 17.—The addition, év xoope, alludes to the reason
of the afflictions (Steiger). Wiesinger justly remarks: “in
the world, the dominion of the Evil One, the Christian can
and dare expect nothing else” Possibly it may contain at
the same time a reference to the @dedgorns, which the Lord
has already taken to Himself éx Tod wxéopov. The thought
that the brethren have to bear the same afilictions, serves to
give strength in resisting the devil, since the consciousness of
bearing similar afflictions in common with all Christian
brethren, encourages to patient endurance.

Vv. 10, 11. Promise of blessing and doxology. — 6 8¢ Oeds,
placed by way of emphasis at the beginning. That which
has gone before has told the readers what they should do; in
contrast to this (8é), the apostle now says what God will de.
(Schott) ; with the expression : @eos wdans ydpiros, cf. 2 Cor.
i 3: Oeds wdons maparhioews. God as the author of all
grace; dpes conceived as a possession. Like the whole
promise of Dlessing, this very designation of God serves to
comfort and strengthen the readers n their afllictions. — o
karéoas Upds, ko] cf 1 Thess. ii. 12 (2 Thess. ii. 14); that

1 The translation of Wichelhaus: ““lo be laid upon,” is entirely unjustifiable.

2 Hofmann erroncously appeals to Hartung’s Gv. 11, p. 238, in support of the
interpretation : *‘ the same measure of suffering.”

1 PETER, Q
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is: to participation in His (God’s) own &ofa. The participation
is here thought of as future, although for believing Christians
it is even now present in its beginning (2 Pet. i. 4). In this
calling there is already contained the pledge of the promises
that follow : xatapricer w1k — év Xpiord belongs to
xa\éoas, more nearly defined by Juds els cte. (de Wette,
Wiesinger, Schott), not to &6fav (Hofmann). God possesses
the glory not first in Christ, as Hofmann says, but He has
had it from all eternity, although in Christ it is first revealed.
Gerhard interprets incorrectly : propter meritum Christi. év
is by several interpreters inaccurately taken as equivalent to
Sta ; but though év denote instrumentality, this is of a more
inward nature than that expressed by &wa. The sense is: by
God having brought you into union with Christ (thus also
de Wette, Wiesinger, Schott). The connection of év Xp. with
ONty. wabcvras following (Glossa interl.: sicut membra in illo
patientes ; Nicol de Lyra) has nothing to commend it.—oAéyor
mafovras] OAiyov, as in chap. i. 6: “a little while” —
mafévras is to be joined with xarécas w7\ (Steiger, de
Wette, Wiesinger), but in such a way that in sense it does
not apply so much to xadéoas, as to the obtaining of the 8céa
of God, since the aorist must not arbitrarily be interpreted as
a present. Hofmann rightly observes: “Peter subjoins this
aorist participle as if it had been preceded by eis 76 Sofd-
tecba:r”'  Lachmann and Tischendorf (om. fuas after xarap-
ricer) have connected these words with what follows, as also
the Vulg. translates: modicum passos ipse perficiet (so also
Wichelhaus).  Many, particnlarly among the older commen-
tators, even retaining the duds, have adopted this construction ;
Luther: “The same will make you, that suffer a little while,
fully prepared,” ete. Opposed to this, however, is as much
the fact that the xarapritew does not take place aféer the
aftlictions only, but during them, as that the present affliction
and the future glory belong closely together; cf. ver. 1.—1If,
as is highly probable, the duds after xaraprioes he spurious,
it must be supplicd out of the Juds that precedes. — adrés] is

! Schott’s explanation, that ‘“to the apostle as he looks from the present,

ir 50 far as it alveady contains their completion, back on the present of actual
reality, the sufferings appear as past,” is inappropriate.
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placed emphatically : the God . .., who hath called you, e
will, etc., 7he same God; the calling already contains the
cuarantee for the karap7ilew, k. T\ — kaTapTice, k.7.\.] kaTap-
7{few, Luke vi. 40; 1 Cor.i. 10 ; Heb. xiii. 21 ; Luther rightly
translates: “fully preparc;” Bengel: nc remaneat in vobis
defectus. — arppilew, 2 Thess. ii. 17 iil. 3, and other passages.
Bengel : ne quid vos labefactet. — aﬂevouv, dm. Mey. DBengel :
ut superetis vim omnem adversam. — He,u,e)uoﬁv (sce the
(utlcﬂ notes) ; in its proper sense, Matt. vil. 25 ; Luke vi

; ficuratively : Epl. iii. 18 (7efeperiopévor synonymous
with éppelopévo) ; Col. i 23 (synonymous with éSpaioc).
— The future expresses the sure ecxpectation that, as the
apostle wishes, God will perfect, ete., the believers.—If
ratapricar be read, this form must not be taken as the infini-
tive (Pott), but as the optative.'—The heaping up of expressions
connected by asyndeton is rhetorical, and arises from the
natural impulse of an agitated heart to find full expression
for its feelings—Ver. 11. The same doxology as in chap.
iv. 11. It sets the seal on the hope just expressed.

Vv. 12-14. Concluding remarks; first, ver. 12, as to the
Yetter itsclf. — &ud Shovavod . . . &ypaypra] There is no reason
to doubt that this Silvanus is the well-known companion of
the Apostle Paul. Whilst in the Acts he is named “ Silas,”
Paul, like Peter, calls him “ Silvanus.” He was scnt from
the convention of apostles, along with Paul, Barnabas, and
Judas Darsabas, as bearers of the epistle to Antioch. After
this he accompanied Paul on his second missionary journey.
He is not mentioned afterwards, nor is it known at what tine
e came to Peter. & ... &ypayra does not designate Silvanus
cither as the translator or the writer of the epistle, but simply
as the Dbearer of it. 8u¢ has here the same sense as in the
subscriptions of the Epistles to the Romans, the Corinthians,
etc.; it is synonymous with 8id yetpds, Acts xv. 23. — “1t is
evident that the choice of Silas for this (mediatory) mission
was a particularly happy one, as he had been Paul’s companion
in former times, and had assisted him in founding the greater

1 Erasmus, by first reading ze~egzicas and then erzpite, cte., understands this
and the subscquent words as substantives: perficiet fultwra confirmatione,
fundatione.
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part of the churches here addressed” (Wieseler). — duty ToU
7ioTob a0ehod] vpiy can be joined either with the following
éypara, or with morod ab. If the latter combination be
adopted (it is more simple if 7oD be erased as spurious, but is
also possible if 700 be retained ; equivalent to: “ who is the
faithful brother unto you”), the apposition indicates that an
intimate relation subsisted between Silvanus and the churches
to which Peter writes. The connection with éypayra, how-
ever, is the more natural one, Juiy being inserted between, as
in Gal. vi. 11.—0 mo7os ddehdos is the name given to
Silvanus, because generally he had proved faithful in the
performance of every service for the church of Clrist. There
is no reason why the expression should be referred specially
to his relation to the churcles of Asia Minor only (as formerly
in this commentary), or particularly to that in which he stood
to Peter (Hofmamn). Still, it is not improbable that Peter, by
this designation, alludes to the confidence he has, that he will
also prove faithful in the service which is now required of
Iim, — The following words: &s Aoyifopar, may be applied
cither to the opinion just expressed on Silvanus (Briickner,
‘Wiesinger, Schott, Wichelhaus), or to the subscquent 8¢ d\iywv
éypayra (Steiger, Hofmann). It is hardly possible to come
to a definite conclusion. At any rate, Moyiopar does not
express an uncertain conjecture ; ef. Rom. iii. 28, viil. 18 ;
Heb. xi. 19.  In the jfirst case, by the confirmation which it
contains of the opinion just uttered, it serves to strengthen
the confidence of the chirches in Silvanus ; in the sccond, the
apostle indicates that, considering the importance of his sub-
ject and the yearning of lis heart, he looks ou his letter as
a short onme.! This last appears the more probable. — &¢’
SAiyor] equal to e Bpayéwy, Heb. xiil. 22 : “in few words;”
cf. Thueyd. iv. 95. — éyparra] refers to this epistle, which the

1 Hofinann’s opinion is purely arbitrary, “ that since the individual churches
received the epistle, intended as it was for so wide a circle, only in & transcrip-
tion of a transcription, and had again to send it on, a modest remark, that he
had not made bhis letter too long in order to venture to ask them to take this
trouble, was not inappropriate.” Nothing alludes to the taking of any such
trouble. — Fronmiiller’s view is also incorrect.  He thinks that &5 As9iZ. shoull
be taken with 3z Zidsu. iyp., in the sense of : T count upon your recciving this
epistle by Silvanus,”—for there is no question here of the receiving of it.
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apostle is on the point of closing, and not, as Erasmus, Grotius,
ete., altogether unwarrantably assume, to a former one whicl
has been lost;! cf. Philem. 19, 21. — mapaxahdy xai éme-
paptupdv] Although by these two words the apostle indicates
two distinet subjects, still these are not to be separated in
such a way as to be applicable to different parts of the epistle
(de Wette, Briickner) ;° but the mwapdxAnais and the émiuap-
Topnois are throughout the whole letter closely bound up
tooether. As the contents of the émiuaprupeiv are stated, but
not those of the mapaxaheiv, the chief stress is laid on the
former, the latter (wapaxaddv) being placed first, in order
thereby to give prominence to the character of the émipap-
7vpnots.  Contrary to its common usage, de Wette interprets
émpaptvpd : n addition lo, e testifying in addition to the
exhortation. émipapTupely simply means: to bear witness to
anything (opp. dvrepaprupeiv, see Pape and Cremer, sv.; in
the N. T. am. Aey.; émpapripesfar occurs in the LXX. and
in the Apocr, but not émuaprvpeiv); Dengel is therefore
wrong in interpreting : testimonium jam per Paulum et Silam
audierant pridem : Petrus sasuper festalur; so, teco,is Hofmann
in saying that in eémwaprupely it is presupposed that the
readers themselves already know and believe what Peter
testifies. — Tavryy elvar aaqfi ydpw Tob Oeot] Contents of
the émpapripnois: “that this is the truc grace of God;®
Tatrny does not refer to that of which the apostle has written,
but its more precise definition follows in the subsequent rela-
tive clause. Peter accordingly sets forth, in conclusion, that

tIn this interpretation &5 Asyifouas is applied to the writing of the formier
cpistle. Erasmus : per Silvanum . .. qui non dubite, quin epistolam bona fide
reddiderit. Similarly Pott: antehae et, si reete memini (if I remember
aright ! ) per Silv. epistolam vobisseripsi. Differently Wetstein : scripsi, ut ipse
scntio et apud me, omnibus rite perpensis, statuo, ita etiam alios hortor, ut idem
mecum profiteantur : doctrinam Christi esse veram.

% ¢“The first statement of the contents of the cpistle applies to chap. i. 13-
v. 9; thesecond, toi. 3-12 ; and one or two passages in the hortatory portion,
as i, 18-20, 25, ii. 91, iii. 18, iv. 12 £.”

3 Hofmann lays stress on the want of the article before xdpm, and therefore
interprets : *‘ that it is real grace of God, that that is in truth grace from God,
wherein they have come to stand ;” but if Peter had meant this, he would not
bave written &anés, but 2anfas. In this intcrpretation also the rule of assimila-
tion is wrongly applied.
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his epistle testifies to the readers that Zhat grace in which
they already stood is the true grace, from which, therefore,
they should not depart (cf. with this, chap. i 12, 235,
il. 10, 25). No doubt this was the xdpis which had been
brought to them by means of the preaching of Paul, but it
does not follow that the purpose of Peter’s émuapripnois was
to set, for the readers, the seal on that preaching. It is not
the preaching which is here in question, but the ydpis in
which the readers stood, quite apart from the person through
whose instrumentality it was brought to them. Had DPeter
intended to bear a testimony to Paul, he would surely have
done so in clear terms; nor does anything in the epistle
allude to an uncertainty on the part of the readers as to
whether Paul had preached the true gospel to them. yapes
is not: doctrina evangelii (Gerhard); but neither is it: « the
state of grace ” (de Wette), for with this the adjunct To0 Geod
wonld not harmonize. Dut it denotes the chjective divine
grace, into the sphere of which the readers have enteved by
means of faith ; cf. Rom. v. 2. — dAn85] stands here as the
leading conception, not with any polemical reference to an
erroneous doctrine (for there is no trace of any such polemic
in the epistle), but is intended by the apostle to mark in
itself the truth and veality of this wdpes, in order that the
readers may not be induced by the persecutions to abandon it.
-— €5 % éomirare] for this construction, cf. Winer, p. 386 f.
[E. T. 516G ff.]. If the reading orijre be adopted, this adjunct
expresses the exhortation to continue in #int grace. Here,
however, the nearer definition necessary to TadTyr is wanting ;
for as the émpapripnois is not something added on to the
epistle (éypara), 7abTny ydpw cannot he the grace of which
I have written to you.

Ver. 13. Salutation. — The notion that # . . . cvvexhexTn
denotes the apostle’s wife (Bengel, Mayerhoff, Jachinann, ete.)
finds no support from 1 Cor. ix. 5; it is contradicted by the
€v BaBuAdwe ' inserted Detween. By far the greater number
of commentators rightly consider it to mean: “the church in

! According to several commentators, sosexi., though not meaning definitely

Yeter’s wife, yet refers to some other excellent woman of the church. Wolf
even thinks it may be understood as a proper name.
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Babylon” (% has the word ékxhnoia after BaBuhdve; Oec.
. Vulg. ceclesia). According to Hofmann, éxkAnoia is not to
be supplied to ouvvexhexmsj, “but the churches to which the
apostle writes are, as such, éxAextal, and the church from
which he sends greetings is, as such, a ovvexhexts}, as she from
whom the Apostle John sends salutations is an aderdy
éxhextsy” (2 John 13). Dut in John’s Epistle, ver. 1, kvpia,
and ver. 13, d8eA¢), are put along with éwhexts); accordingly,
it does not follow that ovvexhexts, without the additional idea
éxx\yoia, would of itself mean a church, The cuv refers to
the churches to which Peter sends the salutation of the
former, cf. chap. i. 1.} According to Eusebius (. E. c. 15),
Papias already was of opinion that the name Babylon is here
used figuratively, and that by it Rome is to be understood.
The same view is adopted by Clemens Alex., Hieronymus,
Oecumenius, Beda, Luther, and by most of the Catholic inter-
preters ;° in more recent times by Thiersch, Ewald, Hofimann,
Wiesinger, Schott, etc. The principal reasons brought forward
in support of this view are-—(1) The tradition of the primitive
church, which speaks of the apostle’s stay in Rome, but makes
no mention of his having lived in Babylon; (2) The designa-
tion of Rome as Babylon in Revelation, chap. xiv. 8§, xviii.
2, 10; (3) The banishment of the Jews from Dabylon in the
time of the Emperor Claudius, according to Joseph. Antf.
i 18,¢.12. But these reasons are not conclusive, for—(1) The
tradition has preserved altogether very imperfect and uncertain
notices of the apostles; (2) In Revelation this designation is
very naturally explained from the reference to O. T. prophecy;
(3) The account of Josephus does not lead us to understand
that all the Jews were banished from Babylon and its vicinity
(see Mayerhoff, p. 128 ff,, and Wieseler, p. 557 £).> Although

1Tt is far-fetched when Schott says that # sesexa. 4 b Bef. is not written
Lere, but # &v Baf. swvexi., Decause the very fact of her being in Babylon (i.c.
Rome) makes the church a zuysxrcxss, i.e. the real associate of the chureles who
read the epistle ; namely, in as far as thus reference is made to a like condition
of suffering.

2 Lorinus remarks: Omnes quotquot legerim interpretes catholici romanam
intelligunt ecclesiam. Calvin says of this interpretation : hoc commentum
Papistae libenter arripiunt, ut videatur Petrus romanac ecclesiae pracfuisse.

3 Hofmann maintains that it is *‘ indiscoverable how Peter had come to kunow
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de Wette’s rejoinder, that “the allegorical designation is
unnatural in a letter, especially in the salutation,” may be
going too far, still it is improbable that Peter, in simply con-
veying a greeting, would have made use of an allegorical name
of a place, without ever hinting that the designation was not
to be taken literally. This could admit of explanation only
if, at the time the epistle was written, it had been customary
among the Christians to speak of Rome as Babylon ; and that
it was so, we have no evidence. Accordingly, Erasmus, Calvin,
Gerhard, Neander, de Wette-Briickner, Wieseler, Weiss, Bleek,
Reuss, Fronmiiller, etc., have justly declared themselves
opposed to the allegorical interpretation. The view that by
Babylon is meant the Babylon in Egypt mentioned by Strabo,
i 17 (Pearson, Calov, Vitringa, Wolf), las nothing to commend
it, the less so that this Babylon was simply a military
gamison.! — kal Mdpros 6 vios pov] The correct interpreta-
tion of wios wov is given already by Oecumenius: Mapxov
vioy, kata Tvebua kalel, AN ol katd capra. It is un-
doubtedly the well-kuown companion of Paul who is meant.
Since, according to Acts, Peter was acquainted with his mother,
it is probable that Mark was converted to Christianity by
Peter. The idea that Peter Liere speaks of a son of his own
after the flesh, named Mark (Bengel, Hottinger, Jachmann, etc.),
could receive support only if euvvexherr) were used to desig-
nate the apostle’s wife.

Ver. 14. dowdoace aMajhovs év pudqjpate dyamns] Paul
uses a similar expression, Rom. xvi. 16; 1 Cor. xvi. 20;
2 Cor. xiii, 12; 1 Thess. v. 26, The members of the church
are by turns to greet one another (not each other in Peter’s
name) with the kiss of charity, thus testifying to their
brotherly love for cach other (see Meyer on 1 Cor. xvi. 26).
Instead of the Pauline: év dyiw e, there is here: év ¢il.
avyawns, “ with the Liss of love)” 1.c. the kiss, which is the type
and expression of Christian brotherly love. — The final bene-
the two Pauline Epistles to the Romans and Ephesians,” if he wrote his epistle
in Babylon. Dut the composition of the epistle in Rome is not by any means
proved by so uncertain an assertion.

11t is clearly quite arbitrary when some scholars, like Capellus, Spanlein:,

and Semler, understand Babylon here as a namc for Jerusalem, or even for the
louse where the apostles were assembled on the day of Pentecost.
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diction is likewise similar to those in the epistles of Paul;
only that in these yapts stands in the place of elpyjvn (Eph.
vi. 23, 24, both occur; cf too, 3 John 15). By the addi-
tion of 7ols év Xp., the mdvres are designated according to
their nature as sucl, who live in union with Christ, and to

whon, therefore, the benediction here pronounced belongs.



THE SECOND EPISTLE OF THE APOSTLE PETER.

INTRODUCTION.

SEC. 1.—0CCASION, CONTENTS, AND CIIARACTER OF THE
EPISTLE.

, T HE epistle on its own testimony professes to have

f '§< Deen written by the Apostle Peter (chap. i. 1, 14,
s , 16-18, iil. 1, 15) subsequent to his first epistle
- (chap. iii. 1; comp. also i. 16), and addressed to
the same churches. Its occasion and aim are stated in chap.
iii. 17, 18. The author is in anxiety as to the false teachers
who were about to appear,—he nevertheless pictures them as
actually present,—and therefore he wishes to warn his readers
against them, that they might not be led astray, and exhorts
them to grow in grace and in the knowledge of the Lord and
Saviour Jesns Christ. The false teachers against whom the
epistle is directed are the Libertines (chap. 11.) and the deniers
of the Parousia of Christ, and the destruction of the world
comnected therewith (chap. iii). It is commonly assumed
that in chap. iii. the persons meant are the same as those
described iu chap. ii. DBut an identity of this kind is nowhere
suggested ; indeed, the way and the terms in which the
éumaiktar are introduced in chap. iii. seem rather to indicate
that by the latter—although mention is also made of their
sensual life (xata Tas i8las avrdy émbuplas mopevopevor)—
different individuals are intended from those portrayed in
chap. ii. (Weiss)—De Wette’s opinion, that the author had in
his eye “vicions persons” simply, and not “false teachers,”
251
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is erroneous, it being abundantly evident from vv. 18, 19
that the persons described in chap. ii. based their actions on a
definite principle ; moreover, they are expressly termed +revdo-
Siddokaror, ver. 1. It is also equally erroneous to take
them to be Gnuostics, properly so called, or more particularly,
with Grotius, followers of Carpocrates. Dertholdt calls them
Sadducee Christians; but this term is wanting in the necessary
precision.  Cf. my Introduction to Jude’s Epistle.

The epistle falls into two principal divisions, each con-
sisting of two parts. In the first part of the first division
(chap. i. 1-11), the author reminds the Christians of the
blessings, more especially the émayyéapara, of which by the
power of God they had been made partakers, linking on to
this the exhortation to give abundant proof of the virtues
which are the fruits of faith,—those especially in which he
that is wanting is like unto one blind, and he only who
possesses can enter into the eternal kingdom of Christ.—In
the second part (chap. i. 12-21), the author, as the Apostle
Peter, mentions first, what had induced him to give the exhor-
tation at this particular time, and then refers his readers to
the certainty of Christ’'s advent, confirmed as it was both by
the divine words which himself had heard at the Saviowr’s
transficuration and by the prophecies of the Old Covenant.
—1In the first part of the second division (chap. ii.), the author
portrays the immoral character of the Libertines. He begins
by annouucing their coming, future as yet ; calls them deniers
of the Lord who would seduce many, but would not escape
punishment (vv. 1-3); then he proves the certainty of their
punishment by the examples of the fallen angels, those who
perished in the flood, and the cities of Sodom and Gomorral,
not forgetting, however, in the last two cases to call to remem-
brance Noah and Lot, just men both, and therefrom to draw
the conclusion as to the righteousness of God (vv. 4-9). In
vv. 10-22 follows the more minute description of the sensual
character of the false teachers.—The author commences the
last part of this division by stating the design of this second
epistle, and then goes on to mention the scoffers who would
walk after their own lusts, and would deny the advent of the
Lord (chap. iii. 1~4); this he follows up by a refutation of
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the arguments on which the denial is based, forctelling the
coming destruction of the world by fire, and representing the
apparent delay of the judgment as an act of divine patience
(vv. 5-10); and to this he subjoins the exhortation to an
holy walk, in expectation of the new heaven and the new
earth (vv. 11-13)—The epistle concludes with the mention
of the Apostle Paul’s epistles, coupled with the warning
against wresting the difficult passages contained in them.
Finally, the author gives forth exhortations by way of caution,
in which he makes apparent the design of the epistle ; on this
follows the doxology.

The fundamental idea which runs throuch the whole epistle
is that of the éwiyvwois XpioTod, which consists essentially
in the acknowledgment of the 8vvaucs xai wapovaia of Chuist.
Advancement in this émiyvwos, as the ground and aim of the
exercise of all Clristian virtue, is the prominent feature of
every exhortation. Hence the Tqua émayyérpara are desig-
nated as that by which rowwvia with the divine nature is
effected, and which must move the Christian to show all
zeal In supplying the Christian virtnes. The author is
therefore at pains to prove the certain fulfilment of those
promises, and to refute the sceptical doubts of the false
teachers.

As regards its structure, the cpistle has encountered much
adverse criticism from the opponents of its authenticity.
Mayerhoff reproaches it, more especially, with a clumsy and
illogical development; but it cannot fail to be observed that’
there is a clear and firm line of thought, by which all particu-
lars are joined together and form a well-arrauged whole (cf.,
Driickner, Zinl. § 1 a; Hofmaun, p. 121 ff). The thoughts
which form the commencement of the cpistle prepare the way
for the warnings agaiust the false teachers, and have as their
aim the concluding exhortations which point back to the.
heresy. The prominence given to the thought that Ta mpos
Loy kai eboéBeav are Lestowed upon us (i 3), and the
exhortation to furnish the Christian virtues (i. 5-11), are ail
aimed at the false teachers, who would indulge in doelyelass,
and by whom the ados Tijs dinbelas would Le brought into
disrepute (ii. 2); whilst the emphasis laid on the émaryyeh-
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para (i. 4), as also the reference to the incidents of the trans-
figuration as a proof of the Sivamss xai mapovoia of Christ
(i. 16-18), point to the prophetic ammouncement of the coming
of the éumaixrar who would deny the advent of the Saviour
(ii. 3 ff.). Still it is surprising that the whole of the second
chapter may be omitted without the connection of thought
being in any way injured thereby. Tor, inasmuch as the
scoffcrs are characterized as men who walk «a7d Tas ibias
avrov émibuuias, the moral exhortations introdnced in 1. 3, 4,
and to which iii. 12 has retrospect, may be applicable to them
also; and although ii. 1 is closely connected with i, 19-21
by the words: eyévovro 8¢ xal Yrevbompodirar év 176 hug, yet
wpalivar Tév mpoepnpivoy pnpdrer Umo Tév dylwy wpo-
¢yrdr (iil. 2) can equally be joined with them. It wmay
accordingly be conjectured that chap. i, was afterwards added,
cither Ly the writer himself, or by some later hand; but
again, opposed to such a supposition is the circunstance that
chap. ii. in no way disturbs the unity of the whole.

Desides several echoes of the Pauline Epistles and the First
Epistle of Peter, this letter, as is well known, presents in the
second chapter, and in one or two passages of the first and
third, a striking resemblance to the Lpistle of Jude, which
cannot possibly be considered accidental. Rather must onc
of these epistles be regarded as the ori:ina!, of which the
author of the other made use. In former times the prevalent
view was that the Sccond Epistle of Peter was the original,
thus Luther, Wolf, Semler, Storr, Pott, etc.; but afterwards
the opposite opinion obtained most favour, thus already Herder,
Hug, Eichhorn, Creduer, Neander, Maycrhoff, de Wette,
Guericke ; and in more recent times it has been supported by
Leuss, Dleek, Arnaud, Wiesinger, Briickner, Weiss, aud F.
Philippi ;—that is to say, not only by opponents of the
authenticity of the Second Epistle of Peter, but by defenders
of it also (Wiesinger, Briickner, Weiss). A different judg-
ment, however, is passed by Thiersch, Dietlein, Stier, Luthardt,
Schott, Steinfass, Frommiiller, Hofmann. Appeal is made
chiefly to this circumstance, that at the time when the Epistle
of Jude was composed the falsc teachers were already present,
while in Second Peter their appearance is looked upon as
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future, and is the subject of prophecy. But this, as Weiss
has shown, is an argument only in appearance, and is in no
way capable of proof. That the passages Jude 17 and 18
have no reference to 2 Pet. 1. 1-3 and ifi. 2, 3, is plain
from this, that had Jude scen in the appearance of the
Libertines the fulfilment of the prediction contained in Second
Peter, he would have styled them, not éumaterac w7\, but
rather yrevbobibdoraror. For in Second Teter it is not the
Libertines described in chap. ii. that are called éumairrac, but
the deniers of the Parousia spoken of in chap. iil.,, whom Jude
does not even mention. Norv is it easy to sce why Jude, if
in vv, 17 and 18 he really had in his mind the prophecy
given by Peter, should not have directly said so, but should
rather have spoken of the aetual word of the actual Peter as
T4 pipaTa TA@ Wpoetpnuéva Umo THVY AmocTohwy Tod Kuplov.
In favour of the view that the Second Epistle of Teter is
dependent on the Epistle of Jude, is the latter’s entirely
individual manner of thought and diction, which bears the
distinet Impress of originality ;' whilst in Seeond Peter, on
the other hand, there is appareut the endeavour to tone down
the expression by simplification, addition, or omission. TFurther,
the circumstance that the more the expression in Peter’s second
cpistle coincides with that of Jude, the more does what is
otherwise peculiar to the epistle tend to disappear? And
finally, the absence of any tenable reason which might have
induced Jude to collect together separate passages from a
larger apostolic writing, in order to compose therefrom a new
cpistle, which, seeing that the former was already in c¢xistence,
must have had the less significance that it omits from the

! Herder : ““See what a thoroughly powerful epistle, like a fire-wheel running
back into itself ; take now that of Peter, what introduction he makes, how he
tones down, omits, confirms,” cte.—*“ Jude has always the most precise and the
strongest expression.”  Even Schott grants, in opposition to Dietlein, ““that
the Epistle of Jude bears the impress of much greater literary originality on the
part of the writer than that of Second Peter ;" and that ‘it must be allowed to
possess a by far greater intellectual originality and pithiness.”

* This Weiss brings very decidedly forward : ‘It plainly appears that wher-
ever in the parallel passages it strikingly coincides with that of Jude, the ex-
pression is to be found nowhere clse in Second Peter ; but wherever it deviates
from that of Jude, or becomes entirely independent, it is at once in surprising
conformity with the form of vxpression in this or the First Epistle of Peter.”
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delineation important particulars which are contained in
Second Peter.'

In discussing the question as to which is the original epistle,
two points must be remembered,—(1) “ That in neither have
we a slavish dependence or a mere copy, but that the corre-
spondence of the one with the other is carried out with literary
freedom and licence” (Weiss) ; and (2) The circumstance that
this question is not identical with that as to the authenticity
of the Second Epistle of Peter; Wiesinger, Weiss, Briickner,
defend its authenticity, although they question its priority.
—The reasons which Schott adduces for the priority of the
Epistle of Jude are simple assertions, which a closer examina-
tion by no means justifies, inasmuch as they are either plainly
arbitrary, or presuppose artificial interpretations and pure in-
ventions. Steinfass thinks, strangely enough, that to accept
the originality of Jude’s Epistle is somewhat hazardous for that
composition 1itself, and not only for Second Peter, inasmuch
as, on the assumption, he takes the repeated reference to the
Pseudo-Enoch to be an offence, many examples a redundancy,
much conciseness constraint, and the whole arrangement pretty
much confusion. Ironmiiller bases his argument for the
priority of Second Peter specially on this, that it is incon-
ceivable that Pcter, the prince of the apostles, should have
borrowed expressions, ficures, and examples from one who was
plainly less gifted than himself. Iofuann would completely
settle the whole question by asserting that Peter composed his
second epistle soon after his first, that is to say, bcfore the
destruction of Jerusalem, while Jude wrote after (ver. 51) that
event. DBut when, nevertheless, quite superfluously, he by
way of proof goes into particulars, he on the one hand bases
his arguments on many unjustifiable assertions, as, for example,
that Peter exhorts to an holy walk, but Jude to the agoressive
maintenance of the Christian faith, or that Jude was dealing
only with some unworthy members of the church in the present,
whilst Peter had in view teachers who were to arise in the
future ; and, on the other hand, the proofs he adduces have also
to be supported by erroncous interpretations and judgments
purely subjective.—If, now, following the course of thought in
the Epistle of Jnde, we consider the individual passages in

3 When Luthardt thinks to explain this by observing ‘“that Jude could
certainly assume that his readers were acquainted with Second Peter, in which
enough had already been said as to the wapoveiz,” he entirely overlooks the fact

_ that the latter epistle treats equally at length of the false teachers, and that
consequently Jude might have left his entire letter unwritten.
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their relation to what is similar to them in Second Peter, these
results are obtained :~~In the opening of his epistle, Jude intro-
duces his opponents without any bias as sni: dpwme, without
even hinting that they are those whose appearance Peter had
before predicted. The first description of them by s4v seb @<
na ghpire wereritéires 6ls aotlyiay is peculiar to Jude. Itis in
no way probable that the expression aséryse is taken from the
passage 2 Pet. ii. 2. The following éssxirsy dpvsipever is found in
Peter also, but to whom it originally belongs canuot be concluded
irom the nearer definitions connected therewith. The fact
that the particular features by which Jude characterizes his
opponents are to be found in 2 Pet. ii. 1-3, others being here
sdded, however, and with a less original turmn of expression,
tends to show rather that the Epistle of Jude had exercised an
influence on that of Peter than wice verse (Wiesinger). In the
one epistle as in the other, the examples of divine judgment
follow the first and special deseription of the adversaries. Yet
these are not in both the same, and in Peter’s epistle, in the
second and third cases, there is added to the mention of the
punislment of the ungodly a reference to the deliverance of the
just, more especially of Noal and Lot. The order in which the
examples of judgment are brought forward is in Peter's composi-
tion chronological, and in so far eminently natural; still the
selection of the first is striking, since in Gen. vi. 2 {f. there is
no mention made of o punishment of the angels. Now, as
there is nothing in the connection of thought here which
could have determined Peter to bring forward this example,
Le must have been moved to do so by something external to
it, that is, by the influence which the Epistle of Jude had
upon him. The order of examples of judgment in Jude is of
so singular a nature, that so far from showing even the faintest
trace of a dependeunce on Peter, it is rather on the assunp-
tion of any such quite incomprehensible. How could it
ever have ocewrred to Jude, supposing he drew trom Second
Peter, to place the case of the unbelieving Israelites first, and
to omit that of the flood ? Jude’s manner of presentation is
based on a conception so entirely original, that it cannot
possibly have been suggested to him by that in Sccond Peter.
It is difficult to see what could have moved Jude to avoid the
two-sided character of Teter's examples, if it really lay before
him—it was equally well suited to his purpose. Noticeable,
also, is the latter’s prevailing tendency to generalization. The
last two examples adduced by Jude have reference to a quite
definite sin, the sxmopcien ol daipysolar omicw cuprds iripus;
Peter, on the other hand, deals only with the general distinction
2 PETER. R
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between godly and ungodly ; and whilst Jude characterizes the
conduct of the angels as it lay to his hand in the tradition, or
in the Book of Enoch itself, Peter contents himself with the
more general apuprqedvray, and avoids all distinct reference to
that tiadition. DBut whence had he, then, the ocupuis Zipow
z5h., if he did not write under the influence of Jude’s epistle ?
After the examples of judgment there follows, in both epistles,
the description of the libertines, according to their sensual
walk and their despising and defamation of the supernatural
powers. Amidst much that is similar there are nevertheless
many points of disagreement, so that, in general, it may be open
to dispute in which epistle the more original expression pre-
vails. This is, however, not the case as regards the difference
between Jude 9 and 2 Pet. 1. 11, for instead of Jude’s concrete
description according to apocryphal tradition, we have again in
DPeter, as in the mention of the angels formerly, au entirely
general expression, which, lhowever, must refer to something
special. It has indeed been asserted (Schott, JTofinann) that
Peter’s expression finds its explanation in Zech. iil 1; but if
the apostle had this verse in view, he would have made more
distinet reference to it; nor, again, could any reason be assigned
why Jude should have alluded, not to the fact recorded in that
passage, but to one entirely apocryphal. This also speaks
decidedly in favour of the priority of Jude’s epistle. Dietlein
usserts with regard to Jude 10, as compared with 2 Pet. ii. 12,
“that the higher degree of pure elaboration proves Jude to
have been the reviser;” but this is unjustifiable, as even Stein-
fass admits. Wiesinger and Briickner rightly say, that here
also, in the whole mode of expression, the priority of Jude’s
epistle is recognisable.—In Jude the woe follows, hbreaking in
upon the text, and as the basis of it the comparison of the
Libertines with Cain, Balaam, and Ioral. To this is added
a more minunte description of them in a series of figurative
expressions, coupled with Enocl’s prophecy of judgment. In
the Epistle of Peter, subjoined to gdapioovras, ver. 12, is the
reference to the reward of the @émia of the Libertines, and on
this a description of the admia itself-—the false teachers heing
then at the end classed along with Balaam. It is only after
this that several figurative designations follow, which are based
on their propagandist doings. The grouping is accordingly
different in eacl of the epistles; and otherwise, with much that
1s coincident in detail, there are inany divergencies. The train
of thought is in both epistles equally suited to the subject-
matter, only it is somewhat strange that Jude, if he had the
Epistle of Peter before him, should ever have thought of



INTRODUCTION. 259

interrupting the counection of ideas here existing between
vv. 12 aud 13 by a woe. This paragraph clesrly shows that
the dependence of the one author on the other is not to be
looked upon as of such a nature that the later changed, and
arranged with designed elaboration, the writings of the earlier,
but only, that in the description of the same ohject the manner
of presentation of the latter had wrought with manifold deter-
mination upon that of the former. The divergencies which
here occur are more easily explained on the assumption that
the Epistle of Jude, and mnot that of Peter, was the carlier.
Were 1t otherwise, it would certainly be difficult to understand
how Jude left unnoticed not only the characteristic épdarmois
Epovres  peovode  pusahides, but also the repeatedly recurring
onsalovrez, and the references generally to the propagandist
designs.  With regard to this difference, that Jude speaks of
Cain, Balaam, and Korah, whilst Peter mentions Balaam only,
it is more natural to suppose that Peter, leaving the other two
unnoticed, refers simply to Balaam because the latter appeared
to him a particularly fitting type of the Libertines (on account
of their sxsoiefiz, to which special prominence is given, and to
which the gseted of Jude alludes; whilst, in the case of the
others, there is no such distinetive trait), than to assune that
Jude added the two other illustrations to that of Balaam which
he had before him in the Epistle of Peter. The priority of
Jude’s epistle may be recognised in this also, that the some-
what striking expression ot is, In the composition of Peter,
supplemented by the explanatory: &s meliv céinin: 7ydanacr.
Highly characteristie, too, is the relation of the two clauses
Jude 12¢ and Peter ii. 13D, especially in their corresponding
expressions : emircoss In Jude, and ¢572.01 zei pZuer in Peter, and
iv rals aydwws bpav there, and é sufz adrag adriv here. In
spite of the different expressions, the influence of the cne on
the other is unmistakeable; and it is equally plain that it was
not Jude who wrote under the influence of Peter, hut Peter
under that of Jude. " For what could have induced Jude to
substitute for the clear expression of DPeter the uncommon
omindbeg,—which, besides, has a different meaning,—and to
change the much more general idea éwdrw: into the special
conception aydwarc? Whatever may be thought of Weiss’
opinion, that Peter allowed himself to be guided sunply by the
sound of the words, we must certainly agree with him when he
says that “ Schott’s attempt to save the originality of Peter’s
epistle rests on the entirely untenable assumption that the
Petrine passage has reference to the love-feasts.”-—His omission
of the passage from Enoch, quoted by Jude, can be easily
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cnough explained, inasmuch as it was Peter’s predominating
desire to allow what was apocryphal to recede, especially when
by doing so no essential thought was omitted, and in chayp.
ii. 1, 2, distinct enough reference had heen already made to the
future judgment. But it is difficult to see what possible reason
Jude could have had for inserting the passage from the Apocry-
pha in addition to what he found in Peter. — In what follows,
cacl epistle goes its own way, and there are to be found but few
traces of any influence of either on the other. Those few are
as follows ——(1) The zurad ras imduping adrav sopsuépaer in Jude
16, 17, and Pet. 1. 3, and the fusaizras closely conuected lere-
with.  With regard to this last expression, it is more than
improbable that Jude borrowed it from Peter’s epistle, it heing
there applied to the deniers of the Parousia, whom Jude does
not even mention. Peter, on the other hand, might easily have
adopted this designation from the Epistle of Jude, as very
applicable to those who called the advent in question, the more
50 that he had already spoken of the Liberlines as ~bewdodidcs-
zeron  Thus, too, is explained the addition {rom Jude’s epistle
of zure ras . .. sopsuipevar, which otherwise, as applied by Peter
to o specinl heresy, is somewhat surprising.  (2) The term
iwipryna, Jude 16 and Det. ii. 18 ; Jude employs it without any
nearer definition, but DPeter in relation to #H.evdepiav imayyir-
recdor.  This, too, speaks for the priority of Jude’s composition;
for it 1s not coneeivable that Jude, in adopting the expression,
would have left wunoticed its mearer detinition presented by
Peter; whilst, on the other hand, the latter might easily have
borrowed 1t {rom Jude’s epistle, as well suited to the cud he
had in view. — The resulf, then, of an wnbiassed comparisou
can be no other than this, that the Second Epistle of Peter was
composed under the influence of what Jude had written, and
not ¢ire versn.  This has been proved by Dritckner, Wiesinger,
and Weiss in their investigations, which have, in part, heen
conducted with more attention to particular detail.

SEC. 2,~THE AUTHENTICITY OF THE EPISTLE.

Lusebius (/. E. ii. 23, iii, 5) rightly includes this epistle
among the antilegomena, its genuineness having been called in
question by many. Origen already expressly says (Eusebius,
H. E vi. 23): Ilétpos . . . plav émarory opoloyoupévny
katarérormer éotw 8¢ ral Sevrépav, audiBdrlerar yap. In
spite of this verdict, Oricen—only, however, in the writings
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which we possess in Latin translation—treats it as a genuine
composition of the apostle, citing it several times ; see Howm .
4 Juswaan vil., Homal. iv. in Levitic., Homil. vill. 7n Numer., and
Comment, in Ep. ad Romanos, viii. 7. — If in his Comament. @i
Ev. Johannis he speak only of the First Epistle of Deter as
catholic, saying, with reference to 1 Tet. iii. 18-20: mept Tijs
év duhaxp mopelas peta myevpatos mwapa T Ilétpe év TH
ralo\icyi émiaTong, it can at most be concluded from this,
only that he refused to apply that name to the secound epistle,
perhaps because it had not found general acceptation, but not
that he himself had any doubts as to its genuineness. —
Origen’s contemporary, too, Firmilianus of Caesarea, scems to
have Lknown the epistle, and to have regarded it as genuine;
for when, in his Epistle to Cyprian (Epp. Cypr. ep. T5), he
says that Peter and Iaul have condemned the heretics in suis
epistolis, this seems, as far as Deter is concerned, to be
applicable to his second epistle only, as in the first there is
no mention of any such persons. — It cannot be definitely
asserted that Clemens Alexandrinus commented on this epistle
in his Hipotyposes. According to Eusebius (H. E. vi. 14):
év 8¢ Tals UmoTumwoes: FuvélovTa elmelv, wdgnys TiS €vbia-
Giikov ypagijs émiteTunuévas memolpTar Supyijoes py 8¢ Tas
dvriheyouévas mapeNbov: v Iovda Méyw kai Tas Aorwas
émwoToNas” iy Te BapvdBa kai v Ilétpov Aeyouévny amo-
ka v kai Ty wpos ‘EBpalovs 8¢ émisToryy k.., Clement
commented on the whole of the N. T. writings, the antile-
gomena included, and therefore Second Peter, which Eusebius
designates as an émgTohy) dvtidey.  To this, however, the
remark of Cassiodorus is opposed (de instet. div. seript. e. 8): in
epistolis canonicis Clemens AL i. e. in ep. Petri prima, Joannis
prima et secunda et Jacobi (or rather Judae) quaedam attico
scrmone declaravit, etc. — Cum de reliquis epistolis canonicis
magna nos cogitatio fatigaret, subito nobis codex Didymii . . .
concessus est, ete.  Dut as Cassiodorus expressly says in the
DPraefatio: ferunt itaque scripturas divinas V. et N, Testamenti
ab ipso principio usque ad finem graeco sermone declarasse
Clenmentem Alex., it may be concluded from this that he did
not possess a complete copy of the Hypolyposes, but one only
in which several epistles of the N. T, and among these Second
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Peter, were awanting. Whilst Britckner says that the remark
of Cassiodorus is no certain refutation of the statement made
Ly Eusebius, Weiss declares himself convinced that the
epistle was not commented on by Clement. — Neither in the
writings of Tertullian nor of Cyprian is there to be found any
trace of an acquaintance with the epistle, though both of them
know and quote First Teter.— The epistle does not stand
in the older Peshifo, nor is it mentioned in the Muratoriar
Conon.  Previous to Clemens Al it is sought for in vain in
the apostolic and in the older church Iathers. As to
whether in these writers certain echoes of the epistle are to
he found which point to an acquaintance with it, Guericke,
even, expresses himself very doubtfully : “ The allusions, in the
case of some of the apostolic Fathers, are not quite certain;
hut, on the other hand, Justin M., Irenaeus, and Theophilus, do
really eppear to have made uwnmistakeable reference to it.”
Thicrsch {p. 362, d. «. Sekr) denies still more decidedly o
reference in the earlier church Fathers to this epistle.  “The
two thoughts only,” says Thiersch, ““that one day is with the
Lord as a thousand years,” and that ‘ the end of the world will
<ome as a conflagration,” had at a very early period obtained
vencral diffusion throughout the church;” but he himself
shows that these two ideas did not necessarily originate in
this epistle.  ost of the recent crities agree with Thiersch.
Eutirely opposed to this, however, is the judgment of Dietlein;
Le fancies he finds, not only in the three Fathers already men-
tioned, but in Polyecarp, Ignatiug, Clemens Romanus, Barnabas,
and Hermes, not in some few passages merely, but “ scattered
in large numbers throughout the writings of cach of them,”
indisputable references to our epistle. In his endeavour to
discover these, lowever, Dietlein has failed to observe that the
writers of ecclesiastical antiquity all drew! from the same

! Even with regard to Philo, Dictlein says: ¢ The coincidence between Phii
aml the N. T. and primitive ecclesiastical writers is by no means always fortni-
tous,—DBoth draw alundantly from the same storehouse of views and expressing <,
only the use they make of these is very different.””~This remark is very just ;
but why does not Dictlein apply what he says as to Philo to the relation betwee:
the primitive Christian writers and those of the N. T.? Is it becanse the
application is in no way different? Dut, according to his own account, tl.-
oaterial which the former drew direetly from the latter was often applied ir: a
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store of conceptions, expressions, and phrases, and that a corre-
spondence must necessarily take place, without the dependence
of any one upon another following therefrom. By far the
most of the passages in those apostolic Fathers to which
Dietlein appeals attest only a community of conception and
expression, but not a dependence on Second Peter, the less so
that the harmony consists almost only in accidental phrases
and the like, and not in such ideas as are peculiarly charac-
teristic ol our epistle; nor has Dietlein been able to show a
single sentence in which there is an exact verbal agreement.

In the Epistle of Barnabas, the words, chap. xv.: 7 7uée sap’
abry (that is, zupie) it ivg, doubtless call up 2 Pet. iil. 8 ; but
the thought to which they give expression is there entirely
different from that here. Besides, it must be particulinly
observed—to this Thiersch ealls attention—that the conception
of the days of the Messiah as a Sabhath of a thousand years is
found in the Mischnah, Tractat. Sanhedrin O7h, in connection
with Ps. xc. 4; as also that the authenticity of the Epistle of
Barnabas is by no means so certain as Dietlein presupposes. —
All the othier passages in this epistle to which Dietlein appeals
(especially in chap. i. and i, in the salutation and the conclusion
of the epistle) show points of similarity only, which by no means
prove the existence of definite references.! — So, too, with the
passages from the Epistle of Clemens Romanus (chap. vii. imt.
comp. with 2 Pet. 1. 12 and iii. 9; chap. viii. eomy. with 2 Pet.
il 9, 10, 17 ; chap. ix. comp. with 2 Pet. i. 17, ete.; chap. xi.
with 2 Pet. it 6, 7, ete.), and from that of Polycarp (chap. iil
comp. with 2 Pet. 1. 15, 16; chap. vi. fin. and vil init. with
2 Pet. iii. 2, ete.).? Had Polycarp really been acquainted with

very diverse manner ; and though the ditlerence here be not so great as in the
above case, it is only natural it should be so, if the different eircumstances he
considered.

! When Barnabas, in the introduction to his epistle, thus states the purpose of
it : Pva peva ois wicriws Tikuay xnTe xal Tav yveow, this so entirely corresponds
with the contents of the epistle that he certainly cannot have made Sccond
Peter his guide ; that he makes use of the verb smso¥déZew is all the less objec-
tionable, that the word is a very common one.  The enumeration of the virtues
(chap. i) is entirely different from that which occurs in 2 Pet. i. 5-8, and the
words : magnaram ¢t honestarum Dei acquitatum abundantiam sciens esse in
VObiS, have a yery fecble Sinlil(‘ll‘ity to: ~x /Afywﬂrz 7",;u_v xa) f.-x'/uz iorzyyglpzr.z
3:dupnrar, 2 Pet. i. 4, especially as the connection of thought is of quite another
kind.

* Dietlein finds specially in Clement a mass of references to Second Peter;



264 TIIE SECOND EPISTLE OF PETER.

Second Peter, and had he wished to refer to it, it is impossible to
nnderstand why he does not quote even onc sentence from it liter-
ally, as he certainly does from First Peter. — Still less than that
of the above-mentioned Fathersis the dependence of Ignatius on
Second Peter capable of proof, even in a single passage. — As
regards Justin Martyr, the earlier critics have traced back the
expression in the Dialog. cum Tryph. c. 89 (p. 308, Morelli’s
edition) : euvizumsy yap = slpruévey, b1 Guipe zvpicy ag yitie erm, clg
reiro owdyean, to 2 Pet. 1il. 8 as their original source; but the
words here have the same meaning as in the Epistle of
Barnabas, and, besides, differ still more markedly from those of
Second Peter. — Indeed, Justin himself seems to hint that the
words are not taken from aun apostolic writing ; for he cites
them as a saying not unknown to Trypho, whilst lLie expressly
mentions the book of the N. T. from which a quotation imme-
diately following is taken: zai {zara (ic. “and then,” 2. “and
further ”) "Iwdwng . . . & dmoxaddde . . . mpospireuse—Subse-
ruently, indeed, Justin designates the false teachers as Jeudo-
srodozaror (2 word whicl occurs, no doubt, in the N. T. only in
Second Teter), and that, similarly as in 2 Pet. 1i. 1, in connec-
tion with the false proplets among the Jews; but this need
oceasionn no surprise, since in after times the name was not
unconunon, and the application of it must have suggested itsclt
at once to him in conversation with a Jew.— Nor in Hermag
either is there any quotation properly so called from Second
Peter. Still appeal has been made to various expressions (in Vis.
iit. 7, iv. 3) which no doubt may be traced back to that Epistle;
and yet more is this the case in Vis. vii. Whilst, however,
Wiesinger admits the dependence on Sccond Peter, and
Driickner is inclined to agree with him, Weiss remarks, that in
the Greek text, now brought to light, the supposed refercnces
in Hermas lose every semblance of similarity. On the other

but it is here precisely that the way in which he strains the most natural phrases
and expressions hecomes apparent,  There is no foundation for the assertions,
that the expression : v +5 abry fousy axdpper (Which the words xai 6 adeos fuiv
dyav imixuras follow) had its origin, by assoeiation of ideas (1), in the i@’ ooy
il i rodtw =5 oxmvaprri of Peter; that Clement was stinulated by Peter to
write the remarks in ehap. vil. and xi. ; that when he wished to account for the
very speeial reverence in which Paul was held, he, in doing so, did not act with-
out reference to 2 Pet. iil. 151 By what right are cxpressions such as dxaxe,
pirdvoa, Sixaiooiva, cawivedposvva, cle., stawmped as peculiarly Petrine ?— Dictlein
attaches special importance hoth to the fact that Polycarp mentions Paul, and te
the manner in which lie does so, as also to his controversy with the heretics,
who denicd the dvéoraaiz.  Yet here, too, it is presupposed that similarities are
due entirely to direct reference ; and, moreover, no account whatever is tuken of
the relation in which Polycarp stood to Clement,
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hand, Hofmann ‘maintains that in Sim. vi. ¢. 2{f, the peculiar
connection of =pvps with g=dry, etc., as also the singular calcula-
tion, for how long a time pain would follow one day of luxurious
living, can only be explained by a reference to Second Peter;
and further, that the vision of the seven virtues (Sim. iii. c. 8)
could have had 2 Tet. i. 5-7 as a pattern. Doth of these asser-
tions are very questionable—In Theophilus («d Awulol.) it is two
passages prineipally that recall our epistle; in the one it is said
of the prophets (L IL. c. 11, ed. Wolfii, Hamb. 172:4): of 6 o3
Ol avlpwzor msumarToPipor wvedpuTos Gyl zal spopATas yevimevor bx'
adr6l 705 @03 fumviuclivres nal copiolivess Sytvovro O:00idunsor xaui oiol
zal dizeior; in the other (L IL. c. 1), with reference to the Logos :
7 &idsaZiz vob Ol wolrd fomiv 6 Viyos adrol @aivaw domep R
oizhmuss sneyomévy.  The similarity of the former passage with
2 Pet. 1. 21, and of the latter with 2 Det. 1. 18, is indisputable ;
but that the one had its origin in the other remains certainly
doubtful, the points of difference lLeing not less marked than
those of agreement. The conception formed of the prophets is
in both cases the same 10 doubt, but it was also the view gene-
rally prevalent, and is found even in Phile ; cf. the exposition
of 2 Pet. i. 21 ; the manner of expression, too, is not a little
different. As regards the other passages, it must be observed
that there is agreement, neither in the figure employed (év oix4-
part oweyonive instead of & adyuipw rizw), nor with respect to
the object spoken of. — In Irenaeus the thought, that one day is
with the Lord as a thousand years, is again found, and that in
two passages (Adv. Hacres. v, 23 and 28), but in neither of them
is it hinted that the words are taken from an apostolic writing.
If it had not its origin in some collection of proverbs then in
circulation, it is very probable that Irenacus borrowed it from
Justin, since he too uses the expression: suépa zupiov (10t =apc
zupip). — Dietlein, indeed, thinks that instances of reference on
Ircnaens’s part to Second Peter may be richly accumulated, the
more the finding of them is made an object of study (). DBut
Irenaeus nowhere mentions the epistle, nor does he anywhere
make a quotation from it,—a eircumstance more surprising in his
case than in that of Polycarp, if he really kuew the epistle, and
considered it to be an apostolic writing. Cf. Briickner, Einl.

§4.

The result of an unbiassed examination is, that in Ignatius
there are to be found no references to Second Peter; in
Clemens Rom., Barnabas, and Polycarp, none in any way
probable; in Justin Martyr, Hermas, and Theophilus, none
certain ; and further, that Irenacus cannot be looked upon as
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a guarantee for the existence and authority of the epistle in
the church. If, then, the apostolic Fathers had already made
use of this composition, more especially in the manner in
which Dietlein holds that they did, it would be impossible to
explain not only how the doubts, spoken of by Origen, arose,
but also the circumstance that the epistle is mentioned neither
by Tertullian unor by Cyprian. Dietlein’s assertion, that the
older Fathers of the church, in making more frequent reference
to the Pauline Epistles than to the Petrine, did, in doing so,
but follow the hints which Peter himsell gave in chap. iil
15, 16, explains nothing ; for, on the one hand, no such hint
is contained in that passage; and, on the other, the first
gpistle must have shared the same fate as the second, which
is not the case. — Thicrsch, as alrecady remarked, whilst
admitting that it cannot be proved that any of the carly
church Fathers made reference to Sceond DPeter, at the samne
time allows that none of the rcasons which explain the sub-
ordinate position held by the antilegoniena as compared with
the homologoumena, are applicable to this epistle. He 1s
therefore driven to account for the fact that this epistle was
not included among the subjects of regular anagnosis, by say-
ing that this was due to the fear lest a too early disclosure—
as made in his words of thunder (2)—of the evil, in its whole
scope, would have had the effect of hastening on the outbreak
of it, more especially at a time when all minds were being
stirred to their very depths, as was the case when the canon
of the homologoumena was fixed.  DBut this reason is in itsel{
very improbable, for there could eertainly have been no better
weapon against the advancing cvil, than the word of an
apostle, and especially of Peter. Thus, too, the reflection is
cast upon Deter that he was here wanting in true apostolic
wisdom, inasmuch as he composed an epistle which could
have no other than a disturbing influence. And what, then,
is to be said of Jude, who made into a special cpistle the
sharpest passages, and those likely to exercise that influence
most strongly !

The circunstance that the epistle is not mentioned by the
carliest Fathers of the ehurch remains all the more surprising,
when it is considered how important the polemic it contains



INTRODUCTION. 267

against errors of the worst kind must have made it appear to
them. Wiesinger thinks that the exception taken to it by
Hieronymus on linguistic grounds (see below), as well as the
dogmatic objections raised to it, would be less likely to
recommend for use an epistle so special in its contents. Dut
opposed to this is—(1) That if the churches to whom it is
addressed did receive it from Petev, they would hardly have
compared it in the matter of style with the first epistle;
(2) That it affords no ground for dogmatic objection ; (3) That
the special character of its contents is preciscly of such a
nature as to promote its use, rather than to be an obstacle in
the way of it. Weiss justly maintains that the question, how
it can be explained that there are no certain traces of the
epistle in the second century, is as yet unsolved, in that what
has been urged in the way of solution Ly the defenders of the
genuineness, is in a great measure arbitrary and insufficient.

After the time of Eusebius, the epistle was geuerally treated
as canonical; yet Gregory of Nazianzum already says (Curn.
33, ver. 35): kalohkdy émioToNGY Tivés pev érta $doi, of S¢
Tpeis povas ypivar 8éxeabac; and Hicronymus (s. de Seripl.
ccel. ¢. 1), who himself holds the genuineness of the epistle,
remarks that its Detrine origin is denied by wmost, and withal
propter styli cum priore dissonantiam. — Although it was not
in the Peschito, Ephraem Syrus made no doubt as to its
genuineness; meantime, and notwithstanding, doubt lone
maintained itself in the Syrian Church, as may be seen from
the words of Cosmas Indicopleustes (Christ. topoyraplic,1ih. vi.):
wapa Slpois 8¢ €l iy al Tpels povar ai wpoyeypappévas oby
ebpiorovtar, "lardBov kal Iérpov kai "Iwdvvov’ al d\Aat
vap obre kelvtar wap’ adrols.

In the Middle Ages all doubts were silenced, but at the
time of the Reformation they immediately revived. Erasmus
already said that, juxta sensum humanum he did not believe
that the epistle was the composition of Peter; and Calvin
is of opinion that there are several probabiles conjecturae,
from which it can be concluded that the epistle is the work
rather of some one other than Peter. — The older Lutheran
dogmatists are not inclined to insist positively on its genuine-
ness, on the ground that the church does not possess the
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power, quod possit ex falsis scriptis facere vera, ex veris
falsa, ex dubiis et incertis facere certa, canonica et legitima
(Chemnitz, Ee. Cone. T'rid., ed. 1615, Francof, p. 87 fit.).
Although the later writers on dogmaties gradually obliterate,
more and more, the distinetion between homologoumena and
antileromena, and our cpistle in ecclesiastical use is treated
increasingly as a canonical writing, yet doubt did not wholly
disappear.  Indeed, since Semler it lhas grown to such an
extent that Schwegler (d. nachapost. Zettall. Bd. 1, p. 491)
feels warranted in saying: “ I'rom Calvin, Grotius, Scaliger,
and Salmasiug, to Semler, Neauder, Credner, and de Wette,
the voices of all competent authorities have united in doubt-
ing and rejecting it.” — This is, however, saying too much, for
therc has never been any want of competent authorities to
defend its gennineness.  Still, the general voice had certainly
become always more unfavourable to the epistle, — till in
recent times new defenders of its authenticity appeared.!
Mary erities hold that genuine and spurious parts may be dis-
tinguished in the epistle ; thus Berthold in his Einl. = V. T
and C. Ullmaun in his work, Der 2 Brief LPetri Lritisch waler-
suclt, Heidelb. 1821.  The former regards the sccond chapter
as spurious, the latter the third also. The first of these two
views 1s refuted by the fact that not the second chapter alone,
but likewise several passages of the third, bear a similarity to
Jude’s epistle ; and against that of Ullmann are the circum-
stances that the first chapter has by no means the character
of a completed whole, while, as § 2 proves, there is a firm
Iine of thought running through the epistle, and binding into
a unity its several parts, from beginning to end.

In discussing the question of the authenticity of our

1 As defenders of its authenticity may be specially named : Nitzsche (£).
Petri postrrior auctori suo anprimis contra Grotium vindicata, Lips. 1785), €.
C. Flatt (Qenuina secundace cp. Petri origo denvo defenditur, Tub. 1806), J. C.
W. Dahl (De authentia cp. Petri poster. ¢t Judae, Rost. 1807), F. Windisch-
nemn (Vindiciae Petrinae, Ratish, 1836), A. L. C. Heydenrcich (Ein Wort zur
Vertheidiguny der Aechtheit des @ Br. Petri, Herborn 1837), Guericke (who in
his Beitriige had expressed doubts as to the authenticity) ; besides these, Pott,
Augusti, Hug, ete.; and in most recent times, Thiersch, Stier, Dietlein, Hof-
mann, TLathardt, Wiesinger, Schott, Weiss, Stcinfass; Brickner is not quite
decided.
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epistle, it will be necessary to consider its relation to Lirst
Peter. If this latter be held to be spurious, there is of course
no need of any further investigation, for, appealing as the second
does to the first, it must share its fate. Dut since Tirst T'eter
must be regarded as genuine, & comparison of it with our
epistle is of the highest importance.

The doubts as to the authenticity of the second epistle,
which result from a comparison of the two writings with
each other, are founded mot on a dissonantia styli only
(Hieron.), but also on a diversity (although not a contradietion)
in the mode of conception. No doubt those who call the
authenticity in question have not unfrequently gone too far
in the production of alleged differences, but that such do
cxist camiot be denied. Of these the following are the most
important :—The prominent feature in hoth epistles is, indeed,
the Parousia of Christ, but the manner in which it is spoken
of is in each different; in the first epistle the prevailing
conception is the éxmis; in the seccond, on the other hand, it
is the émiyrwois,—the former expression not occurring iu the
second epistle, nor the latter in the first. In the first
epistle the day of the second advent is looked upon as
imminent; in the second, mention is indeed made of a sudden,
but not of the near arrival of that day; rather is it expressly
indicated as possibic that it wounld not come till farther on in
the future. In the first epistle the ckicf stress is laid on
the glorification of believers which shall accompany the return
of Christ; in the second cpistle prominence is principally
given to the catastrophe which shall overtake the whole
creation in connection with the advent, that is, to the
destruction of the old world by fire, to give place to the uew
heaven and the new earth. In addition to this, the advent
is in the first epistle designated by the word amoxddvyrs,
and in the second by mapoveia.

The existence of this difference cannot, as opposed to Hof-
mann too, be called in question. Even if,as Wicsinger strongly
urges, the passage iii. 14, 15 indicate that the I’arousia will be
the glorification of believers, still the form under which this is
represented as taking place is different from that of the first
epistle.  When Schott asserts that “the second epistle in no
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way, and least of all expressly,’ alleges the possibility of a later
realization of the Parousiy,” the statement loses its justifica-
tion in presence of ver. 8. Weiss's objection, that by émiyvwas
is not to be understood a * theoretical knowledge perfecting
the Christian life,” is out of place here, for ‘ziyvasic and
£2.xig are certainly different ideas; and even if Weiss he correct
in saying that the expectation of the near Parousia is not
abandoned in the second epistle, the difference in question
would not be removed.

Whilst in the first cpistle the saving truths of the death
and resurrcction of Christ form the Dbasis of the é\mis and of
the Christian’s moral life, in the second epistle these are
nowhere mentioned. Nor in the latter epistle is there any
trace to be found of the ideas peculiar to the former (cf.
Introduction to the epistle); and, on the other hand, the
coneeptions characteristic of this epistle, as the view ex-
pressed in chap. 1. 19 ; further, the idea of the xowwria with
the divine nature secured hy meaus of the érayyéipata, and
the belief that the world was framed by God, and would
perish again by fire, are nowhere hinted at in the first
epistle.

These remarks, too, maintain their full force against the
objections taken to iliem; for the question here is, not as to
how these differences (not contradictions) are to be explained,
ou the assmmption of an identity of authorship, but as to the
fact, which cannot be ecalled in question, that they actually do
exist. Is it beside the question for Scliott, in reply to the
remark that in the sccond epistle the death and vesurrcetion of
Christ are not mentioned, to adduce a mass of citations from it
for the purpose of showing, what is no doubt true, that the
prersoie of Christ is very decidedly brought forward as the
cuarantee of a completed salvation, and the cfficient origin of
an holy walk; and all the more that, in proportion as the
person of Clrist is insisted upon, the stranger does it seem
that an apostle hike Teter should pass over those facts in
silence ?

As regavds the style and wode of capiession in both epistles,
it should not be left unnoticed that Peter’s literary character,
as seen in his first epistle, is not, like that of Paul or John, so
sharply defined and original, that cach of his productions revealx
its authorship. And just as little must it be forgotten, that the
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first epistle in many passages recalls the epistles of Paul, that
the second is, to no inconsiderable extent, dependent on Jude,
and that consequently the peculiar character of Peter’s style is
difficult to determine, the more so that his writings are only of
small extent,!  Still many linguistic differences are to be found,
which even in Hieronymus’ time attracted attention, and whicl
cannot be overlooked. It is not to be denied that the freshuess
of expression of the first epistle, and its richness in com-
binations of thought, are here wanting. Whilst in the first
cpistle one thought follows directly upon another in lively
succession, the connection in the second epistle is not unfre-
quently effected by means of conjunctions which point back
to what precedes, or by a formal resumption of what had
previously been said, ef chap. i 8, 9, 10, 12, 15, iii. 7,
10, 12, And whilst, too, in the first cpistle there is a
richuess and variety in the use of prepositions expressive of
manifold relationships, a conspicnous uniformity in this
respect prevails  throughont the second epistle.  Many
peculiaritics which are characteristic of the diction of the
first epistle (cf. Introd. to first epistle, § 2), are forcign to
the secoud. In the use also of several siugle expressions

1 Tn opposition to what is said above, Schott maintains not only that the
Epistle of Jude is dependent on Second Peter, but also that Second Ieter con-
1uins echoes of the Pauline Epistles. 1le thinks that ieosiuss, 1. 1, arose from
Eph. ii. 19; &zopuytvres . o . @lopiis, 1. 4, from Rom. viii. 20 ff.; and the
passage i. 12 ff. from LRom. xv. 14, cte. The epistle, further, is supposed to
show a special dependence on the Pastoral Epistles, i. 3-11 being only an
adaptation of Tit. 1i. 12-14, cte.  Schott attaches particular importance to this,
that leading and fundamental ideas in the epistle are employed in the same
prominent manner only here and in the Pastoral Epistles, as cioipsia, sdosfis,
Loefihs, cwrip, odiley, pirive With its family, ixiyvwais, fraopapsiy, ixayyiddopa: ; a
dependence, too, on the Epistle to the Hebrews he considers hardly less evident.
— All these assertions, however, are unwarranted. As a matter of eourse, there
are ideas expressed in Sccond Peter which correspond to these contained in
other epistles ; but this arises from the oneness of the Christian faith, and is no
proof of a special reference to any of those epistles.  As regards the individual
leading and fundamental ideas of the IMastoral Epistles and of Sccond Peter,
adduced by Schott, Zo:pis (deifue) is to be found cqually in the Epistle to the
Romans ; sws#p occurs in other N. T, writings ; ¢4Zev is not used in Second
Peter, and as little is puzhw; briyywos and Bras@nueiy are terms whieh are to
Le found often enough in the N. 1.5 ivayyiadopas in 2 Pet. 1i, 19 has not the
meaning which it has in First Timothy ; the terms cdoefids, tboifua «lone are
almost the only ones which are peculiar to these epistles.
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there is an established difference: xvpeos, when used without
more precise definition, is in the second epistle a designation
of God, cf. chap. ii. 9 (11),1iii. 8§, 9, 10; in the first epistle,
on the other hand, except in quotations from the O. T, it is
used of Christ, cf. chap. il. 3, 13. In the first epistle the
name Xpiorés, when not joined with 'Incobs, is frequently
treated as a proper name, cf. i. 11,19, ii. 21, iii. 16, 18,
iv. 1,13, 14, v. 1; in the second epistle, on the other hand,
Xpioros never occurs except in comnection with ‘Incobs.
And these divergencies are all the more fitted to excite
surprise, if, as Hofmanu assumes, the second cpistle was
written very soon after the first.

1. The objection raised acainst the last remark, that the
combination of Xpis=¢; with ’Ize65¢ occurs also in the first
epistle (Wiesinger, Schott, Driickner), is without force, since
this is not. and never could have been, denied.  Aud it signifies
equally little that, as Hofmann shows, in the second epistle
(with the exception of i. 1) ’Ize. Xpweris also is never to be
found alone, but always in connection withh ¢ »dpr0z 7u%y, cte. ;
since it cannot be denied that Xprerés is used by itself—often in
the first, but never in the second epistle.—Of still less consc-
quence are the remarks of Hofinamm as to the use of xdpre:.
When Schott asserts that Xperéz, with or without the article,
wherever it stands in the first epistle, denotes the Mediator
as such, but that in the second epistle there is nothing to lead
to the mention of the Mediator, it must be remarked, in reply,
that in the second cpistle Christ is designated as the Mediator
distinctly enough by the name swrip.

2. Besides the differences here mentioned, Mayerhoff brings
forwarvd wmany others.  In doing so, however, he has gone much
too far.  Thus he lays stress on the fact that in the first
epistle the exhortations are commenced concisely with the
imperative; in the secoud, on the other hand, with a circum-
locutory expression, e¢g. 1. 12, 13, 15,1i1. 1, 2, S, But in the
first epistle the latter mauner of beginning could not occur,
inasmuch as the apostle does not there remind his readers of
what they had formerly heard from him, as he does in the
second epistle; wor, in the second epistle, is the imperative
without circumlocution by any means wanting. Further,
Mayerhoff speaks of it as peculiar to the second epistle, that
¢v is inserted with a substantive, as in chap. i 4; yet the same
takes place in the first epistle. Of many of the phenomena
which are supposed to be peculiar to the first epistle, Mayer-
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hoff himself admits that they are to be found also in the
second, only less frequently. To the assertion, that in the two
epistles the conception of the Christian religion is not the
same, it must be replied that the various expressions denote
the different sides of the Christian life. As against Mayerhoff,
cf. the discussions of Schott, Briickner, Weiss.

No doubt their diversity in thought may be traced to a
difference in the tendency of the two epistles, nor is the diction
either of the second by any means unjustifiable ;! yet it does
appear strange that, if Peter wrote this letter from the situa-
tion on which the second epistle is Dbased, he should have
done so in such a manner that it would present so many
diversities in character from that of the first epistle. Never-
theless, there are hetween the two writings many points of
coincidence which cannot be overlooked. In both attention
is directed chiefly to the Parousia of Christ, and to prepara-
tion for it by an holy walk. In bothh the rcaders are ex-
pressly shown that to be Clhristians, as they were, is to be in
the right and true state of salvation, and they are exliorted at
once to give proof of it by an holy behaviour, and to confirm
themselves in it. DBoth epistles, further, lave this in common,
that they are strongly dependent on the O. T. (on this sce
Schott and Weiss). In the mode of expression, also, there
are to be found many points of coincidence. Thus it may be
noted that in i. 4 the ideas xaietv and dperj are connected
together in a manner whiclh, though not identical with 1 Pet.
ii. 9,1s yet similar to it; that as in 1 Pet. i. 19 the adjectives
dpwpos aud domhos stand together, so in 2 DTet. iil. 14
dominos and duduyros are comjoined, with which also the
expression ii. 13: omilor xai pepor, correspounds; that the
word amofleces is to be found only in these two epistles. It
is also worthy of remark that the introductions and the con-
clusions in both the epistles show an unmistakeable likeness.
The connuencement points, in the case of cach, to the future
kingdom of God; 1 Pet. i. 4: els s\ypovopiav; 2 Pet. i. 11:

11t is only these two points, herc distinctly expressed, which Hefmann
Drings forward in order to remove all objections, arising from the different
characters of the two cpistles, to the view that both are the productions of the
same author.
2 PETER. S
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cls T aldviov Bacihelav 'Ino. Xpiorob; and as at the close
of First Peter the purpose of the letter is stated by the rapa-
kaidv kT, v. 12, so in Second Peter the design of the
composition is given by: ¢vrdooesfe . . . adfavere, where
the ¢vhdooesle . . . a wy éxméanre Tob (dlov oTHpLyROD
corresponds in a particular manner with the ornpifa: and the
émipapTupdy, Tabty elvar aAndf yapw Tob Oecob, eis v éaT-
xate, in Kirst Peter.

Like the opponents of the authenticity in bringing forward
differences, its defenders lhave not unfrequently overstepped
all hounds in the production of supposed poiuts of coincidence.
Of this Schott has been especially guilty. He goes so far as to
say that even 2 Pet. 1. 1 “1s an armoury from which all doubts
councerning the Petrine origin of the second epistle are repelled,”
and cverywhere, wherever in thought or conception any resem-
blance between the two epistles is to be seen, lie secks to show
that the second makes reference to the first, without in any way
distingnishing what in conception is Christiann and common
from what is characteristic and peculiar; and DBriickner has
accordingly justly protested against many of the arguments
advanced by Schott. Dut even Weiss often goes too far, as
when, with reference to the doctrine of redemption, hic maintains
that the ideas of calling and of election in 2 Peter (i. 10)
seem to be synonymous as in 1 Peter, whilst the fact is that no
such combination occurs in the latter epistle; when he com-
pares the zenwiw Osius ghoswe (2 Pet. 1. -£) with the thought that
the calling is the otive to become like uunto him who calls,
after 1 Pet. 1. 15; when he thinks that the 0:ie 65vemsz of Christ,
which gives all that is necessary for the new life, corresponds
with the divine édvauss which preserves unto salvation (1 Pet.
i. 5); fuwrther, when he lays stress on the fact that in both
cpistles the éixaioslvy constitutes the central point of Cluistian
moral life, whilst elsewhere also in the New Testament the
essence of such life is often enough expressed by éizaresivy ; when
he considers that the falling a prey to edspd (2 Pet. 1. 4,11, 12, 19)
recalls the antithesis between pluprév and égdugroy in the first
cpistle; when he states that in the second epistle (i. 7) the
@sraberpie forms the climax of the Christian virtues in harmony
with 1 Pet. 1. 22, since there it is not gmwdeapic, bub dydss
which is spoken of as the climax, and gwdrgie is also made
promiuent elsewlhere in the N. T.  With regard to the doctrinal
pliraseclogy, Weiss, in the first instance, adduces a number of
points of divergence, and then lays stress on the fact that many



INTRODUCTION. 275

and, in part, striking points of agreement are to be found. But
here again Weiss goes too far; the most of the substantives,
adjectives, and verbs which he brings forward as significant of
the agreement of the two epistles, being in current use in N. T.
language. As regards substautives, with the exception of gps,
the term sviag (1 Pet. iii. 7 and 2 Pet. i. 5) only can be adduced
as of importance, for =7 and &Ze occur elsewhere together;
in like manner éwve, in a metaphorical sense, is to be found
elsewhere; it is plainly incorrect to say that 8lvesmss in 2 Pet.
ii. 11 is used of angels as in 1 Pet. iii. 22 ; in the latter passage
it denotes the angels themselves, but not so in the former.
How the adjectives adduced by Weiss should ever have a
special significance it is not easy to see, used as they often
enough are elsewhere. The same is the case with most of
the verbs; dvasrpépsodas év and adZavaw év at most can be brought
forward as of importance in this connection. And in referring
to kindred expressions, Weiss again goes too far. The following
at most are to be noted here as worthy of attention: isiriues in
the second, and =erdriwe; in the fivst ; &osounos there, adémiros here;
the already mentioned édeminos 2t dudunre; in the first, and
dexiteg 2l duames 11 the second, but hardly dxerasatsrovs apmup-
ring and sézauras drapris.

In spite of all points of accord, real and asserted, the ver-
dict of Weiss comes only to this, that if these be taken into
account there will be an inclination to sce in the divergencies
no hindrance to an identity of authorship; that the points of
agreenient are more than those of divergence; and that the
old complaint as to the complete difference of style, was
founded on very great exaggeration. Similar, though more
moderate, is the judgment of Briickner. Schott, however, ex-
pressly admits that the outward form of the second epistle as a
whole shows, at first sight even, quite other features from those
of the first epistle. The question as to how the undeniable
difference in thought and expression is to be explained, has
been variously answered. On the assumption of the authen-
ticity of the epistle, it will not do to explain the difficulty by
supposing that Peter wrote “in advanced old age, and when
at the very gate of death” (Guericke), for the period between
the composition of the first and the second epistles can have
been, comparatively speaking, only a brief one, at most four
years——a time certainly too short to account for the difference.
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Hieronymus tries to make the dissimilarity of style intelligible
by assuming that Peter made use of different interpreters for
cach of his epistles. But this hypothesis of the use of inter-
preters is without any valid reason, and, besides, is inadequate
to the end it is meant to serve. It is certainly more correct
to find the ground of the diversity in the different tendencies
of the two epistles. The purpose of the first is to lay down
to the readers their true course of conduct in the midst of the
persecutions they had to suffer; that of the second, on the
other hand, is to protect them against the heresies of the
Libertines which threatened them.! These different tendencies
must naturally lend to each of the epistles its own peculiar
character.  Yet cven Schott admits that this alone is insuffi-
cient for the solution of the problem. Schott thinks it can
be solved only in this way: that Peter in his first epistle,
“{or the sake of his readers—to whom he was unknown—and
in his own interest, of set purpose Lept his individuality
assiduously in the background, and sought with the utmost
possible fidelity all through the epistle to write in a manner to
which the Gentile-Christians and the Pauline churches were
accustomed. Tor this reason he elaborated his first epistle
with special care, even as to form ; hut after he had entered into
near personal relations with his readers, he had not the same
occasion as in the first cpistle to keep his own individuality
out of sight.” This manner of answering the question under
discussion, which Weiss justly calls ¢ hyperartificial,” needs
certainly no refutation. As, then, the difficulty is not to be
removed either by separating, with Weiss, the two cpistles by
an interval of more than ten years,—for the assmmption, that
the first epistle was written hefore the letters of the Apostle
Paul to the churches of Asia Minor, is an untenable hypo-
thesis,—it must be admitted, with Briickner and Weiss, on the

! ilofmann thinks that the different tendencies of the two cpistles are errone-
ously stated here.  He holds that the first epistle contains ¢ nothing as to what.
are usually termed persecutions of Christians,” and that in the second epistle
there is ““no warning against teachers of false doctrine, to whom the readers
were exposed, or who already had appeared in their midst.” Both asscrtions
are false. To what is said above must be added only, that the two cpistles,
relating as they do to different circumstances, point to the exhortation to lead
‘¢ 2n holy and godly life,”
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supposition of the authenticity, that there is presented here a
problem which has not yet been satisfactorily solved. And
the difficulty is increased if it be considered that in the two
cepistles quite different conditions of the churches are presup-
1osed ; for whilst in the first there is no trace of any dread of
heretical trouble, there is wanting iu the second all reference to
persecutions to which the readers were exposed,—a circumstance
which is not to be passed over so lightly as Hofmann does.

The shorter the time between the composition of the two
cpistles, the more surprising is this phenomenon ; the longer, the
easier is it of explanation. For Weiss, who assumes an interval
of over ten years, there is here hardly any difficulty, more espe-
cially as he thinks that Peter, after the composition of the first
cpistle, was personally present in the churches, and in that case
did not need to mention the persecutions which had induced Lim
to compose his first letter. Driickner reserves for himself a way
of escape from the difficulty caused by this and other surprising
phenemena, by holding that as to the close of Peter’s life the
received tradition may be wrong. Schott, on the other hand,
attaches no importance to these divergencies, although in his
opinion the first epistle was written in the year 63, and the
second in the year 66. For he assumes, on the one hand, that
when Peter wrote his second epistle the persecntions were past ;
and, on the other, that even in the fitst there are references to
crrors already present, which Peter, “from his tender and fine
feeling of the delicate relation in which he stood to a Pauline
church as yet in reality unknown to him,” did not wish ex-
pressly to censure. Doth assumptions are erroncous; for the
persecutions which were the occasion of the first epistle are
there clearly characterized as persecutions which, after they
had arisen, continued (see Introd. to Ep. 1); and as resards the
heresies supposed to have been in existence when the first
cpistle was composed, Weiss justly remarks: “There is nothing
to be discovered in it either of the connection with the heresy
combatea in the second epistle, which Briickner artificially
brings out, nor of its clearly marked features, which Schott pro-
fesses to have found.” It is not in any way to be inferred from
the Iirst Epistle of Peter, as Schott asserts, “that it shows a
greater spread and inward intensity of the evil combated in the
Epistle to Timothy,” or that 1 Pet. iv. 2—4 attests that “a com-
paratively large section of the readers was prepared, by a liberal
concession to immorality in social life, to gain undisturbed
security for themseclves as professing Christians;” or that in
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i 18 ff, 1v. b, 6, 17, 18, it is hinted “that the spiritualistic
explaining away of the resurrection of the flesh led the
readers to deny also a final judicial decision connected with the
return of Christ in the body.” Schott, in what he here says, is
moving, not on the ground of true exegesis, but in the region
of the most arbitrary fiction.

The less success has attended all efforts to overcome the
difficulties which, on the assumption of the authenticity, lic
m the relation of the two epistles to each other, the more
justifiable does doubt as to the authenticity appear. It has,
no doubt, been asserted that a Falsarius would have followed
the first epistle so closely as to have avoided these differences;
but it is equally conceivable that a pseudonymous author
could have written under the influence of Peter’s epistle
indeed, yet still in his own peculiar style, and without Dbeing
anxiously careful lest the origin of his composition should
thus be betrayed. On this assumption the existence both of
similarity and divergence is explained. Several considerations
have been urged against the authenticity of the epistle :——

1. The intention of the aunthor to make himself known as
the Apostle Peter. To this it may be replied that, looked at
from the situation in which the epistle was written, and which
it presupposes (i. 13, 14), this so-called intention is neither
unnatural, nor need it excite surprise. If Deter, conscious of
his approaching death, felt himself impelled to write a last
word to the churches with which lhe had before this hecome
connected, reminding them of his former preaching, and warning
them against doubts as to the sccond coming of Christ, it was
certainly not out of place for himi to mention himself, his
relation to the churches, and more espeeially that event in his
own life by which the glory of Christ was revealed to him in »
manner so special. 2. The remark the author makes on the
cpistles of Panl and the other Scriptures. TIn itself, the fact is
not strange that the epistle bears testimony to an acquaintance
with the cpistles of Paul, for that some of the latter were
known to Peter is evident from the first epistle; nor do the
words (chap. iii. 16) imply that the author possessed a formally
completed colleetion of them. Dut the expression: s wal
Tas Nouwas rypadds, is certainly striking. For although it is
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arbitrary to understand by it the whole of the other books of
the New Testament, yet the expression must have roference to
writings which were alrcady in general use in the churches.
It is at least open to question whether this could have been
said, in Peter’s time, of writings of the New Testament.
Several interpreters (Luthardt, Wiesinger) understand by the
term the oldest writings; on this point see the exposition.
3. The use made of the Epistle of Jude. It is certainly going
too far to brand this as a plagiarism (Reuss) ; nor can it be said
that to make use of another’s work was in itself unworthy of
an apostle.  Still it is surprising that an apostle should lave
incorporated in his epistle, as to the substance of it, a non-
apostolic letter.! De Wette’s accusations are, however, unjust :
that in Second Peter the simple expression of Jude is partly
changed by rhetorical and artificial circumlocution, partly dis-
figured and singularly superseded, and that a vacillating line
of thought takes the place of one firm and definite. The
circumlocutions and additions of Second Peter do not bear on
them the character of artificinlness. If alterations in the
latter composition are to be found (cf. Jude 12 with 2 Pet.
il. 13; Jude 12, 13, with 2 Det. ii. 17), these caunot be said
to be distortions (or, according to Schwegler, confusion and
misunderstanding) ; and if the original cowrse of ideas be not
firmly mainfained owing to the introduction of new relations (cf.
2 Pet. ii. 5, 7-9), and a transposition be resorted to (cf. 2 Pet.
il. 13-17, comp. with Jude 11-13), yet the firmness of the
line of thought does not in any way suffer thereby. Incorrect,
too, is de Wette's assertion, that “the heretics combated in
Second Peter are mere noneatities, and a spurious copy of the
seducers in Jude;” as also that of Schwegler, that they are
characterized not after life, not from direct knowledge of thewm,
but according to the vague rcpresentation of tradition. Not,
however, without weight is the circumstance on which de
Wette lays stress, that the false teachers are represented a:

! Weiss takes a too low estimate of the use made of Jude’s epistle when hLe
says: ““Sccond Peter intentionally seeks support in the highly realistic and
vivid deseription given by Jude of his opponents ; and that even apart from this
intentional commeetion, an expression may involuntarily here and there have
presented itself to the author’s pen from an epistle so important, and which he
had probably just read.”
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onc time as about to appear in the future, at another as
already present. Wiesinger rejects the view, that while in
1. 1-3 the future seducers are meant, ver. 10 ff. has reference
to those already present, and assumes that the future éoorrac
applies only to the relation of these seducers to the readers,
and their work among them. Weiss combats this assumption,
and in opposition to it defends that rejected by Wiesinger.
If it De conceivable that the Libertines already present are
“ the beginning of the end,” and therefore not yet the +revdo-
Sddoraroy, ver. 1, still it must not fail to be observed that
in the epistle itself no single word definitcly points to any
such distinction. Iiven less satisfactory is it to say, with
Dietlein, that the first germs of opposition were already in
existence ; or, with Luthardt and Schott, to hold that if the
author speaks of the false teachers as already present, he does
so only in appearance, arising from the circumstance that he
passes from the prediction to the description of them. It
may perhaps be most correct to assume that the author, in
the first instance, quotes the prophetic word in and for itself
simply ; and that he afterwards, in the description of the
Libertines already in existence, hints that the predictions had
begun to be fulfilled. DBriickner seems to hold a similar
opinion ; only he unites this view with that of Wicsinger, and
thus deprives it of its necessary clearness, — If the authen-
ticity be rejected, the difficulty seems to disappear. It would
then lic to hand to explain the vacillation by saying, that the
author thought to combat the heresies of his time, with better
result, by representing them as already predicted by Peter,
and by allowing himself, in the deseription of them, to be
cuided by a composition in which they were treated as actually
In existence. But it can hardly be conceived that the author
should fail to pereeive how incongruous his conduet was. —
Worthy of vemark, further, is the endeavour of the author to
obliterate all apocryphal traces to he found in Jude! The

! Schwegler sces in this also a proof that the epistle was not written until the
end of the sccond century, inasmuch as the dislike to quote apoeryphal writings
was still foreign even to an Irenacus, a Clement, or an Origen. 1f importance
must be attached to this, the cpistle plainly cannot have been written till after
the time of Origen, which is impossible,
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total omission of these would have argued nothing against
the Petrine authorship; but it is only the words of Enoch
(Jude 14, 15) that are left out. The passage relating to the
angels: Tols wy Typioavras ... olkyripioy, is—inasmuch as
the case of the angels must not be omitted—changed into the
more general : dyyéhwy dpapryodvTey, whilst the punishment
that Defell them is given in almost the same words, The
reference to the apocryphal narrative of the contest between
the archangel Michael and the devil is likewise not wholly
destroyed, but ouly effaced,—a more general term being em-
ployed, which, however, canses the thought itself to lose its
clearness and precision.!

4. The heretical denial of the second advent of Christ,
and of the final judgment of the world connected therewith.
Although, already in Taul’s lifetime, many errors in the
teaching as to the last things—as, for example, the denial of
the reswrrection—had begun to grow up, there is nothing in
the other writings of the New Testament to show that the
Parousia of Christ was called in question ; yet the denial of it
is so naturally connected with that of the resurrection, that it
could quite casily have found expression even while Deter was
yet alive.  On the other hand, it cannot be questioned that the
reasons assigned by the false teachers (2 Pet. iii. 4) are such as
seem to belong rather to a time later than that of the Apostle
Peter, although the words by no meaus imply that the Parousia
had for s«ny generations already been looked for in vain
(Schwegler).  And, further, there are the facts that the so-called
Second Epistle of Clemens Rom. combats the same heresy,—
although in an advanced state of development,—and that one
similar, at least, is mentioned in the Epistle of Polycarp.

5. The view expressed in this epistle as to the origin and
the destruction of the world. The opinion of Mayerhoff and
Neander, that this view “is in harmony neither with the

! Wiesinger and Briickner think that Enocht’s prediction of judgment was
omitted only because there was no appropriate place for it in the conuection of
thought in this epistle, and that the change in the two verses, 4 and 11, does
not show a desire to cfface what is apoceryphal ; that Peter only generalized the
special fact mentioned by Jude, ver. 9, presupposing at the same time an acquaint-
ance on the part of his readers with the apoeryphal incident referred to. But
does not such a presupposition contain what must appear unsuited to an apostle ?
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practical, simple mind of Peter, nor with the N. T. develop-
ment of doctrine,” reaches certainly too far; it can only be
said that it does not find expression elsewherc in the New
Testament. Yet the conception that the world arose into
being out of the water by the word of God, points back to the
history of creation in Genesis; and that of its destruction by
fire, though not indeed expressed, has nevertheless the way
prepared for it in passages of the O. T., such as Isa. xvi. 15,
Dan. vii. 9 sq. (cf. 1 Cor. iii. 13; 2 Thess. 1. 8), so that a
more precise development of it Ly Peter is not inconceivable.
In opposition to the appeal to the passage in the Clementine
Homilics, xi. 24 : Noyiodpevos ot Ta wdvta 70 U8wp wroiel
.7\, Britckner remarks that it must not be overlooked that
in Clement it i3 water, and in Pecter God’s word, to which
precedence is given,

When Credner thinks to prove the spuriousness of the
epistle by saying, that an apostle would never have made
reference to one of the weythicel additions in the gospels like the
narrative of Clrist’s transfiguration ; and Reuss, by asscrting
that “ the apparent aim of the epistle is to defend the teaching
as to the last things, according to the Juduco-Christiun concep-
tion of it, and that as nuch against unbelief as against a
spiritualizing interpretation,” their views must be simply
rejected.  Not less unjustifiable is it, however, for Dleck to
base his verdict of rcjection on the circumstance that in i 18
the mount of transfiguration is called «i Zpoz 76 gy, inasmueh
as the place is not even mentioned in the gospels, or more
nearly described.

If the nwnerous difliculties and doubts above mentioned do
not render the authenticity of the epistle absolutely impos-
sible, many of them are yet of such a nature that the spurious-
ness of tlie epistle appears to be hardly less probable than its
genuineness, especially as the only positive evidence for the
latter is the statement of the author himself, that he is the
Apostle Peter.  On the other hand, many reasons seem to
speak against its pseudonymity. CGuericke insists that the
passages characteristic of the epistle ave, “living, spiritual,
and truly apostolic;” but, apart from the circumstance that,
¢g., the wanut of any reference to the essential facts of salva-
tion does seem strange in the case of the Apostle Peter, this
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in no way excludes the possibility of a non-apostolic origin.
He further says that it is not apparent what purpose a
Falsarius could have had in writing ; but this is refuted by the
epistle itself, which clearly enougl states its design. TFurther,
it has been remarked that the epistle, if it be written under
a false name, is a palpable fraud, and to this its own moral
character is opposed. But, in reply to this, the fact may be
brought forward that men of earnest moral character have often
thought more effectually to combat heresy by assuming a
pseudonym. Thiersch asserts that it was in the period which
followed the labours of Paul and preceded those of John that
that Libertinism made its appearance in the Pauline churches ;
but from this it does not follow that the heresy did not
maintain itself for a considerable time, so that after Jude had
already combated it in his cpistle, a later attack on it would
have been no longer timely.

Weiss, too, has attempted to prove the hypothesis of a
pseudonym untenable. He urges, in the first instance, that it
is afflicted with an evil contradiction. For the author appears
to play his role at one time cleverly, at another very awkwardly,
Inasmuch as, with all his endeavowrs to make himself pass for
the apostle, he sometimes forgets his part, and thus betrays
his pseudonymity ; and, whilst the connection with Jude is
made in full harmony with his design, it is carried out in
direct opposition to it. Weiss in his remarks has omitted to
observe that, like many of the opponents of the authenticity
too, hie attributes to the author various inteutions, which the
words of the epistle in no way entitle him to do!  Again,
Weiss seeks to show that, on the assumption of a pseudony-
mous author, there is no uniform purpose discoverable in the
epistle.  But as far as its purpose is concerned, it is irrelevant
whether the epistle was composed by the apostle or not. If

! The author is supposed to have forgotten his part, from this circumstance,
that whilst in the beginning of it he does not name a special class of readers,
in order thus to hide the interpolation of his cpistle, he indircctly mentions them
iniii. 1. DBut there is no proof that the author intentionally, and for prudential
teasons, omitted to name the class of readers whom he addressed. The same
holds good with regard to the assertion that he intentionally chose the pro-
phetic form, il 1{[. and iii. 3, in order that this epistle might contain the
vropheey to which Jude in ver. 17 refers.
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the three passages in the epistle—the polemic against the
Libertines described according to the Epistle of Jude, that
against the deniers of the Parousia, and the recommendation
of Paul’s writings—form a united whole, it is not clear how
they should do so less if they had an author other than Peter.
Finally, Weiss seeks to show that no suitable time can be
adduced for the composition of the epistle if it be pseudony-
mous. But this difficulty is not less than that which arises
in speeifying the time in the life of Peter when le wrote
the epistle; and if it be difficult to show how a pseudonymous
composition could have found acceptation in the church, it is
not less hard to explain how a genuine composition of the
Apostle Peter could have remained for so long a time nnused
in the service of the church. 1If, then, the grounds for and
against the authenticity are thus evenly balanced, there is
lLiere presented a problem which is not yet solved, and which
perhaps cannot be solved, so that the guardedness witlt which
Briickner, Wicsinger also, and even Weiss, with all his
inclination to regard the epistle as genuine, express them-
selves on the question, deserves only acknowledguent.

It the epistle be not genuine, the question arises by wlhon,
when, and wliere it was written. «— Mayerhoff seeks to show
that it was composed by a Jewish-Christian in Alexandria in the
middle of the second century. That the author was a Jewish
aud not a Gentile-Christian the whole character of the epistle
shows ; but that he lived in Alexandiia, cannot be coneluded
from the reasons brought forward by Mayerhofl' The date,
too, to which he assigns the composition of the epistle is cer-
tainly too late, inasmuch as the description of the heretics
contains no reference to Guostic views properly so called. It

! These reasons arc—{1) The standpoint of gvaes, and the speculation as to
how the world originated and how it will he destroyed. Dut the ¢vdess spoken
of in our epistle is entirely different from the qvéris of Alexandrine-Jewish
speculation ; and that the view here expressed as to the beginning—unjustly
called a speculution—of the world, had its origin precisely in Eaqypt, is not
proved.  (2) The use made of the Epistle of Jude ; hut that the latter was com-
posed in Alexandria is at least very doubtful. (8) The coincidence between this
cpistle and the so-called Second Epistle of Clement of Rome, in opposing the
same heretieal tendeney ; but, as there is no proof that the quotation occurring
in this epistle was taken from the cbayyiior xas’ Alyvrrioss;, it is also doubtful
whether this fragment had its origin in Egypt.
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would be more appropriate to look upon it as a production of
the first century. — Schwegler considers Rome to have been
the place, and the end of the second century, at the earliest,
the time of the cpistle’s composition. In Rome, he thinks,
endeavours were made, by carrying out a Petrinism and a
TPaulinism, to realize the idea of the catholic church. Tn
tome, therefore, it was that—Ilike so many other writings
which have reference to these two schools-—this epistle was
composed.  Its object—an entirely conciliatory one— is this,
as 1s evident fiom chap. iii. 15, 16, and 1. 14, 16 ff,, “ to bring
about from the standpoint of Petrinism: a final and permanent
peace between the opposing views of the followers of Peter
and those of Paul.” In confirmation of this, Schwegler asserts
that the peculiarities of the DTetrine system are apparent
throughout the epistle, whilst that which is specifically
Pauline entirely recedes. DBut if a doubt arise even here as
to how a so decided follower of Peter—who, according to the
view of Schwegler, must as such have neccssarily stood in
opposition to him—could have been the eulogist of Paul, it
nwust excite most legitimate astonishment to see what are the
reasons he brings forward in support of his view.! The evi-
dence, too, which le leads for the late date of composition
possesses mo value” The chief point, the so-called concilia-
tory tendency of the epistle, is & pure hypothesis, which has

1 These reasons arc——the employment of expressions peculiar to Judaco-
Christian modes of thought: tieijue, dyis dvaospopai, dpers, byie ivrors
x.7A. (but almost all these expressions are to be found in the N. T. writings,
which, according to Sehwegler, favour Paulinism) ; the high place given to the
Adyos mwpepaTixss (as if Paul had set little value on it) ; the countenance given to
angcelological mysticism (which he thinks is proved by chap. ii. 10, 111); the
demand for a tradition as a standard in the interpretation of Seripture (said to
be coutained in chap. 1. 20 1) 5 dydoos xipv¥ Gixasorivas, as applied to Noalt; and the
reference to the Gospel of the Hebrews (in support of which chap. i. 17 is quoted).

2 Thus, when, among other things, Schwegler hrings forward as a reason for
this, the writer's acquaintance with such N. T. Scriptures as he supposes to havo
been composed only after the middle of the second century, i.c. the Pastoral
Epistles, the Gospels of John and of Mark. He concludes that the author was
acyuainted with the Pastoral Epistles, from the fact that some expressions oceur
only in these and in the epistles of Peter ; as also with the Gospel of John, hy
asserting that the writer, in chap. i. 14, had the passage, John xxi. 18, 19, in his
mind ; and, finally, with the Gospel of Mark, by supposing that chap. i. 12-15
contains allusions to that gospel (!).
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no support in the epistle itself; for neither in the passages
quoted by him, nor in any others, are the differences between
Petrinism and Paulinism touched upon, much less adjusted or
surmounted. No doubt Paul is spoken of in terms of praise;
but, according to the connection of the passage, only for the
purpose of warning the churches to which the epistle is
addressed, lest they should be led astray by the heretics, who
wrested and changed many statements of the apostle for their

own purposes.!

! Heydenreich rightly observes: ¢ For that (conciliatory) purpose, the little
which chap. iii. says in passing of Paul would not have suffticed ; if the writer
had been chiefly anxious to show such a union, he would have adapted the
construction and contents of the whole epistle to the conciliatory design.”
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Iérpov émaTony B

According to A and B, the Inscriptio is simply: Iérpou 3.

CHAPTER L

Ver. 1. Suvpewv] B, several min. and vss. read, according to the
usual form : =iy (Lachm.), which is evidently an alteration.—
Ver. 3. After A N, ete., Tisch. 8 reads: s& =davre, instead of the
Lee. wdvre, according to almost all authorities (Laclnn. Tisch. 7).
— d1 36Ens zai gpsric] A C P N, many min., Copt. Arm. Vulg,,
ete, read : idiq 86Zn xai dperp, which Griesb. thinks probable ;
accepted by Lachm. and Tisch., approved of by the modern
commentators and Reiche ; the Eee. in B (Buttm. has, however,
put a 2to B) X L, o/, Thph. Oce. appears to be a correction. —
Ver. -k The Rece. is: va péyiore 5ud zai vime ;) this occurs only in
some min., however much the position of the single words
varies in the different codd., etc. Duttmaun has, following B -
& ciwie 2. péy. auiv; Lachm. and Tisch. 7, following C, read : ¢
ptyrore zel Thwae Apd; 80, too, A, only instead of juiv: bum.
Tisch. 8, following K L &, and many min., has accepted r& riuse
sumaw zai wéiyisre. It cannot be determined which reading is the
orizinal one. — ¢ xéopw] Lec., according to C K, several min,,
Thph. Oec. (Tisch. 7); on the other hand, A B L, ctc,, attest
& 5@ néoww (Lachm. Tisch. 8).— Ver. 5. abré roire 6] Llcc.,
sufficiently corroborated by B C* K L P, «Z, pl. Syr. Occ. — In
C** N, scveral min., Thph, there is «lré d: edre. Lachm.,
according to A, reads: adro/ 3, which can only be considered a
correction, Tischendorf has rightly retained the Ziee. Schott
arbitrarily supposes that the original reading might be: xai
alroi woiro 04— Ver. 8. Instead of tmdpyerra, which is attested
by ahnost all authorities, Lachm., according to A, Vulg. ete,
has accepted swpévre, which probably arose from the subsequent
adpiors. — Ver. 9. auapriiiv] Rec.,according to B C L P, al., Thph.
Oec. (Lachm.); in its place Griesh. Scholz, Tisch., ete., accord-
ing to A X, «l., Damasc., have apeproudrov, which most likely
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is the original reading; the alteration is easily explained by
Heb. 1. 3, as well as by apdprne being in the N. T. of rarer
occurrence. — Ver. 10. smowodoars SeBauiav ipav siv zrieow zui
éxroyny wweisbar] Rec., according to B C X L I, «/, pl. Theoph.
Occ. ete. (Tisch.) ; in A §, several min., and many vss. the words
Ra &g wiv zardy buiv fpyow, ave inserted between emouddcere
and BeBuiwy (evidently a later explanatory addition), in which
the inf. is changed into temp. finit. : =usieds (Lachm. ; in the
small ed.: suzode). — Ver. 12. o3z dusrsfon] Fee, after K L, al,
Thph. Oce. (Griesb. Scholz) ; onthe other hand, A B C P N, al,,
Copt. Sahid. Vulg,, ete., are in favour of xs22740w0, which is justly
accepted by Lachm, and Tisch., approved of Ly de Wette-
Briickner, Wiesinger, and Schott, whilst Rciche prefers oixz
anzrew, ut modestius et urbanius. — Aceording to the testimony
of B C K LN, al, pl, several ves, ete., a:i ouéz (Griesb. Scholz,
Tisch.) should be put in place of the Fire. indz asi, following A,
Vulg. ete. (L'lchm) ~—Ver. 17. Tisch. 7 veads, after B: ¢ vids
oy 6 u/a.f-r rie pov obrés forw, aud l(,lll'ul\q with refevence to the
Bec.: oivis foriv & vide pw & dyamnris (’lftel A CK Ly, ete,

Lachm.): at ita locis parall. owmib. quornm nullo o ior post-
ponitur neque Graec. ullus testis pow rvepetit.  Tisch. 8§ has
:1ccepted the Lre.—— Ver. 18, According to 13 C* ete.,, Tisch. 7
reads: &y "w a/u) ou/ but the Lee. s & ‘(.) op=/ "w a/u; (C[lich S)
is too strongly tuppmted by A (**K LD N ol V uly. ever to
be regarded as 91)11110113 — Ver. 21. Acmuhnn to B CK P, al,

(,opt., cte., Tisch 7 has =oré after apopaseia, and Tisch. S, follow-
ing A LN, ete., mori before sropureia; this order of words is the
more natural, but for that very reason can hardly be considered
the original one. — The Zlce. o dyme @< ocenrs only in several
min,, some vss. Oec. Vulg. — A has dyw =6 @05 (Lachm.);
K L§, al., dyer 05 (Griesh. Scholz). Tisch. has adopted in its
place: d=o b, according to B, «l, Syr. Copt.; Wiesinger,
Schott, and Steinfass pwtel this re: Ldmﬂ Driickuer, too, inclines
to it ; no doubt it was the one w hich was most lll\el) to give
vise (o alterations; still it is too little supported by D, ete.
Liciche considers ciymor @5 to e the original reading.

Vv. 1, 2. Svueov ITérpos] The form most in harmony with
the Semitic language: Svueor, as a naue of Deter, is to be
found, besides liere, only in Acts xv. 14 ; otherwise, cf. Luke
i, 25,10, 30; Rev. vii. 7; Acts xiii. 1.  From the addition
of the name itself, as little as from its form, can anything be
concluded as to the geunineness (in opposition to Dietlein,
Schott, Steinfass) or the non-genuineness of the epistle.  The
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two names 3uwv ITérpos are directly conjoined also in Matt.
xvi, 16 ; Luke v. 8, ete. ; elsewhere, too, the apostle is called :
Slipwv 0 heyouevos ITérpos. The addition of Svpuewr serves to
mark the author as a Jewish-Christian.! — Sothos kat dmd-
orohos 'I. XpJecf. Rom. i 1; Tit. i. 1 (Phil. i. 1). Sodhos
expresses the more general, émooTolos the more special official
relation ; ef. Meyer on Rom. i. 1 ; Schott unjustly denies that
dobros has reference to the official relation.  According to
de Wette, the author has here combinmed 1 Tet. i. 1 and
Jude 1.—7ois looTipor 7Huiv Nayodor mioTw] i{odTipos is
inexactly translated in the Vulgate by coaequaliter ; it is not
cquivalent to ioos (Acts xi. 17: ion OSwpea), but means:
“ having cqual honour or worth.” De Wette's interpretation is
as incorrect : “to those who have obtained the same right to
participate in faith with ws” The use of the words 7eus,
Tipudw, in Peter’s epistle, does not prove that the expression has
here reference specially to the divine privileges of the kingdom
(Dietlein). By this word the author gives it to be understood,
that the faith of those to whom he writes, has the same worth
as that of those whom he designates by sjuiv; both have
received one and the same faith (as to its objective contents)
(Briickner, Besser, Wiesinger) ; Hornejus : dicitur fides aeque
pretiosa, non quod omninm credentium aeque magna sit, sed
quod per fidem illam eadem mysteria et eadem beneficia divina
nobis proponantur. — The connection shows that by fuiv all
Christians (de Wette) cannot be understood ; the word must
ouly refer, either to Peter (Pott), or to the apostles (Bengel,
Wolf, Briickner, Steinfass, Fronmiiller), or to the Jewish-Chris-
tians generally (Nic. de Lyra, Dietlein, Besser, Wiesinger, Schott,
Hofn1.); the last is the correct application (cf. Acts xi. 17, xv.
9-11). Wiesinger: “ That the faith of the apostles should have
a different value from that of those who through their preaching
had become believers, is an idea totally foreign to the apostolic
age.” — Aaxyotor points out that faith is a gift of grace; Huss:
sicut sors non respicit personam,ita nec divina electio accepta-
trix est personarum (cf. Acts 1. 17).—On the breviloquence of

1 Bengel, assuming the authenticity of the epistle, observes not inaptly that
Peter adds =uusdy, extremo tempore admonens se ipsum conditionis pristinac,
entequam cognomen nactus crat.

2 PETER. T
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the expression, cf. Winer, p. 579 [E. T. 778]. — év Sixatocivy
700 Qeob x.7.A] Luther translates: “in the righteousness,
which our God gives;” thus éixatoodrny would here mean
that gift of God’s grace which is the result of faith, whether
it is to be understood of the state of justification (Schott), or
the Christians’ manner of life conformed to the commandments
of God (Driickner). If this view be adopted, however, Sikato-
ovvy cannot be connected with wioTw, for though év may be
regarded as equal simply to cum, or be taken in the sense of,
being furnished with (thus Driickner formerly), it would
always denote that mrioTes is contained in Sixatootvy, which
certainly does not correspond with the relation in which the
two stand to each other; faith is not bestowed on the Chris-
tian in righteousness, but righteousness in faith. Hofimann
joins év duwx. directly with mrioTww, and nnderstands by Scxato-
ovvny herc: “the righteousness which makes Christ our
Saviour; that in which the world has the propitiation for its
sins.” This interpretation assumes that @eov is predicate to
Incot Xpiorob (sec below); besides, it is opposed by the
circumstance that the context makes no allusion to any such
neaver definition of the idea, whilst it is arbitrary to render
mioTw €v Suk.: “that faith which ¢rusts 7 the righteousness
of Jesus Clrist.” Schott, Steinfass, and now, too, Briickner,
comnect S, with {ooTiymor ; the position of the words, how-
ever, is opposed to this, for were év 8w the closer definition
of ioériywov, it must have Dbeen placed directly beside it.
Desides, a somewhat obscure thought results from this com-
bination. The simple addition of év &ee. does not assert that
the faith of the one has equal value with the faith of the
other in this, that in both cases it effects a Swatoatvm.
Sikatoovvy is here mnot a gift, but an attribute of God, or a
characteristic of His dealings. Still the expression must not
be taken as equivalent either to “kindness” (Eman. a Sa,
Pott), or to: “faithfulness,” as regards the promises given by
Him (Beza, Piscator, Grotius); for although &txatocivn may
sometimes come near to the above meanings, it is never
identical ' with them, cf Meyer on Rom. iii. 25. Still less

! De Wette thinks that the author, in approximation to the Pauline views,
may perhaps have understood the rightcousness of God as bringing in rightcous-
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warrant is there for Dietlein’s view, that righteousness is liere
“as a kingdom, the totality of the divine action and revelation
in contrast to this world full of sin and of uncompensated
evil”  Wiesinger (and thus also Ironmiiller) understand by
Sweatoovvy, “ the righteousness of God and Christ, which has
manifested itself in the propitiation for the sins of the world ;”
in opposition to which Briickner correctly remarks, that
Clrist’s work of atonement is not an act of His righteousness;
further, “ the righteousness of God which demands the death
of the sinner ” (Fronmiiller), may be considered as causing the
death of Christ, but not as producing faith. &watosivy, in
harmony with {edriuov, is rather that righteousness of God—
opposed to every kind of mpocomrwiria—according to which
He bestows the same faith on all, without respect of persons
(ef. Acts x. 34£). évis in meaning akin to ez, but it brings
out more distinctly than it, én what the obtaining of the mio7is
{oor. is grounded. The author’s thought is accordingly this:
“in His righteousness, which malkes no distinction between the
one and the other, God has Dbestowed on you the same like
precious faith as on us”'— 7100 Oeod Hu. kai coTipos 'I.
Xp.] Many interpreters (Beza, Hemming, Gerbard, and more
recently Schott and Hofmann) take 7od @eob ju. and cwtijpos
as a double attribute of 'Incod Xp. Others (Wiesinger,
Driickner, Fronmiiller, Steinfass) separate the two expressions,
and undevstand Tod Oeod Hudv of God the Father; and
rightly so, although in the similar combination, ver. 11, iii, 18,
there be but onc subject. For Oeds differs from xipeos in this,
that it is never conjoined with Xpiworés as a direct attribute,
whilst xdpros is very often thus employed, as in the very next
verse; sce my commentary to Tit. ii. 13. There need be no
lLiesitation in taking the article which stands before @eod with
cwTijpos also, as a second subject,—a statement which Schott
end Hofmann have wrongly called in question; cf. (Winer,
ness,—or salvation,—or as redemptive rightcousness, otherwise termed grace ;
and the righteousness of Christ as that love by whieh He undertook the work oi
salvation, DBut 3. means neither grace nor love; and besides, it is altogether
arbitrary to give the expression a different meaning with respect to Christ from
that which it has when applicd to God.

! Hofmann most unwarrantably maintains that, in this interpretation, & is
taken ‘*in a sense which cannot be justified.”
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p- 118 [E. T. 162]) Buttmann, p. 84ff. Dictlein, in his
interpretation, adopts a middle course: “of our God and
Saviour; and when I speak of God the Saviour, I mean the
Saviour Jesus Christ.” But only this much is correct here,
that the close conjunction points to the oneness of God and
Christ of which the author was assured. — Ver. 2. ydpes . . .
manfuvbely] as in 1 Pet. i. 2. In this passage év émvyvaoce:
70D Oeot . 'Inool Tob wxvpiov Huov is added. Here, too, év
is not, cum, but states in what the increase of grace has its
origin, and by what it is effected (de Wette). This is the
knowledge of God and Jesus, our Lord; cf. on this Johu
xvii, 3; 2 Pet. il 20. Calvin: Dei et Christi agnitionem
simul connectit, quia rite non potest, nisi in Cluristo, Deus
agnosci.  Although the émiyvwois here spoken of includes in
it acknowledgment, yet it is erroneous to distinguish between
emippoais and grdoes, by lolding the former to be equivalent
to acinowledyment ; cf. the further discussions on the term
émigvwois In Wiesinger and Schott, which, however, especially
in the case of the latter, are not without the mixing up of
thoughts foreign to the idea. It is wrong to interpret év by
eis; Aretins: ut colant Deum, quemadinodum sese patefecit
in Scriptwis et ut coli wvult, According to Dietlein, the
thought intended to be expressed is that “ grace and peace
grow and inerease from within the soul, outwards, and in thus
growing they becamme ever more and more knowledge of the
revealed God ” (}).

Ver. 3. The first paragraph, extending as far as ver. 11,
contains exhortations. The first of these Is expressed in
vv. 5-7, and to it vv. 3 and 4 serve as an introduction. — @s]
Lachmann connects ws directly with what precedes, and puts
a full stop after ¢pfopas at the end of ver. 4; thus also Vulg,,
Deza, Erasmus, Hornejus, Grotius, This cowmbination, how-
ever, is against the analogy of the N. T. epistles, in whicl: the
superscription closes with the benediction (in the Epistle to
the Galatians alone a relative elause is subjoined, ending, how-
ever, with a doxology that marks the conclusion), and is also
opposed to the contents of vv. 3, 4, which serve as tle basis
for ver, 5 (Wiesinger). Gerhard and others consider @s as
equivalent to xafds (which Gerhard explains by émei, i.c.
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“ postquam ” vel “siquidem ), and supply olrws to ver. 5;
arbitrarily : &s belongs much more to the genitive absolute
(not pleonastically, Pott). The objective reason expressed in
this phrase for the exhortation contained in ver. 5 is by as
characterized as a subjective motive; Winer: ‘ convinced
(considering) that the divine power,” etc.; Dietlein: “in the
consciousness that;” so, too, de Wette, and the more recent coni-
mentators generally ; the construction in 1 Cor. iv, 18, 2 Cor.
v. 20, is similar; cf. Matthia, cusf. Gr. 1825, § 568, p. 1120.
— mdvta . . . Sedwpnuévns] The Vulg. incorrectly: guomodo
omnia vohis divinae virtntis sunt, quae ad vitam et pietatem,
donata est (another reading is: sunt); and Luther: “since
everything of His divine power, that pertains unto life and
codliness, is given us;” Sedwpnuérys is here not passive, but
middle (ef. Gen. xxx, 20, LXX.; Mark xv. 45), and 7is 0.
Suvdpcws does not depend on mdvra, but is the subject (thus
all modern commentators). — According to the position of the
words, adrot vefers back to 'Ino. 7. xuplov Audy (Calvin,
Schott, Steinfass), and not to @eodi ;' if it be applied to Oeot
(de Wette-Briickner, Wiesinger), then @elas (which oceurs
here only and in ver. 4; Acts xvil. 29: 70 Oelov, as subst.) is
pleonastic.  Dietlein and Fronmiiller refer adrod to God and
Jesus, which linguistically caunot be justified. *— Ta mpos Ewn
xal evaéBeiav] the fwy xai edaéBea are not spoken of as the
object, but: Ta wpos fwny kv For the attainment of the
former is conditioned by the Christian’s conduct ; but in order
that it may be put within his reach, everything is granted him
which is serviceadle to §wy and edoéBeta (cf. Tuke xix. 42: 7a
Tpos elpipny oov). The difference between the two ideas is
in itself clear; &wii: “blessedness,” indicates the condition ;
evoéBea: “ godliness” (except in Acts iil. 12, occurring only
in the Pastoral Epistles and Second Peter), the conduct.
Grotius incorrectly interprets fw7 as equivalent to vita alterius

¥ Hofmann, indecd, applies it also to Christ, but by pussing over ver. 2 to
ver. 1, where, as already observed, hie considers that it is not God and Christ,
but Christ alone who is referred to.’

2 The application to Jesus is also supported by the fact, that otherwise this
whole argument would contain no reference to Him ; the application to both

contains the correct idea, that the gift imparted by Jesus is the gift of God the
Father.
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zeculi, and edoéBeia as pietas in hoc seculo. Both together
they form the antithesis to # év wxoouw év émbuuia Pfopd.
wdvra is by way of emphasis placed first, in order to show
distinctly that cecrything, which is in any way serviceable to
Lo} and edoéB., has been given us by the divine power of the
Lord. Hofmann is wrong in defining this wdvra as faith,
hope, and charity, for this triad does mnot pertain pos
eboéBeiar, but is the edoéBea itself.— dia Tis émiyvdacws
Tod kaMéoavros pas] states the medinm through which the
gift is communicated to us; with émiyveois, cf. ver. 2. God
is here designated as o xaléogas 7uds, since it is only by the
knowledge of the God who calls us that the wavra a mp. &
# T\ are appropriated by us,—the calling being the actual
proof of His love to us. The subject to xahety is not Christ
(Vorstius, Jachmann, Schott, ete.), but God (Avetius, Hemming,
de Wette, Hofmann, etc.), as almost always in the N. T}  Of
course xahetv does not mean the mere outward, but the
inward, effectual calling. — i8/a 8ofn xat dperij] doka denotes
the being, dapetsj the activity ; Bengel : ad gloviam referuntur
attributa Dei natwalia, ad zirtutem ea, quae dicuntur moralia;
intime unum sunt utraque. It is arbitrary to understand Soéa
as meaning : “ that side the nature of the Almighty One that
liveth, which is directed outwards,” and by dpersj: “the holy
loving-kindness of God” (as opposed to Hofmann). — The
nature of God represented as the instrumentality, as in Gal.
i 15: kakéoas &ia Tijs ydpiros avrod; cf, too, Rom. vi. 4.
A wrong application is given to the words, if they be taken as
veferring to the miracles of Cluist. It must be observed that
this émiyvwais itself, too, is to be looked upon as wrought
by Christ in us.

Ver. 4 must not, as a simple intervening clause, be enclosed
in parentheses; for although ver. 5 is the principal clause

! De Wette (with whom Briickner agrees) is accordingly wrong in supposing
that =¢i zaiisavrss 4p. stands in place of the simple pron. «d7o5, and is inserted
herause by this eircmnlocution of the active subject the address gains in matt-r
and range. — Schott’s remarks, in which he attempts to justify his assertior
that =eb zadizayres applics to Christ, arc only in so far corrcet, that xaxsv might
indeed be understood of an activity of Christ ; of. Matt. ix. 135 Mark ii. 17 ;
on the other hand, it is cerfain that 5 xzxires is never applied to Christ, but
always to God,
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standing related to the participial clause in ver. 3, still the
latter is determined, in the thought of it, by ver. 4. — &¢ &v]
av does not refer to the immediately preceding (dia Sofpn «.
aperii (Dietlein, Wiesinger, Briickner, this comment.), for it
cannob Le said that Christ has given us the émayyéluara
through the &¢fa «. dpers of His Father, but to wavra Ta
wpos x.7A (Hofmann). Beza inaccurately interprets & v
by ex eo quod. — 7@ Tiua nuiv kar péyieTta émayyéuatal
emaryyerpa, besides here, occurs only in chap, iil. 13, where it
i1s used in connection with the new heaven and new earth in
the future, Dy it is to be understood, not the promises of the
prophets of the O. C. fulfilled in Christ for us, nor those
things promised us, of which we are made partakers in Christ
(Hornejus : DLona et beneficia omnia, quae Deus per Christum
offert et exhibet onmibus, qui in ipsum credunt; \Wiesinger,
Schott) ; but, according to ver. 12 {f, chap. iii. 4, ix. 13, the
prophecics of the wapovaia of Christ and the future conswn-
mation of His kingdom, as contained in the gospel (Briickner).
Dietlein is wrong in saying that émayyéipara are not only
promises of what is future, but announcements of what is
present and eternal. He goes still farther astray when he
substitutes for this idea the different one: “the granting of
favours which proclaim themselves,” The word émrayyédhew
(except in 1 Tim. ii. 10, vi. 21) has constautly in the N. T.
the meaning: “fo promise,” never simply: *“to proclaim.”
These promises are called © precious,” not because they are
“no merc empty words” (Schott), but because they promise
that which is of the greatest value (Hofmann). The dative
autr from its position should be connected more probably with
Tiwea than with Seddpyrar. — Sedwpnrar] is here also mnot
passive (Dictlein), but middle (all modern interpreters).
Gualther erroneously explains it : donatae i. e. impletae sunt.
What is lere referred to is the communication, not the fulfil-
ment of the promises, which ave a free gift of divine grace. —
The subject to Sedwp. is not o xaiésas (as formerly in thi

1 Schott’s assertion, that izayyiruare, according to the form of the word,
must miean : ¢ promised fhings,” is opposed by chap. iil. 13 ; but why the pro-
mises as such should not, as Wiesinger supposes, be the means of effecting the
xowvavia bilas Quoews, it is difficult to understand.
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commentary), but the same as that to the foregoing Sedwpr-
uévns, — tva Oa Tobrwv] Calvin, de Wette-Driickner, Hof-
mann, understand TodTwr to refer to Td mwpos Lwyr KT as
the leading thought; this construction Wiesinger justly calls
“qa distortion of the structure, justifiable only if all other
references were impossible.” Incorrect also is the application
to 8ofp xal dpers (Bengel). From its position it can apply
only to émayyérpara (Dietlein, Wiesinger, Schott), and not in
like manner to 80£n xal dpersi (Fronmiiller). &ea has lere its
proper signification, not equal to “ becanse of them ” (Jach-
mann), nor to “incited by them;” as clsewhere the gospel is
spoken of as the objective means through which the divine
life is communicated, so here the émayyéipara, which, accord-
iug to the conception of Second DTeter, form the essential
element of the gospel. — wévnafe feias rowwroi Ppioews] not:
that ye moy become partakers, but: that ze might Ue, etc.
(Wiesinger). The aorist shows that the author does not look
upon the xowwvia, which for the Christian is aimed at in
the bestowal of the promises, as something cutirely future
(Vorstius : quorum vi tandem divinae naturae in illa beata
immortalitate vos quoque participes efficiemini), but as some-
thing of which he should even now be partaker! The
thought that man is intended to be partaker of the divine
nature, or to be transfigured into the divine being,—which is
accomplished in him through faith in the promises,—is,
though in other terms, often enough expressed in the N. T.
(eb. xii. 10; 1 Tet. i. 23; John i. 12, 13, and many other
passages). Hemming justly remarks: vocat hic divinam
naturam id quod divina pracsentia efficit in nobis i. e. con-
formitatem nostri cum Deo, seu imaginem Dei, quae in nobis
reformatur per divinam praesentiam in nobis. When Hof-
mann urges the expression ¢voes against this view, because a
distinction mnst be drawn between the ¢doss of man and the
personal life of man, the former remaining even in him who

1 Hornejus : ineipit ea in hac vita per gratiam, sed perficietur in altera per
gloriam ; si enim jam hic in ista imbecillitate divinae naturac consortes sumus
per fidem, quanto magis illic crimus per adspectum ct si hic per gratiam il
adipiscimur, quanto magis illic per gloriam, ubi Deus ipse erit ommnia in
omnibus.
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is regenerate always the same, wntil this oaua is changed
from a odpa Yvywor to a cdpa wrevpatikor, he fails to
observe that it is not the Zuman, but the divine ¢vois that is
here spoken of, and in God there can he no difference made
between natural and personal life. The expression ¢vows is
here quite inappropriately pressed by Hofmann. As opposed to
the mystic “ deification,” it must be remarked, with the older
interpreters, that the expression ¢vows conveys the thought,
not so much of the substantia, as rather of the qualitas.
Girotins’ interpretation dilutes the idea: ut fieretis imitatores
divinae bonitatis, The sccond person (yévmsfe) serves to
appropriate to the readers in pacticular that which belongs to
all Clristians (Juiv).! — dmopuyovres Tijs év [16] réoup év
émfupia $opas] These words do not express the condition
on which the Christian becomes partaker of the divine nature,
but the negative element which is most intimately connected
with the positive ain.  Accordingly, the translation 1is-
incorrect : “if you escape” (Luther, Driickner) ; amoduydvres
i1s to be translated : “escaping, eluding;” the aor. part. is
put because the verh is closely conjoined with the preceding
aorist yéwnole. It is to be resolved into: in order that ye
might be partakers of the divine nature, in that ye escape the
dlopa.® With ¢bopd, cf. chap. ii. 12, and especially Rom.
viii. 21 ; Gal. vi. 8 (sce Meyer on the last passage). By it
is to be understood not simply perishableness, but more gene-
rally corruption.  The term ¢fope is here more nearly

1 Hofmann arbitrarily objects to this interpretation, that a change of persons
could not take place in a clause expressive of a design ; rather does it simply
depend on the will of the writer, where he wishes it to take place.  When the
writer of a letter wishes to state the purpose of anything which has been
imparted to all, should he not in particular apply it to those to whom he
addresses his letter ?-— Augusti strangely presses the change of persons, by
applying #giv to the Jews, yéwed: to the heathen-converts, and understanding
fiiz @iois of the divine descent of the Jews.

? Bengel : haec fuga mon tam ut officium nostrum, quam ut bencfieium
divinum, communionem cum Deo ecmitans, h. L ponitur. Dictlein : ““ &rog.
contains no demand and condition, but only the other side of the fact : Ye have
entered the kingdom of the divine nature, therefore ye have left the kingdom of
the worldly nature.”’ — By transferring yévaeés to the future, Schott gives an
erroncous (linguistically) interpretation of Zxeguyivees as future also : ¢ Ye shall
beeome partakers of the divine nature, as such who have (shall have) preeiscly
thus escaped =75 . . . Popzs.”
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defined as % év Td wéopw ¢bopd, 7.c. the corruption which
dwells in the (unredeemed) world, and to which all thereto
belonging is a prey. The further more precise definition : €év
émibuuda, states that this ¢fopd has its origin in the evil lust,
opposed to what is divine, which has its sway in the world
(1 John ii. 16, 17). — dmoi, here c. gen. ; chap. il 18, 20,
cum accus. constr. -— The sequence of thought in vv. 3, 4 is:
Clhirist hath granted us everything that is serviceable to salva-
tion and loliness, and that by the knowledge of God who hath
called us by His glory ; through it he has given us the most
glorious promises, the design of whiclt is the communication of
the divine life.

Vv. 5, 6. xal abTo TodTo &€] ral . . . &, equivalent to “Dut
also)” “and also ;7 cf. Winer, p. 412 £[E. T. 553 {.]; Buttmann,
p- 312, kal adds something new to what goes before; 8¢
brings out that what is added is to be distinguished from
what precedes.! — Neither mrep! nor catd nor wpos is to be
supplied to ad7o TovTo, which staunds lere absolutely, equiva-
lent to & aiTo Tobro: “for this wery reason,” cf. Winer,
p- 134 £ [E. T. 178], and refers back to the thought contained
in as wavra . . . dedwpyuévys, and further developed in the
clauses following: “since ye have been made partakers of all
that, therefore,” ete.  Grotius: Deus fecit quod suum est, vos
quoque quod vestrum est faciete. Dietlein takes adté TodTo
as a simple accusative dependent on émrsyopijoarte (thus also
Steinfass); but this combination, which would make Tod7o
refer to the subsequent év 7 . Ju. ™y dperijy, or to 7. dpeiy
alone, is opposed by the adro beside it, which looks back to
what has gone before. Nor does Dietlein fail to see this, for
hie explains: “the announcements given are now to be
produced in the form of Christian virtues;” this, however,

1 Hofmann, withont any reason, ascribes two diffcrent meanings to xai . . .
3, by saying that “xazi . . . 3 is either equal to ‘but now,” or else to ‘but
also ;" in the first case xzi adds somnething further, which 3: points out to be
something different, and must be added to what precedes by way of explana-
tion ; in the second case 32 adds something different, and xai intimates that it
is added on to what precedes, which cannot do without it.” =xai ... 3 has in
itself always the same signification ; 3: only emphasizes the ncw element added
by xai, whether this be merely a different one from what goes before, or alto-
gether antithetical to it.
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results in a “straining” (Briickner) of the thought. — As
regards the comnection of clauses, the apodosis belonging to
ver. 3 begins with ver. 5, not, however, in quite regular con-
struction. Hofmann, on the other hand, holds that the
apodosis conveying the exhortations begins already with {va
in ver. 4. He looks upon fva as depending on émuyopnyiicare,
and considers that the two participial clauses, d@moduyovres
k7N and wkal . . . wapewwevéyravres, are to be closely con-
nected with each other, and both together joined with the
inperative ; accordingly he translates: « Considering that His
divine power bath given us all that is serviceable to life and
godliness . . . ve should, in order thereby to become par-
takers of the divine natwre, having escaped the corruption in
the world occasioned by lust, but for that very reason giving
all diligence, supply virtue in aud with your faith.” Dut
opposed to this view is: (1) The intolerable cumbrousness of
the construction; (2) The circumstance that although a
dependent clause may precede the clause on which it depends,
this may take place only when the clearness of the style does
not thereby suffer, 4.c. when the periods are so constructed
that the dependent clanse cannot, by any rule of language, be
taken with o preceding clause,—but this is plainly not the
case lere; (3) The aorist wyévmofle, instead of which the
present would have been written ; and finally, (4) The impos-
sibility of here applying 8i¢ Tovtwr to anything that goes
before.  This becomes the more obvious if the preceding
secondary clause be considered as standing after the impera-
tival clause émeyopyyrioare . . . @ydmny. — owovdhy wacav
mapeagevéykavtes| cf. Jude 3: w@ocav om. wolovuevos (Jos.
Arch. xx. 9. 2: elogépewy omovdiy); mapd points oub
that believers on their side (de Wette, Wiesinger, Schott)
should contribute their part, namely, the gmovdy, to what has
herc been given them. That mapd has not here the implied
idea of secrecy, is self-evident; but it is also unjustifiable
when Hofmann asserts that wapeiapépery omovdriy means
“the application of diligence, which endeavours after some-
thing already given in a different manner.” — émeyopnyioare
év T wioTer udv THv dpetiv] émuyopnyety, either “ contri-
bute,” 4e. your contribution to the work of salvation (de
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Wette), or more probably, according to the use of the word
clsewhere in the N, T. (2 Cor. ix. 10; Gal iii. 5; cf. also
1 Pet. iv. 11), “¢o supply ” (Briickner, Wiesinger, Hofmann);
it is here placed as correlative to the term S8edwpyras, ver. 4,
and denotes “the gift which the believer gives in return for
the gift of God” (Wiesinger, although the meaning of the
word does uot quite justify him in doing so, adds: “ or more
accurately, by which he again presents to God his own gift in
the fruit it has produced ”). Dietlein’s interpretation is
erroneous: “to perform in dance.” This meaning the word
never has.  Even yopyyelv sometimes means “to lead a
dance,” but not “to perform auything in dance” The
original meaning of émuyop. is: “to contribute to the expenses
of @ xopos.”  Schott’s assertion is arbitrary, “that émeyopnyetv
signifiecs a supplying of what is due to one in virtue of an
official ov honorary position.” ~— Pott incorrectly explains the
preposition év by 8ud; de Wette inadequately by “dau, with,
of that which is already present, and to which something else
should be added.” The sense is: siuce you have mioTes, let
it not be wanting in dpemf. It is not meant: that to the
7ioTes, as something different from it, dpersj should be added ;
but apety belongs to wiaTes, and for this reason the Christian
must put it into practice. The same relation is preserved in
the members which follow.! aio7es is presupposed as the
origin (Occumenius: Gepéhios Tév dyabdv kai xpymis) of all
Christian virtues, and in the first instance of the dperij, hy which
Occumenius understands ta épye ; Gerhard: generale nonen
omninm operum et actionum bouarum; Calvin: honesta et bene
composita vita; it is best explained by strenuus animae tonus ac
vigor (Bengel): “moral cfficicncy” (de Wette, Wiesinger, Schott,
cte.)” — év 8¢ T dperi Ty yréow] 1) yvdews is not here
7 T@v 100 Ocod amorpidor pvotipioy edyas (Oecum.), nor
is it “the knowledge of God which the Christians possess”
1 Steinfassremarks : ““i» conceives the accusatives as involute accusatives, and
as clements of the previous datives;” this certainly is correct, but must e
supplemented thus far, that the element of the preceding conception, expressed
by the accusative, stands forth as a special graee, and thus becomes, as it were,
the complement of it,

* Hofmann : ¢ that disposition which shows itself in the doing of what is right
and good.”
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(Dictl); but as the matter in hand here is the practical proof
of the Christian temper, it mnst be understood as denoting the
pereeption of that which the Clristian as such has to do in
all relations of life, and of how lie has to do it (Desser,
Wicsinger, Schott, Hofmann; Driickner, in agreement with
this: “discretion ”).'—Ver. 6. The threc virtues here named
arc: the éykpdrewa, the Omopors), and the edoéBea. —
éyxputea, besides here, In Acts xxiv. 25 and Gal. vi 22
(Tit. 1. S: éyxpamis; 1 Cor. vii. 9, ix. 25: éykparevopar),
denotes the control of one’s own desires; 76 pndevi amooy-
pesbar mdber (Occumenius); cf. on Tit. i. 8. Compare this
with ihe passage in Jes. Sir. xviii, 30, where under the super-
scription €ykpateia ruyijs there is the maxim: émicw Tov
émbupidy  gov py Topelow, Kai amo TGy Opéfewy aov
kwAvov. — Urroporr} is endwring patience in all temptations.
Besser aptly recalls the proverb: abstine, sustine.— With
ebaiéBea, comp. ver. 3; Dietlein, without sufticient justifica-
tion, explains it here as: “the godly awe and respect in the
personal, domestic relations of life”  1f edvoéBea do uot apply
ouly to our relation to God (eq. Dio Cass. xlvill. 5: &ia
Ty Tpos Tov adelov edaéBeav), the other object of it must
in this case be definitely stated.

Ver. 7 adds ¢piraderpia and aydmn to the virtues already
named. These are to be distinguished thus, that the former
applies specially to the Christian brethren, the latter to all
— without distinction; 1 Thess. ill. 12: 2 dyamry els
arMhovs kal els mwavras (Gal, vi. 10); with ¢ihaderepia, cf.
1 Det. i. 22, While the apostle calls the love which is
cxtended to all dydmn, Le gives it to be understood that
what he means is not the purely natural well-wishing, but
Christian love springing from the Christian spivit. Dietlein,

! Besser is undoubtedly right in trying to prove that Luther's ¢“modesty ”
has another signification than that in which the word is at present cmployed ;
still that expression docs not altogether coincide with 9véess;, which Luther
anderstands as meaning that ¢ circumspectness ” which kuows how to maintain
the right moderation in all things.

? Hofmann unwarrantably disputes this interpretation by saying that iyxp. is
““that quality by which 2 person denies himself all that is unprofitable;” for
the denying oncsclf that which is unprofitable, for which there is no desire,
surely gives no proof whatever of iyxdraa,
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without sufficient reason, thinks that ¢aderdla is only
the opposite of that which is forbidden in the eighth and
ninth commandments, whilst the d&ydmy is the complete
antithesis to what is forbidden in the teuth commandment. In
this way the conception ¢iraderdia is unjustifiably dis-
regarded,—a procecding to which the language of Scripture
gives the less sanction, that where love in all its depth and
truth is spoken of, the word ¢idetv is not unfrequently nsed;
cf. John v. 20, xvi. 27, ete. — Although the different virtues
here are not atranged according to definite logical order, yet
the way in which they here belong to each other is not to lLe
mistaken. Each of the virtues to be shown forth forms the
complement of that which precedes, and thus gives rise to a
firmly-linked chain of thought. dpers supplies the comple-
ment of wioTw, for faith without virtue is wanting in moral
character, and is in itself dead; that of apery is gvdaus, for
the realizing of the moral volition is conditioned by compre-
hension of that which is needful in each separate case; that
of qyvédows is éyrpdreia, for self-control must not be wanting
to volition and comprehension ; that of éyxpareia is vmopensy,
for there are outward as well as inward temptations to e
withstood ; that of dmopors) is edoéBeta, for only in trustful
love to God has the dmopow firm support ; that of edoéBea
the praderdia, for “ he that loveth not his Lrother whom he
hath seen, how can he love God whom he lhas not seen?”
(1 John iv. 20); that of praderdia the ayamy, for without
the latter the former would degenerate into poor narrow-
heartedness. Thus, in that the one virtue is the complement
of the otler, the latter produces the former of itself as its
natural outcome; Bengel: praesens quisque gradus subse-
quentem parit et facilem reddit, subsequens priorem temperat
ac perficit.!

Ver. 8. Lleason for the foregoing exhortation. — rabra] 7.

1 According to Dictlein, the three first graces, including wizsss, correspond to
the first table of the law, the three first petitions of the Lord’s Prayer, the first
article of the Creed, and to faitk in the Pauline triad ; the threc following graces
to the first half of the sccond table of the law, the fowrth petition in the Lord's
Trayer, the second article of the Creed, and the sccond grace in the Pauline triad ;

the two last graces to the sccond half of the sccond table of the law, the three
last petitions of the Lord’s Prayer, the third article of the Creed, and the third



CHAP. 1. 8. 3032

S5}

the virtues above mentioned. — yap Juiv Imapyovra xal
mheovabovra] For dmdpyew c. dat. cf. Acts ili. 6; mheovd-
fovra intensifies the idea dmdpyovra; for mheovalew, cf. my
commentary to 1 Tim. i 14; it means either: “to De
present in abundance,” strictly, to exceed the measure
(abundare), or: “to become more, to increase (crescere).”
Herc the first of these two meanings seems to deserve the
preference ; though not so in the judgment of Britckner,
Wiesinger, Schott, Steinfass, Hofmanun. The participles may
be resolved into “in that,” “since” (Dietlein), or “if”
(Briickner, Wiesinger, Schott); the latter is to be preferred,
inasmuch as this verse refers back to thie exhortation ver. 5,
aud in “ver. 9 the opposite is assmmed as possible 7 (DBriickner);
thus: “for if these vivtues cxist in you, and that in 5ich
meusure ;7 Luther in his translation has combined the two
translations. — odx dpyovs 00dé drdprovs kabicTnow] duds
is to be supplied. Horncjus: Metérys est, cum ait: uon
inertes mneque infructnosos pro operosos ct fructnosos;
Dietlein: “the ovx and o08é lLelong to the adjectives, not to
kabictnow” — For dpyés, ¢f. 1 Tim. v, 13; Tit. i 12;
obk dpryos, equivalent to “ active ;” drapmos cannot mean only
“without frunit” Dbut “barren” also; cf. Eph. v. 11 (as
against Schott). — xaficTnoe: the present is not put here
for the future (Hornejus). According to Dietlein, Wiesinger,
and Schott, kafioTnue should mean “to cause to appear, to
exhilit,” so that the sense would be : “he who possesses these
virtues, he thereby appears as bringing forth fruit with regard
to the émeyr. To0 xvplov’I. Xp.” by which is meant that his
knowledge manifests itself as an active one; this is, however,
incorreet, for: (1) A meaning is thereby attributed to xafic-
7npe which it never has, either in the classics or in the N. T.
(not even in Jas. iii. 6, iv. 4, and Rom. v. 19); it means
“to set up,” but not to set forth, to exhibit, to manifest, ete.
(2) It gives a meaning to els such as that word has nowhere

eraco of that triad.  Certainly there is here a good deal that coincides, but this
by no means warrants a consistent parallelism of all the individual points, which
can only gain an appearanee of correctness by an arbitrary narrowing or extend-
ing of the ideas and their applications.—It is wortlty of remark that the series
begins with =iz and ends with 4yZex; in that, then, ver. 11 points to the
future, ixai; is added, so that the well-known triad is here alluded to (Schott).

>
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else, since the object with which it is to he taken is always
to e thought of as the end, and that even in the more loose
connection in which els is equal to “with regard, with respect
to.”  (3) It is a somewhat idle, because a self-evident reflec-
tion, that if knowledge produce the above-named virtues, it
thereby manifests itself as a knowledge that is not inactive.
It is also inaccurate to translate with Luther: “where such
is present in abundance in you, it will let you be neither
idle nor unfruitful in the kuowledge,” etc., for els is not equal
to év. The verb xafiocTnue denotes in connection with an
adjective : reddere, to make into, to set one up as; cf. Pape, s.z.;
and the preposition els expresses the direction, so that the
thought is: those virtues make you (or more exactly, place
you as) active and fruitful with regard to knowledge, 7. by
them you are advanced with regard to knowledge ; cf. Col. 1.
10: é&v wavti épyw ayald kapmodopoivres rai adfavouevor
els Ty eémlyvwow Tob Oeot (cf. Meyer 7n loc); de Wette:
“The author considers all these virtues only as steps to the
knowledge of Jesus Christ; and this knowledge he regavds not
merely as theoretical, but as one to be obtained practically,
a living into Him, and, at the same time, perfect ;” thus, too,
Briickner, Fronmiiller, Steinfass.

Ver. 9 gives in negative form an explanation of the pre-
ceding verses.— @ wap ui <wapeott TaiTa] antithesis to
Tabra . . . wheovafovta, ver. 8. The possession of these
graces furthers knowledge, for lie who does not possess them
is Tudros, that is, in so far as he is, and remains, without
the true knowledge of Jesus Christ.  p is explained thus,
that the idea which lies at the basis is: “he who is so con-
stituted, that he is without these virtues” (Hofmaun), or so
that he must be judged as being without them.?— Tudros
éoti, promalor] pvewmalew (am. Aey.) means: to be a plwy,
2.c. one short-sighted :® accordingly pvwmdfwy serves more

1 This third reason also contradicts 1lofmann’s interpretation, whieh he expresses
thus: ‘“The believer possesses the knowledge of Christ. If then, in aiming at
it, he be neither inactive nor unfruitful, he makes this aiming the rule of all his
actions, but so that they should be its work, its fruit.”

2 Schott unwarrantably maintains, on the interpretation of ver. 8 herc adopted,

that the translation must be: ¢ he becomes blind.”
3 Aristotle interprets sce. 31 : pvwwdZovres: of ix ysvirns T& piv iyyds
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nearly to define the term TugAds as one who can see only
what is near, not what is far off.  Schott correctly explaius
pvoTalov by “wcal:-sighted”  The older commentator,
following Oecumenius, for the most part take pvwwdlew
as synonymous with rvgrertew; thus Calvin, Hornejus, etc. ;
but the identification in meaning of these two terms caunot Le
justified, whilst it gives rise to an intolerable tautology. The
translation of the Vulgate: manu tentans (similarly Erasnus:
manu viam tentans; Luther: “and gropes with the hand;”
Calvin: manu palpans), has arisen probably from the gloss:
Ynhapar, perhaps with reference to Deut. xxvii. 28, 29;
Isa. lix. 10. Wolf iunterprets the word, after Dochart
(Hierozoic 1. 1 c. 4), hy xappdew oculos clauderc;' hut
pvordlew is not derived from udew Tas dmas, but from
ployr. A ployr, however, is not one who arbitrarily eloses
his eyes, but one who, from inability to see far enougl, is
obliged to blink with his eyes, in order to see a distant
object. The same applics to Dietlein, who translates: “oue
who closes his eyes,” by which he conceives a voluntary
closing of the eyes, precisely that which is opposed to the
meaning of the word, If, then, pvwmrdfor mean a short-
sighted person, the question arises: What is that near at
hand which he sees, and that far off which he does not sce
The first expression is generally understood as applying to
earthly, and the second to heavenly things. Hofmaun, on
the other hand, explains: “le sees only what is present to
him : that he is a member of the Christian chureli; but how
lie has become so, that lies outside his horizon.” Ilere, how-
ever, the first thought is purely imported, and the second has
only an apparent justification iu the clause which follows, —
Njfny AaBov] dm. Aey. equal to oblitus; Vulgate : oblivionem
accipiens ; ef. dmopynow AaBoy, 2 Tim. i. 5 (cf. Josepl. fnt.
i, vi. 9; Wetstein, Lisner, Krebs <n loc.); taken strietly, the
translation is: “kaving reccived the Njfn”  Hofmann justly
remarks: that this aoristic clause is not only co-ordinate with

BAfwoyres, = 3 iE dmoordosws oby Spavrest bvaveiu B wdoxovswy of wysplvres wolt
prowrafovew’ =i yap tyyvs pn opavrss e wopiwley BAimovasy,

L Tupass puwmdlwy is dicitur, qui ideo caecus est, quia sponte claudit ocules,
ut ne videat.

1 PETER. U
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the preceding, but is added to it by way of explanation. He
is wrong, however, when he thinks that it is intended to
clucidate pvomdlwv. DBy it the author refers not to the con-
sequences (Steinfass, and formerly here), but rather to the reason
of the blindness, or, more strictly, short-sightedness, which
manifests itself in the want of the Christian graces. Dietlein
arbitrarily emphasizes this forgetting as a voluntary act.
This is justified neither by the expression itself nor by the
connection of thought.— tod xafapiopod Tév malar avTod
apaptyuatov] “the (accomplished) cleansing from the former
sins;” uot as Winer formerly, in the bth ed. p. 214, con-
jectured : “the purification, 7.c. the removal of sius;” cf. Heb.
i 3. As walar shows, xaflap. does not here mean a con-
tinnous (to be obtained by repentance perhaps, etc.), but a
completed process. Not, however, the (ideal) xaapioucs
of sins for the whole world of sinners, accomplished through
Christ’s death on the cross;—av7o0 is opposed to this; but
the cleansing, 7.c. forgiveness, procured hy the individual in
baptism (thus to Driickner, Schott, Hofinann; Wiesinger less
aptly applies it to the calling), so that wdiac denotes the
time preceding baptism; cf. 1 Cor. vi. 11.

Ver. 10. Resumption of the exhortation. — 86 paAiov]
St is usnally taken as referring to the truth expressed in
vv. 8, 9, and palov interpreted as equal to “all the more.”
The meaning is then: that this truth should still more incite
to zeal (thus Briickner, Wiesinger, Schott, etc.). Dietlein,
on the other hand, takes u@\lor as “ ushering in an antithesis,”
cqual to “rather;” thus also Hofmann, The former supplies
the thonght: “instead of following a virtueless endeavour
after a so-called émiyvwats,” for which, however, in the context
there is no warrant. The latter more correctly applies it to
what immediately precedes, in this sense, “the readers should
do the opposite of that which Peter calls a foroetting that
they have received the pardon of sin”! That the particle
#a@Xov frequently expresses an antithesis cannot be denied;
cf. 1 Cor. v. 2: Dbut as little can it be questioned that it may

! Hofmann interprets 34 in harmony with his conception of ver. 2: “for

this reason, because lLe only, who is possessed of the aforcnamed graces, is
capable of putting his knowledge into praetice.”
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serve to express intensification; ef. Meyer on 2 Cor, vil. 7.
In this way Doth interpretations are possible. Still that
which is usually given appears to be preferable, inasmuch
as it scems more natural to apply the very significant thought
of this verse to vv. 8, 9, than only to the subordinate idea
immediately preceding. — a8ehgpoi] makes the exhortation
more wrgent. — gmovddgare . . . woteiofar] The exhortation
here points back to ver. 5: emovdyy . wapewgevéyk. The
relations of sAijats and éxdoyn are thus stated by Gerhard :
vocatio, qua in tempore ad regnum gratiae vocati estis; clectio,
qua ab aeterno ad regnuin gloriae clecti estis; in like manner
‘Wiesinger, Frommiler, etc.; c¢f. Liinemann also on 1 Thess.
i. 4. Dut éeloyy can also denote the election effected by the
&Xijous, i the separation of those who are called from the
world, and the translation of them into the kingdom of God.
And this latter view is supported not only by the position in
which the two ideas stand to each other, but by the connection
of thought (Grotius, Driickner, Schott, Hofmann'); for the
summons BeBalav motelofar can apply only to something
which has been realiter accomplished in man, not to the
decree of God in itself unchangeable and eternal. Tor this reason
Calvin feels himself compelled unwarrantably to paraphrase
omwovd, BeB. . . . wowelobar by: studete ut re ipsa testatum
{iat, vos non frustra vocatos esse, imo electos.” — For BefBaiav,
cf. Heb. iii. 6, 14. The making sure takes place then, when
the Christians, by a conduct such as is directed in vv, 5, 8§,
do their part to remain the called and elected people; the
opposite of this is expressed in ver. 9. — The reading: va &
TV ka\dv Updv épywr BeB. . reproduces the thought
in substance correctly. — Tabra yap wootvres] Tavra refers
not to the foregoing virtues, as Hofmann thinks, but to that
which immediately precedes; “the plual shows that the
apostle considered this making sure a very many-sided act”
(Dietlein), — o0 w3 wrraionté more] wrraley means in Jau.
ii. 10, iit. 2: “to offend ™ (Vulg. : non peccabitis) ; here as in

1 Grotius : date operam, ut et vocatio quae vobis contigit per evangelium et
electio eam secuta, qua facti estis Dei populus, ratae sint.

2 Besser too is wrong: ““ the apostle exhorts in these words, that what is stuble
with God, be also stable with us.”
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Rom. xi. 11: “fo forfert salvation ;” thus also Hofmann.
It is unjustifiable to combine the two ideas (de Wette :
“to fall and so to fail of salvation”). The double negation
o p1, and the woré placed at the end, strengthen the
statement.

Ver. 11. odrw ydp] Resumption of the Tadra worodvTes;
Dietlein’s interpretation is erroneous : “ precisely when ye in all
humility renounce every arrogant striving after distinction ;” for
there is no reference here to any such striving. — mhovelws
émuyopnyntioerar Duiv 9 eloodos els k.7 X] The conjunction
of elgodos and mhovoiws émiyopnynthjoerar is surprising. It
is incorrect to attribute to mhoveiws a meaning different from
that which it always has (thus Grotius: promptissimo Det
affectu; Augusti: “in wore than one way ”). It is, however,
also erroncous to make hova. émeyop. apply not to eigodos
itself, but to the condition which is entered upon after the
elgodos, “the higher degree of blesseduess” (de Wette).!
émuyop. represents the catrance info the cterndd Lingdom of
Clrist as a gift; mhovoiws as a gift abundantly ; in so far as
that entrance is not in any way rendered difficult, or even
hindered ; the opposite is the pohes, 1 Pet. iv. 18, Schott is
not quite accurate in applying mhovoilws to the “secure
certainty of the entrance”  Wiesinger adopts both the inter-
pretation of Gerhard: divites eritis in pracmiis coelestibus,
and that of Bengel: ut quast cun triwnpho intrare possitis.
Dictlein here inaptly brings in with émeyopyy. “the coneeption
of a chorus in solemmn procession.” It is to e noted that as
émuyopnyioare, ver. 5, points back to 8ebwpyrar in ver. 4, <o
does this émpxopyynthicerar lhiere Lo émpyopyyijoare.  The
Christian’s gift in rcturn must correspond with the gift of
God, and the return-gift of God again with that of the
Christian,

Ver. 12. &w] not: “therefure, because the whole duty
consists precisely in the not forgetting” (Dietlein), for no
expression was given to any such thought lere, but: hecau=e

1 Steinfass : ¢ This passage treats of the way, of the admission to it, and not
of the blessedness which awaits the believer at the end of it.”  Ileis right, only
that it is not even the way that is treated of, hut merely the admission (or more
correetly, the entrance) to it.
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to him alone,! who in the supplying of virtues reaches an ever
more complete Lknowledge of Christ, is an entrance into the
everlasting kingdom of Christ ministered. — peA\sjow] The
same form elsewhere only in Matt. xxiv. G; de Wette interprets
it Lere: “I will crerr have & eare ;” Schott translates: “T will
always be in the position ;” but there is nothing which renders
necessary here a translation different from that in the other
Dassage.  Hofmann justly says that it is a circumlocution
for the future of Jmoptpviorew, as in Matt. for droderr, and
that d¢ef must he joined with peAhjow. — Luther, following the
Der. obx auenjow: “therefore I will not cease” — wept
7ovTwy] e of all that which has heen already mentioned.
It is not to be limited to any one thing; and therefore not,
with de Wette, to “the kingdom of God and its future;” nor,
with Wiesinger, to “the manifestation of faith in its fruits;”
and still less can Tov7wy be understood, with Hofinann, of the
virtues mentioned in vv. 5-7. In this verse the author
promises his readers that he will ded, 7.c. at every time, as the
opportunity presented itself (Hofmaun in all probability
incorrectly : “when T address you”), remind them of this.
By what means is not said; but that he does not refer to this
epistle is shown by the so strongly expressed future. — xaimep
efdo7as] Calvin: Vos quideny, inquit, probe tenetis, quaenam
sit evangelil veritas, neque vos quasi fluctuantes confirnio, sed
in re tanta monitiones nungunam sint supervacuae: quare
nungquam molestae esse debent.  Simili excusatione utitur
Paulus ad Rom. xv. 14, Cf also 1 John ii. 21; Jude 9.
— kai €aTnprypévovs év TH wapotay dhybelal “and nade
Jirm, Le. are firne <n,” ete.; not: “althoush ye are supported,
.. have won a firm position 4y standing on the present truth™
(Dictlein). év 75 wap. d\nb. is the complement of éaryp., and
states mot the means by which, but the object ¢n which, the
readers have become firm. -— wapovey stands here in the
sane sense as ToU wapovros (that is, edayyeliov) els vpuas,

' Hofmann takes exception to this “only;” wrongly ; for although the apostle

merely says : ““that he who would live up to his exhortations would undoubtedly
find an entrance open to the everlasting kingdom of Clirist ;” still, that is as
much as to say that he who dees not do so will not find that entrance ; con-
sequently the ¢ only " is understood of itself,
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Col. i 8! De Wette, with not quite strict accuracy,
interprets mapodon as equal to wapadobeicy, Jude 3.
Vorstius, Bengel, etc., incorrectly take it as referring to the
fulfilment in the gospel of the Old Testament promises; and
Schott, instead of to truth in an objective sense, “to the
relation of fellowship with Ged, in which they stood as
Christians.”

Vv. 13, 14. 8ikatov 8¢ syodpac] “I consider it right and
seasonable” (Dietlein: “as a duty”); cf. Phil. i 7; ver. 14
states the reason.— é¢’ doov elul év TolTw TG TrRVOuaT.]
arpvoua, like axipos, 2 Cor. v. 1, “the tabernaele,” a figurative
designation of the human body ; cf. Wisd. ix. 15: 70 yeddes
cgrijvos. There can hardly be here any direct reference to
the nomadic life in tents (Hornejus). — 8ieyeipery duds év
vmouvioel] “to stiv you up by reminding you, i.e. to encourage
you.”  The same combination takes place in chap. i1 1;
Sieyelpery is to be found elsewhere only in the Gospels, and
there in its strict signification. — év dmouvsjaer points back to
vroppviorew in ver. 12, which, in the aim of it, Sieeiper
serves to define more nearly. In de Wette's opinion, these
words are written with special reference to the advent of
Christ; but there is nothing to indicate any such limitation
of them. Tt caunot, with Dietlein, be concluded that this
letter is linked on to the First Epistle of Peter, from the
circumstance that in 1 Pet. v. 8, 9, wvpryopijoare is to be
found followed by orepeol. — Ver. 14. eidas] “since I
Lnow,” gives the reason for the dlkatov #yolpar, ver. 13.—
871 Tayw) éaTw 9 drdbeais Tod crnropaTos pov] The expres-
sion amobeats is to be explained by “a mingling of the figure
of a garment and that of a tent” (de Wette). — raywy is
taken by inost commentators (as also by Wiesinger and
Priickner) to mean “soon.” Accordingly some (de Wette,
Tronmiiller, and others) think that in the subsequent words
the writer does not refer to the prediction of Clirist contained
in John xxi. 18 ff, but to a later revelation vouchsafed to
Peter (such as is mentioned by Hegesippus, De Exeid. Jero-
solym. iii. 2, and by Awmbrose, Ep. 33); but Bengel alrcady

1 Steinfass says : ¢ The antithesis to wapevos is Peter’s absence ;” it is hardly
probable that the writer thought of this antithesis.
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translated Taywi} éomiw correctly by repentina est; observing:
Praesens; qui din acgrotant, possunt alios adhuc pascere.
Crux id Petro non erat permissura. Ideo prius agit, quod
agendum erat.! In chap. il. 1 also, Taywos means “suddea,
swift” (Vulg. velox), not “soon” Peter says here that he
will end his life by a sudden (Ze violent) death; so too
Stetnfass, Schott, Hofmann; the adjective Tayws states, not
the time, but the manner of the awofects. Accordingly the
assumption of a later revelation has no foundation in this
passage.” — The particle «al after kafus, for the most part left
unnoticed, shows that the words «afws «7\. are added in
confirmation of Peter’s certainty as to his sudden death, equi-
valent to “cren as indeed.” With édjiwoer, cf. 1 Pet. 1. 11.
Ver. 15, omovbaow 8¢ wal ] “but I will, morcover, also zcalonsly
talc care, that ;7 kai connects this sentence with ver. 13 ; it
belongs to owovddow, not to what follows. — éxdaoToTe] .
Ney. “on cvery occasion,” quotiescunque usus venerit (Dengel);
it belongs to &yew x.7\., and must not be connected with
omovbaow, — &yew Uuds , .. moweicfac] The construction of
owovdafer with the accus. cum inf. only here; éyew with the
infinitive means: “#o be «lle.”— v uvijuny woeicfar, here
only: “to call up the memory (recollection) of fhis” that is,
in youw; similarly upvelav moteicfar (Rom. 1. 9; Eph. i 16,
ete.). — TovTwy as in ver. 12. Dietlein, altogether arbitrarily,
understands it of the memory of the history of Christ as He
appeared in the flesh.—Deter promises to his readers, that as
it was lis intention in ver. 12 to remind them of the truths
stated in vv. 3-11, he would also endeavour that after his
death they should always be able to remember them. By
what means he would do this is in this passage as little
stated as in the pedMjow . . . Dpds Imopuviowew, ver. 12,
The reference here is not to the first and sceond epistles;”® this

* Desser: “The Lord had communicated to him that a quick and sudden
putting off of the tabernacle of the body awaited him.”

® Even if caysny meant ““soon,” it would not be necessary to understand this
here; for as John =xxi. 18 expressly says: &ra» 3t yepdops, Peter could, if
writing this cpistle in his old age, appeal to those words of Christ as corrobs-
rating his expectation of a speedy death.

% Dictlein: ““ Peter finds it necessary, in the first place, to stir up their
remembrance during his lifetime, and sccondly, to secure it for the time after
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in like manner is opposed by the future cmovddow. The words
8¢ wal following on omovddow seem to imply that the author
would do something else besides the Umouipviorew, whereby
his readers after his death would be put in a position to
remember what e had now written to them. This additional
something 1may, however, be regarded as the éyew vuas. ..
Ty ToUTwY pvriuny wotelofac itself in relation to vuas vmo-
mpmjorew 5 that is to say, the latter states what Ze, the
former what ey, should do. It is most probable that the
author in peA\ijow Umopepmjoxewy and omwovddow expresses
his iutention of continuing for the future also to write to his
readers as time and opportunity presented themselves. It is
entirely arbitrary to take the promise as referring to copies of
his letters (de Wette), or to the composition of the Gospel of
Marl, which is supposed to have been done under Peter’s
superintendence (Michaelis, Pott, Fronmiiller, ete.), or to the
appointing of faithful teaclers, cf. 2 Tim. ii. 2.

Ver. 16. o0 yap cecopiopevors pvbos éfaxolovdijoavres]
yap shows that this verse, in which allusion is made to the
erroneous teachers, gives the reason for the omovddow. The
connection of thought is perfectly plain, so soon as it is
observed that all that has gone before has been said in close
relation to the “promises” (ver. 4). — cegopiouévors pibors,
Luther inexactly : “clever fables;” godpéfery means in 2 Tiw,
il 15 : “to make wise;” this meaning is inappropriate here;
in the classies it occurs in the scnse: “to contrive cleverly ;”
thus Aristophanes, Nub. 543: ael kawas idéas copifopar;
accordingly oecod. ubbor are : “ cleverly contrived fables ;” Tott:
fabulae ad decipiendos Liominwm animos artificiosac excogitate
atque exornatac ;! cf. chap. ii. 8, mhacToi Adyo.. The inter-
pretation of Avetius is, on the other hand, incorrect : fabulae
falsam habentes sapientiac et veritatis speciem. The expres-
sion pofor is to be found in the N, T. only here and in the

his death 5 he wishes to provide for the latter also, at all times, ¢.e. he will not
stop short at the epistle he has already written, but will make use of the
present opportunity for writing a second.”

! Dicvtlein thinks that the expression sisoiruivais contains a double reproach,
i.e. not only by the termination sZer, hut also in as far as the word sopiz means
what is bad ; however, the termination «Zur is by no means always used in a
hoal sense, nor does sopiz in itself mean what is bad, except only in connection
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Pastoral Epistles. As the author makes no special allusion
of the kind, it is at least doubtful if he refers to any definitr
myths; ecither those of the heathen with reference to the
appearances of the gods upon carth (Oecumenius, Estius, Bengel,
ete.), or to those of the Gnostics as to the emanation of the
acons (Dietlein), or to the Guostic myth of the Suplie (Baur),
or to the apoeryphal legends of the Dbirth and childhood of
Christ, especially in the Ev. Tnfuntiae Jesw (Jachmann), or to
false myths as to Christ cmbellished in the spirit of the
Jewish Messianic beliefs (Semler), or “apocryphal, didactic,
and historical traditions, as these were appended by a later
Judaism to the histories of the O. T., especially to the most
ancient” (Schott, similarly Steinfass), or to the practice of
heathen lawgivers, who, according to Josephus, appropriated
to themselves the fables of popular helief, horrowing from them
their accouuts of the gods (IIofmann). The words express,
indeed, an antithesis, but this is of aun entirely general kind;
either in order to bring out that the apostolic preachers are
not like those others who seek the support of myths,—perhaps
with special reference to the false teachers alluded to in chap.
1. and iil,—or, what is less probable, in order to meet the
reproaches of these teachers (Wiesinger), and the contrast
serves to give the more prominence to the positive statement.
— éfaxorovBnoavtes] The verb, besides lere, only in chap.
ii. 2 and 15. The preposition é£ does not precisely indicate
the error (Bengel), but only the going forth {rom a particular
point; in common usage, however, this secondary meaning
often entirely recedes; cf. the passage helow, quoted from
Josephns, Aat. prooem, § 4. By this negative statement the
author denies not only that his message was based on myths,
but that in it he followed a commmumnication received from
others (Schott). — éyvepiocauer July Ty Tob xvp. ju. 'I. Xp.
Svvapw k. Tapovaiav] Several interpreters understand this of

with =ov xécuov Todrov (1 Cor. 1. 20), avdewrivn (1 Cor. ii. 13), etc. Besides,
7o@iZzy is mostly employed so as to contain the secondary meaning of cleverness
(sec Pape, s.2.); consequently Hofmann is wrong in rendering ecicopiopives
stmply by “ conceived,” asserting that the word means nothing else.  Cf. with
our passage Joseph. Ant. prooem. 4: of piv EXres vopefiras Tols pilu; iEaxe-
Aovbrcavres Ty avlpumivey dupapTnudTwy el Teus fiov; T4 Adyw Ty aloxiviv

peridnoay x, v A~
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the First Epistle of Peter; in which case the plural is sur-
prising, for the author had already spoken of himself in the
singular. IIofmann’s objection to this view is, that although
in his former epistle Peter refers to the power and coming of
Christ, he did not first make it known to the readers. But
the passages 1 Cor. xv. 1 and Gal. i. 11, show that qvwpi&ew
may also be used of a proclamation, the substance of which
had already been cominunicated to these to whom it was
made. Many commentators take the words as referring to
the whole preaching of the apostles, understanding duiv, not
of the readers specially, but of the Gentile-Christians generally;
thus Wiesinger, and more decidedly IIofmamm. It must be
vbserved, however, in opposition to this, that qevp@évres and
the subsequent 7juels sjxovoaper must refer to the same subject
as éyvwpioaper. The most probable explanation is, that the
author, remembering that he was not the only witness of the
transfiguration, passed from the singular to the plural, and in
s0 doing made use of fuiv in its extended sense. — wapovoia
is not here the nalivitas Christi, His hwman birth (Vatablus,
Erasmus, Hornejus, Pott, Jachmaun, ete.), nor “His presence
dwring the time He appeared on carth” (Schmid); but, in
harmony both with the N. T. usage (chap. iii. 4; Matt. xxiv.
3,27; 1 Cor. xv. 23; 1 Thess. 1i. 19, etc.) and the connec-
tion of thought (vv. 4,17, iii. 4): the return of Clrist to
judgment (Estius, Semler, Knapp, Dietlein, de Wette-Dritck-
ner, Hofmann, and the more modern interpreters generally !).
Svwauss, however, denotes the fulness of might of the glorified
Lord, as it will be more especially revealed in His mrapovoia.
It is not correet to combine bLoth ideas into one, and with
Hornejus to explain: potens adventus; or with Bengel:
majestas praesentissima. — aAN' émdmrar . . . peyaheldTnTOS |
An antithesis, affirmatively stated, to what goes before.
emomtys, ém. Aey. (1 Tet. il 12, iil. 2: émowrelw), is the
term. techn. for him who had reached the hichest degree
of initiation into the Eleusinian mysteries. XKeeping to this,
Bengel here interprets: ad intima arcana admissi; de Wette,
too, thinks that the expression has here the secondary meaning

1 Fronmiiller only interprets: ¢ His appearing with miraculous powers in the
flesh, along with His expected appearance in glory.”
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of being Initiated, of intimacy. It is mo doubt chosen pur-
posely with reference to the fact that the peyaleidTys of
Christ, which Peter and the other two disciples beheld, was a
mystery hidden from the others. Grotius, Pott, and others take
it as synonymous with adromrrys, Luke i. 2. The connection
demands that émomrar yevnfévres should he referred to the
fact of the transfiguration (ver. 17). Hofmamn is wrong in
supposing that Teter here thought of the appearance of the
TNisen One and His ascension. The assertion is refuted not
only by the close connection in which ver. 17 stands to this
verse, but by the word peyaleidrns, which in no sense is
expressive only of “greatness”  As the form in which Jesus
showed Himself to His disciples after His resurrcetion was
the same as that in which they had seen Him before it, they
were not then in any way émomrar of his peyahewdrys; nor
is therc the slightest hint that there is here allusion to any
fact other than that mentioned in the following verse. — 7ijs
éxeivov peyaledoryros] that is, the glory in which at His
transfiguration Christ showed Himself to the three disciples.
Incorrectly Calvin: exemplum unwm prae aliis cligit memo-
rabile, in quo Christus coelesti gloria ornatus conspicuam
divinne magnificentiae speciem tribus discipulis pracbuit.
The apostle rather regards the transfiguration glovy of Clivist
as the type—and therefore the proof—of the glory of Christ
at His wapovoia.

Ver. 17. XaBwv qap . .. 86fav] dp: “that is;” explana-
tion of the immediately preceding: émomrar yevnbévres. The
participle does not require any such supplement as 5y ov
eTvyyave, nor is it put instead of the finite verb. For the
principal thought is, not that Christ was transfigured, but
that Peter was a witness of this transfiguvation, which was
typical of the Sdwams xal mwapovsia of Clrist. The finite
verb belonging to the participle AaBdv is wanting. Its
absence is most naturally accounted for hy supposing, that
the addition of ¢wrijs évexbelons k7. h. caused the author to
forset to mnotice that he had not written éafe ydap. How
after writing AaBwv he intended to proceed, cannot be
definitely said; what is wanting, however, must be supplied
from that which goes before, not from what follows, Winer, p.
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330 [E. T. 4427, incorrectly supplics the necessary complement
from ver. 18, since he says that Peter should have continued :
Nuds elye TavTar THY Pwriy dxoloavrtas, or in a similar
manner, But it is still more arbitrary to horrow the supple-
ment from ver., 19 (as is done by Dietlein and Schott). —
mapa Beol mwaTpos] mamijp is applied here to God in His
relation to Christ, with reference to the subsequent o wvios
pov. — Ty kai 6ofav] “ Homowr and glory,” as in Rom. ii.
7, 10; Sofa denotes not the brightness of Christ’s body at
the transfiouration (Hornejus, Gerhard, ete.  Steinfass would
understand both expressions of the shining figure of Christ).
Hofmaun is unwarranted in finding in AaBov «7.X\. 2 con-
firmation of his opinion that it is the resurrection and ascension
that are here referred to, inasmuch as God first conferred
honour and glory npon Clrist, by raising Him from the dead
and exalting Him. To this it may be said that by every act
of God which testified to His glory, Christ received Teyuy
xai &ofa, 7.c. “honour and praise.” —— ¢ovijs éveylfeions avTd
7otdode] states througlh what Christ reccived “honour and
praise : ¥ the expression povy Péperal Twe, here only; Luke
ix. 35, 30, ¢pwry ciyverac; so also Mark i 11; Luke iii. 22
(ef. John xii. 28, 30); «d7e: the dative of direction, not: in
honorem ejus (Pott). — Imo Tijs peyakompemois dofns] mo is
neither equivalent to “accompanied by ” (Wall), nor to “ from
...out of 7 (Winer, 5th ed. p. 442 £): the preposition, eveu
where in local relations it inclines to these siguifications,
always maintains finuly its original meaning : “under;” here,
as generally in passives, it signifies “ by ;” thus, too, Winer,
Gth ed. p. 330 [E. T. 4627, 7th, 346 : “ when this voice was
borne to Him by the sublime Majesty.” 7 peyarompemss
(@m. Aey.) Sofa means neither heaven nor the bright cloud
(Matt. xvii. 5);' it is rather a designation of God Himself
(Gerhard, de Wette-Driickner, Wiesinger, Frommiiller, Hof-
mann); similarly as, in Matt. xxvi. 64, God is called by the
abstract expression 9 Svvaus. With peyatompemys, cf. Deut.
xxxiil. 26, LXX. — o07és éotev 6 vios pov o ayamyros] So in

! Schott, indeed, interprets =5 correctly, but yet thinks that «%s miyai. 368ns

means the eloud ; ““not indeed the clond in itself, but as the manifestation
which God gave of Himself ” (!).
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Matthew ; only with the addition adred dxovere, and instead
of els 6v: “év @” In Mark ix. 7 and Luke ix. 35 (where,
instead of ayamyros, there is “ éxheheypevos ), the words els dv
éyw ebdornoa are entirely wanting. The reading adopted
by Tisch. 7: 6 vids wov 6 dyamnros pov olTos éoTi, corre-
sponds to none of the accounts in the Gospels; cf. with it the
0. T. gquotation fromn Isa. xlii. 1 in Matthew (chap. xii. 18):
0 7als pov . .. 6 dyamnTos pov, eis dv ebdoxnoey 3 Yuxij pov.
— The construction of eddoxely with els does not occur else-
where in the N. T.; there is no warrant for the assertion that
els points “ to the historical development of the plan of salva-
tion ” () (Dietlein).

Ver, 18. xai Tabtyw . . . vexBeioar; the author is anxious
to show prominently that he has been an ear-witness of that
divine voice, as well as an eye-witness of the peyaieidrys of
Christ. — €€ ovpavod évexd. is added Dby way of emphasis, in
order to lay stress on the fact that Christ received that testi-
mony directly from heaven. — év 76 dper 76 dylp] From the
cpithet & ayle it must not, with Grotius, be concluded that
the reference here is to the hill on which the temple stood,
and that what is alluded to is not the transfiguration, but the
incident recorded in John xii. 28.  ‘Without any reason,
de Wette asserts that that epithet (instead of which Matt.
xvil. 1 has: dfrphov) betrays a view of the case more highly
coloured with the belief in miracles than that of the apostles,
and belonging to a later period; Calvin already gives the
correct interpretation: montem suncliin appellat, qua ratione
terra sancta dicitur, in gua Mosi Deus apparuit; quocunque
enim accedit Dominus, ut est fons ownis sanctitatis, praesen-
tiaec suae odore ommia sanctificat; Dietlein: “the ‘in the
holy’” 1s added, not to designate the mountain, but in order
to distinguish it on account of this event;” so, too, Driickner
and the modern commentators generally.

Ver. 19. xai éyopev [BeBaidrepor Tov mpodmyrinov Aoyov]
“and we have us vie nore stable (surer) the word of prophecy.”
The second testimony for the glory of Christ in His second
coming is “the word of prophecy.” This Luther understands
to mean the “gospel;” Griesbach: “New Testament pro-
phecies;” Erasmus: “the heavenly testimony mentioned in
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ver. 18”7  DBut the connection with what follows shows that
it is the Old Testament promises which are here meant.
On the singular Bengel rightly says : Mosis, Esaize et omnium
prophetarumn sermones unum sermonem sibi undequague con-
stantem faciunt; non jawn singularia dicta Petrus profert, sed
universum eorum testimouium complectitur; only that here
reference is made specially to the promise with regard to the
Stvaps kai wapovaia of Christ. — The expression wpodyrescds,
besides here, only in Rom. xvi. 26: ypagal wpopyrirai.—
The article 7ov marks this as a definite prophecy, well known
to the readers. With regard to it the author says: &youev
BeBaiorepov; for the force of BéBavos, cf. especially Rom.
iv. 16; Heb. ii. 2,9,17; 2 Cor.i. 6.  BeBaiorepor is neither
to be connected directly with the object, nor is the compara-
tive to be taken as synonymous with the positive or with the
superlative.  Luther trebly imaccurate: “we have « stable
prophetic word” — How then is the comparative to be ex-
Plained 2 Oecumenius says by the relation in which the
fulfilment stands to the promise, in this sense, that the truth
of the latter is confirmed by the former, and that accordingly
the prophetic word has now become more sure and stable
than it was formerly (thus, too, Fronmiiller). Dut the prouise
liere in question still awaits its fulfilment, De Wettce's view
is more suitable. According to it, the comparative is put with
reference to the event mentioned in vv, 17, 18, so that the
thought would be: “and the prophetic word is more stable
to us (nuw) from the fact that we saw and heard that” (thus,
too, Sehmidt, I1. p. 213, Briickner, Dietlein, Schott'). Wiesinger
combines this view with that of Occumenius. There are
objections to this view ; de Wette himself vaises them : (1) That
any more preeise allusion to this sense by a vdv or an éx
TodTov is wanting ; (2) That in what follows the thought stated
is neither held fast nor developed.  These, however, are
casily removed, when it is considered that there is no inteu-
tion here of giving prominence to the point of time, and that
in what follows the reference is precisely to the prophetic word

! ofmann, foo, interprets thus, only that hie looks upon the fact, by which the
word of prophecy is made “more sure,” not as being Christ’s trausfiguration,
with the divine testimony, but His resurrection and ascension.
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confirmed by the above-mentioned fact; cf. Driickner. It is
incorrect to take the comparative here as implying that the
word of prophecy is placed higher than something clse, for this
could only le that event mentioned in vv. 16, 171 Dut the
very stress laid on it and on the émomrac yevnBévres Tiis
éxelvov peyaleoryros, is opposed to this view, How inappro-
priate would it be, if in comparison with it the word of prophecy
shonld be brought promincutly forward as more stable and sure !
The nominative to éyoper is not the apostles generally (against
Hofmanu), hardly either can it be Peter and Lis readers ; but, as
the close connection of this verse with what precedes shows,
the subject to éyopev is no other than that to grovoauer. The
author does not, indeed, here appeal to any of Christ’s own pro-
phecies of His second conmring.  But this isto be explained, not by
assuming that these were unknown to him, nor becanse “ the
rapid succession of the advent on the destruction of Jerusalem,
foretold in them, had not taken place” (de Wette), hut stmply
Decause the writer’s aim lere was to point to the testimonies
regarding Christ and what related to Him (and thus not to those
of Christ Tlimself) (thus, too, Briickner).— ¢ xaids moicite
wpocéyovtes] “awhcreunto to talke heed, ye do well)” asTlely. i 1 :
“to give heed to something with a believing heart.” The
searching into the word of proplecy is only the consequence of
this. The same construction of xaX. motelv cun Part. Acts x.
53 Philliv. 145 3 John 6 (Joseph. And. xi. 6. 12 : ofs [ypau-
paot 'Apdvov] wovjoate ka\ds pi) TPOTEYOVTES). — @5 AUYVO
dalvovt év atryunpe Tomwe] The comparative particle @s points
to the nature and significance of the Aoyos mpod. ; it is in the
sphere of spiritual life, the same as a Adyvos in outward
world of sense. — ¢alvorre, not: qui lueebat (Bengel); it is
rather the present, an attribute of Adywe.  adyunpds (dm. Ney.),
literally : parched, dvy, then: dirty, dingy (opposed to Aap-
7pos, Avist. de colorid”) Tt is used with the latter meaning
here.  adyumpos Téwos has indeed heen explained as a desert,

1 Steinfass, indeed, thinks that the xodes are referred to; Gerhard has already
proved the incorrectness of this assumption.

2 Hofmann’s entirely unwarranted assertion : ““It isin vain to appeal to the
fact, that in Aristotle edyerpis oceurs as antithesis to Aepspss ; the antithesis to

‘.

Aapapis there is daopeis 5 on the other hand, adxenpés, in its original meaning of
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or a “place overrun with wild scraggy wood ” (Hofimann) ; but
this would make sense only if the idea of darkness or night were
added in thought (as by Stcinfass), for which, however, there
is still no warrant. — €ws ot Juépa Stavydoy] €ws ob (genc-
rally construed with d»), ¢. conj. aorist, expresses the duration
of the act until the arrival of a future event which is looked
npon as possible; that is: “ wntd the day breals” ete, “not
until the day shall have dawned” (de Wette), cf. Matt. x, 11,
23, 39ff.  Some commentators (Bengel, ete., Schott too, and
Hofmann) join éws od with ¢avorte; incorrectly; it belongs
rather to mwpooéyortes, which in the context has the accent.
Taken with ¢aivorte it would be a somewhat superfluous
adjunct, if it be not at the sane time applied, according to the
thought, to wpooéyovtes, as is done by Dietlein, though without
any linguistic justification. — Savydgeww, ém. Aey., used {fre-
quently in the classies of the break of duy, when the light shines
through the darkness; Polyl. iii. 104: dpa 176 Savydlew. —
kal Pwodiopos avateily] pwaddpos, dm. hey., is not meant to
designate the sun (llesychius, Kuapp, cte.), but the morning
star; many interpreters (Besser, ete.) incorrectly understand
by it Christ. The adjunct xai pwodapos avareiry serves only
further to eomplete the picture—that of the morning which
precedes the full day. — év Tais rapdiats Upav] helongs not
to mpogéyovtes (Schott), far removed {from it, to which it
would form a somewhat dragging supplement; nor is it to
be taken with the subsequent TodTo mpdrov ywdorovTes
(Hofwaun). TFor, on the one hand, the observation that the
reference here is to a heart knowledze, would have a meaning
ouly if yewokorTes contained an exhortation to such knowledge;
and, on the other, the position of the words is opposed to this
conneetion,  Consequently év Tals kapélats can be joined only
with the clause immediately preceding, €ws of .71 (de Wette-
Briickner, Wiesinger, Fronmiiller). As to the reference of
the figure, commentators arc much divided among them-
selves.  De Wette understands adypnpos témos of “ the time

“dry,” is antithetical to e=/2fev ;7 is contradicted by the passage itself to which
he appeals, and which runs thus: =i 3 Sie@opiv xal 70 Aapapiv n orirfoy tiva
T3 piyvipsiey 0 wobvavrioy abyunpey xel dhepwis (Arist.: wel xpwpdrav; Becker,
11. 793) ; and how should e7iaBss mean *“ wet ¢
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previous to Christianity, which still continues for those who
were not in the faith, and to whom the readers belonged.”
But opposed to this is the fact that in vv. 1, 12, the author
speaks of his readers as believing Christians.  Gerhard (with
whom DBriickner formerly concurred) takes the reference to be
to the former condition of the readers, when as yet they did
not believe. Against this, however, is the present ¢ xahds
mrowetre mwpooéy. The only adequate meaning to attach to
70705 adyu. is: the world in its present condition (Wiesinger,
Briickner, in the 3d ed. of de Wette’s Commeniary). The
world is the dark place which is illumined only by the light
of the divine (more precisely: the prophetic) word ; therefore
the Christians do well to give heed to this word, since otherwise
they would be in darkness. In taking exception to this view,
Tlofmann says that it is “a mistake to identify the place where
the light shines with that where those are, for whom it is lit
up.”  In his view the meaning should be, that to him who
looks into the final future, to which the prophetic word points,
this word will perform a service similar to that of a lght in a
.. . pathless region at night,—this service, namely, “that the
believer does not stand helplessly before the future, which lies
before us like a confusion which is enveloped in night.” Dut
against this explanation it must be urged, that the figure em-
ployed by Peter would be appropriate only if the place in which
the Adyvos shines were compared with that in which the believers
are, and that the reference to the uncertain future is purely
imported. — The words: €ws of #.T. A, show that for the Dhe-
licver another condition of matters will commence. The time
when the day dawns in the hearts of the Christians, and the
moring star arises, and when consequently they can do with-
out the light, has Deen variously determined. According to
Dorner, it is “a time within the development of the Clristian
life in the individual ; that time, namely, when what is matter
of history shall become living knowledge, influencing entirely
the whole life” (Lekre v. d. Pers. Chaisti, 2 ed. part L p. 104).
But such a separation of the development of the Christian life
of his readers into two periods can the less be assumed here,
that the author would thus accuse them of still possessing a
purely outward Christianity, and it can hardly be supposed that
2 PETER., X
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he should have considered the word of prophecy as unnecessary
for the advanced Christian. Larly commentators already
correctly applied the words to the Parousia. It is erroneous,
however, to understand them of that event itself, for with the
advent the morning passes into the perfect day. The point
of time which Peter has in view is that immediately preceding
the second coming, the time when the onuetor of the Son of
man appears (Matt. xxiv. 30), when believers are to lift up their
heads because their amoAdrpwais draweth nigh (Luke xxi. 28),
when accordingly the morning star which ushers in the day
shall arise in their hearts ; similarly Wiesinger and Briickner.!

Ver. 20. Toiro mpdTov qwdokovTes] ToiTo refers not to
anything said before, but to the clanse following: d7¢ kA
cf. chap. il. 8. — wpeToy, i. q. wpdrov wdrTey, 1 Tim. ii. 1;
erroneously Bengel: prius quam ego dico, anglicé: “before
that.” — ywoororres: “whilst ye rccoynise, hring yourselves
to the conscions Lknowledge that” (de Wette); cf. Jas. 1. 3;
Heb, x. 34. Without any warrant Pott supplies 8¢, and
takes the participle as equivalent to “ 8el ywaookew uas;” the
participle, as sucly, is rather to be joined closely to xah. woteire
mpooéy. DBy TovTo wp. yw. the author directs the attention
of his readers to the point to which they in their wpooéyew
(ver. 19) should pay special attention ; what that is the words
following say: 61 wiaca wpodyrela . . . ylverar; waoa . . . ov
is a Hebraism for ovdeula, cf. Rom. iit. 20; 1 Cor. i. 29, ete.
wpodnrela qypagis is undoubtedly to be understood of the
prediction of the Old Testament, either the prophecy con-
tained in Scripture, or that to which the Secripture gives
expression. For the construction of fiverar ¢. gen., cf. Winer,
p. 184 [E. T. 244]; Buttm. p. 142 ; according to Buttmann, the
genitive definition of the thing with elvas or yivesfar frequently
denotes a permanent attribute ; thus here: prophecy is of such
a kind that it, etc.; the more precise definition depends on the
meaning of the words: 8ias émdioews. Instead of erddoews,

! The difficulty of this verse is not diminished by the connection of the words
v, xepd. bu. with sposix., and of tws of 4 fpipa x 7.2, With @aivesrs (Schott), since,
if these words ¥os o are not to be alinost meaningless, the question remains, what
that morning is to which they refer.  Sclott, indeed, passcs lightly over this

difficulty by saying: ‘1t is left to the reader to transfer this metaphor correctly
to the dawn of the future day of perfect consummation,”
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Grotius would read: émpAoews, and Heinsius: émeledoews,
so that the sense would be: the wpopnrela non est res proprii
impetus s. instinctus; but these changes have been justly
rejected by Wolf already as arbitrary. Not less unwarranted
is it to understand, with Hammond, émidvees originally de
emissione cursorum e carceribus, deducing therefrom the
thought : that the prophets non a se, sed a Deo missi curre-
rent ; or, with Clericus : de solutione oris; or, with Lakemacher,
to derive émilvaots from émevfw (émépyopar), instead of from
ém\vew, thus obtaining the idea: that prophecy is not aceessus
proprie aut talis, quac virtute gquadam mentis humanae pro-
pria ct naturali proveniat et ad hominem quasi accedat (cf.
Wolf 42 loc.). The notion that émidvos is equal to dissolutio
(IIardt: omnis promissio non est dissolutionis sed indissolubihs,
immutabilis, ete. ; similaly Storr, Opp. 11. 391 ff.) has been re-
futed already by Wolf.— ém{Avoes means : solution, explanation,
interpretation ; thus Mark iv. 34 : émedvew ; Gen. x1. §, Aquila:
émilvopevos (M3), émivars (ND); Gen. xli. 12, LXX,, ac-
cording to some codd. : Ta évimyia Yudy, Gvdpl kata To évimyioy
avtob émé\vaev, Plil. dc wvite contempl. p. 901 A. — Almost
all expositors understand émidvoes as the interpretation of the
wpopnTela made aforetime; but (Sias, however, has been
variously applied——(1) It has been taken to refer to the mpo-
drreia itselfl; Werenfels (cf. Wolf): wpodyrela ovx Eyer v
éauTils émilvaiy, that is, odx émiler éavrry; thus also Wahl,
Dietlein, Driickner. The positive idea here to be supplied is :
but “ the interpretation i1s to be looked for only from God”
(Driickner; Dietlein arbitrarily finds the further idea con-
tained lere, that prophecy must not be treated as allegory).
(2) To the prophets themsclves ; Oecumenius : #8ecar (of wpo-
piiTar) uév kal guviecav TOV kaTameuTOopevoy alTols TPOPR-
Tikoy Aoyov, ob pévtor kai Ty émilvaw alTod émowodvTo
(similarly Kuapp, de Wette) ; and the thought to be supplied
here is: the interpretation is then not an easy, but a difficult
matter (de Wette: “the author makes this remark in order
to excuse the dilficulty of the interpretation, and to take
away the pretext for uubelief or scoffing 7). (3) To the readers
or to man generally. This is the view most generally adopted ;
1t is that of Deda, Xrasmus, Luther, Aretius, Gerhard, Pott,
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Steiger, Schmid, Besser, Wiesinger, Schott, Hofmann, etc.;
and the positive thought to be supplied is: only the Holy
Spirit can expound the prediction (Luther: “ act accordingly,
and do not think that you can interpret Scripture according
to your own reason or cuuning; Peter has forbidden i, you
are not to interpret, the IToly Spirit must interpret, or it must
remain uninterpreted ”). But opposed to all these interpre-
tations is—(1) The necessity of supplying the positive thought
which really contains the point of the remark, but to which
the apostle does not give expression; (2) The connection of
thought, according to which ver. 20 is subjoined as s confir-
mation of the @ xaias woieite wpogéyovres. If the thought
here expressed were intended to give a caution with respect to
the wpogéyew, or to form, as Wiesinger says, a condition
preliminary and necessary to it, this must in some way have
been referred to. Desides, it must be noted that eivatr or
yiveaBar, c. gen., implies a relation of dependence, and iu such
a way that the genitive denotes that on which something else
depends.! Now it may, indeed, be said that the “ understand-
ing ” of prophecy, but not that prophecy itself, depends on the
interpretation of it. The rendering: ¢ prophecy is not a
matter of private interpretation” (or even: “it does not
permit of private interpretation,” Hofmann), takes too little
account of the force of the genitive? Tor these reasons émri-
Avos must necessarily be understood rather of an “ interpreta-
tion ” on which the mpodyreia is based, ou which it depends.
But this is the explanation of the problematic future itself, or

1 Certainly, also, the above construction can merely express the relation of
belonging to, as in Heb, xii. 11 ; but in that passage the ideas wad:iz and yupzs
(2d=ns) stand in an altogether different relation to each other, from that in which
Tpo@nreic here stands to ixiaveis.

2 Hofmann's remark is indeed very apodictic, that ¢ the first of thesc counter
reasons is null, and that accordingly the second is so too, because covso wparov
gnaexeyTes means a perception, which must be combined with the attending to
the word of propheey . . . but a perception, the substance of which could only he
expressed negatively, because meant only to guard the propheey against an interpre-
tation brought about by the conelusions of the individual intellect;” but the objec-
tion to this is the same as that to the sceond counter reason above. If the author
wished the reiro . . . ywagxovrss to be understood in the sense of guarding against,

Le would at least have added a 3% — It is not casy to understand why the author,
if he had wished to express the thought which lis words are supposed to contai..,

did not write: i ixirvo; apa@aziing b qivivas % avlpimay, or something similar.
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of the figure under which it presented itself to the prophets
(thus, too, Gerlach and Fronmiiller).! The passage above cited
malkes the matter clear. Gen. xl. 8 : the words, in which Joseph
predicted to the prisoners what lay before them, form the wpops-
Tela ; this presupposes an émwiAvos, interpretation, of the dream
by Joseph, and of this Joseph says that it belongs to God.
Thus, too, he speaks to Pharaoh: the interpretation is not in
me, Gen, xli. 15, 16; cf. Dan. chap. i1. — The thought aceord-
Ingly is this: no prophecy of Scripture arises out of, or depends
on, private (of him who utters the prophecy) interpretation of
the future. Taken thus, the verse stands in close and correct
connection hoth with what precedes, for it states why the Aory.
7pod. is BéBatos whercundo 1t is right to take heed, as unto a light
in a dark place (namely, because it is based on no human inter-
pretation); and at the same time with what follows, which
serves to explain and confirm the thought (inasmuch as it more
preciscly defines the idea, and by the positive statement confirms
the negation)* Briickner ineorrectly, therefore, objects to this
Interpretation, that although it may be in harmony with ver. 21,
1t cannot with propriety be connected with ver. 19; and if
Driickner and Wiesinger further urge against it that it arbi-
trarily supplies the object of émidvais, it must be replied, that
object is rather supplied of itsef out of the conmection with
zpogmreia. The present yivetar alone seems to be inappropriate,
but this may be explained by supposing that the thought is
conccived in the form of a general statement; this Briickner
has recognised, whilst Wiesinger leaves it unnoticed?

Ver. 21. ot yap fedjuare avfpémov] These words corre-
spond with the preceding i8ias éme. od yiverar; “not from or
by the will of @man ;7 cf. Jer, xxiil. 26, LXX.: éws moté éotar

! Bengel's interpretation is shmilar: fxiavaes dicitur interpretatio, qua ipsi
prophetae res antea plane clansas aperuere mortalibus, only that here no definite
distinction is drawn between 7pop. and ixidvess.

2 On tbe other hand, in the usual way of understanding this passage, ver. 21
is most inappropriately connected with ver. 20, since no explanation is given of
the idea that the interpretation of the proplieey, because it is not the work of
man, can only be expected from the Holy Spirit.

3 Steinfass thinks that the author refers to Daniel, chap. xii., and that irixvas
means the answer given in ver. 12 to Daniel’s question in ver, 8, by which the

indefinite statement of time is definitely fixed. This singular opinion is, how-
ever, contradicted by the single expression rase.
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. & T TpodnTevew adrods Ta QehjuaTa Tijs kapdias adTdv.
— 9véxln moré mpopnreia] Vulg.: allata est; the verb as in
vv. 17, 18 (cf. also 2 John 10). De Wette’s translation:
“is delivered or uttered,” is inexact, inasmuch as the idea of
a set discourse is not directly contained in the verb. Steinfass’s
interpretation of wpo¢. is wrong from a lingnistic point of view :
“gift of prophecy.” — moré belongs closely to the negative od,
cqual to “scver”  The sense of the clause is: “the cause in which
wpodyrela has its origin is not the free will of man, deter-
mining itself thereto.” — dAN’ ¥mrd wveduaTos dyilov depouevor
w1N] The form of this, which does not exactly correspond
with that of the preceding clause, serves to bring into greater
prominence the passivity of the prophets. — cepouevor : « borne
along” (as by the wind, ¢g. the ship was driven, Acts xxvil
15,17). The impelling power is the wvedua dyiov. Joseph.
Ant. iv. 6, 5, says of Balaam: 7§ Oelow mvelpate . . . xexivn-
uévos; cf. the expressions in the classics: Geodopeiofar, Oeo-
dopntos.  Macrob. 1. 23: feruntur divino spiritu, non suo
arbitratn, sed quo Deus propellit. Calvin correctly remarks :
impulsos fuisse dicit, non quod menti alienati fnerint (qualewm
in suis prophetis évfovoracuor fingunt gentiles), sed quia
nihil a sc ipsis aust fuerint, tantwm obedienter sequuti sunt
Spiritum ducem. — éndinoar] Hornejus : intellige tam voce,
quam scripto.  “Men it was who spoke; but their speaking
had the active reason of its origin, and its starting-point in
God” (Schott). — amo Oeod dvfpwmoc] In this expression, con-
sidered to be genuine, awo Oeot denotes the starting-point of
the speaking: “men spoke from (tod.” The prophets are thus
significantly called simply dvfpwor, in reference to the avfpw-
7rov coing before.  They were but men ; prophets they became
only by the mvebua Oeod! The Iic. dyior Oeod dvbpowmor is
only a circumlocution for prophets, who are called dyeor dvfp.
because they were in the service of God, inasmuch as they
were the instruments of His mrvedua dyiov, ¢f. 1 Tim. vi. 11.

! Into this verse also Dietlein inserts muel that is forcign, by saying in ¢x-
planation of it: ‘“not only are man and God placed in antithesis to each other,
but over against the designs of man and the unreal world of human thoughts aud
conceptions (1) stands the Spirit of God, which so powerfully takes hold of the

prophets only hecause that which He teaches possesses historical reality, or ¢lse
will do so in time.”
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CHAPTER I1.

VER. 2. doedysions ] according to almost all authorities, instead of
the Lee. azwreimz, which only occurs in some min, — Ver. 4.
cupaiz] Llee. after IX L P, ete. (Tisch. 7); A B C~ (Lachm.
Tiseh. 8) have gepoiz, where it is uncertain whether this is 1o be
regarded as an uncommon form for supei; (perhaps by mistake),
or anotlier form for the more usual spors (Pape: “ aipés, written
also eeipds : a pit, specially for preserving corn”). The lect. is
peculiar in A and R apel; {ézors, In which eepei; is evidently
an adjective, equal to “hot.”  Commentators take no notice of
these various readings ; IReiche rejects them; so, too, Hofmann,
who says shumply, that the reading eipors has no claim to atten-
tion, — In place of the Llc. serzppuisons (In several min., Thph.
Oec.), Griesh. Tittm. Tisch. (Reiche) have accepted sgpovuméiove,
after b C¥ K L . — Lachmann reads zorafounivevs srpeiv (A C**
N, etc., Syr. Erp. Copt. Vulg. ete.); this appears, however, to be
taken from wver. 9; Tisch.: “fluxit e v. 9.” — Ver, 6. The
word zerastpogp is wanting in B C* 27, a/,, Copt.— Ver. 8. 4
dizarog] Lachm. omits ¢, after B,—without sufficient reason. —
Ver. 9. Tiseh. 7 reads sapuouds (Lice., according to almost ail
authorities) ; on the other hand, Tisch. 8 has seupasuiy, after ¥,
corr, and several min. Tischendorf’s observation on =zepacuod:
quod multo magis usu venit, does not justify the reading
accepted by him in ed. 8.— Ver. 11, supe nupiw] Rec. after
B C K L P x, ete., Thph. Oec. (Tisch. 8). — Lachm. and Tisch. 7
are hardly correct in omitting it; it 1s wauting in A, al, Syr.
Erp. Vulg. ete.— Ver. 12. Instead of yeyewpuéve (Lice. after A*
B C P, al,m. ete., Scholz, Laclm. Tisch. 7), A** K LN, «l, read :
yeyorabe (Tisell 8), Whilst the Rec. has guera before yey. (K L,
al, pl. Oec.), Lachni. and Tisch. have placed it after yey. (A B
C P ®, ), and rightly ; the transposition is easily explained by
assunung that it was thought necessary to counect yeyewnuive
divectly with the: </; drasw belonging to it.  Mill, without
reason, regards yiyse. as a Scholion, which has come into the
text by way of explanation of guvezd. Dietlein considers the
Lee. to be the original reading. — zesrapdapisovras] Rec., after C*¥
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K I, etc., Thph. Occ. (Griesb. Scholz); on the other hand, A B
C P~ (pr. m), 7, al, Aeth. Arm. Syr. etc, support zai gdeps-
owrar (Lachm. Tisch.)). This reading is to be preferred: xu/
gives peculiar point to the idea ; since this was overlooked, and
xei only regarded as being in the way, it might easily have been
changed into zera.— Ver. 13. d=drasc] Iice. after A*C K L
P, al, Copt. etc.,, Thph. Oec. (Griesh. Scholz, Tisch.). In its
place A** B, Syr. Air. Vulg. Ephr. ecte, have dydwas;
approved of by Erasmus, Luther, Camerarius, Grotius, ete.;
adopted into the text by Lachm.; though hardly justly, for in
onc passage (cither lere or Jude 12) d=drass, as de Wette also
thinks, is probably the original reading ; if so, then rather here
than in Jude, all the more that izsv (in Jude) may be adapted
1o aydzaic, but not so much eizav; B has éydsws in both pas-
sages; C, on the other hand, a=draiz, which is explained by the
one having stood originally in the one passage, and the other in
the other. Elsner, Wolf, Wetstein, Bengel, de Wette, and the
modern commentators generally, are in favour of dadrass in this
passage; so, too, Iteiche.— Ver. 14. The reading poryurias in
A ¥, several min., Copt. Vulg. etc., instead of poszaridos, can
only be looked upon as a correction for the sake of simplifica-
tion. — dza.—a.':'a:'m.-ou;] Lee. after C K L T w, ete. (Griesb.
Scholz, Tisch.) ; instead of which Lachmann reads azasasdsrous,
following A B, a word which does not occur elsewhere, and
which Reiche accordingly declares to be an error in transerip-
tion ; Buttmann, p. 57, thinks it is not unlikely that the original
reading was: zavacdorouz, t.e. © polluted, defiled,” that then, by
mistake, an «, perhaps taken from the previous zes, had been
added, out of which azuresuisrows arose. The reading occurring
in several min.: drarazebore, gives indeed an appropriate
nieaning, but cannot be regarded as original. — wacoreZinc] the
reading attested by A B C K L I 8, ete. (Griesh. Scholz,
Lachm. Tisch.), instead of the Reec. sreoveZioune, which is a mere
correction, — Ver. 15, Tisch. 7 reads xasalizivees; Llee. after
B### C K L P; Tisch. 8, on the contrary, has zararcizorsg, fol-
lowing A B* &, etc. — Griesb. already has rightly omitted the
article =4 before sideiy ; it is opposed by almost all authorities.
—Ver. 17, Instead of the Lee. vepéras (L, ete., Thph. Oce.), Griesb.
correctly has admitted : éuiyres into the text, following A B C 8,
etc.; so, too, Scholz, Tisch. TLachm. On the other hand,
Dietlein, though without sufficient reason, considers the F'ec.,
which is evidently taken from Jude 10, to be original; so, too,
Reiche. — ¢is wiira] according to A C L P, ete., Thph. Oee. —
Lachm. and Tisch. have omitted it (following B %) ; it seems to
have been added from Jude 13 ; Reiche, however, regards it as
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original, — Ver. 18. The prepos. év before desry. in the ed. Elz
occurs in a few min. Theoph. Oec. only. — ériywc] accepted by
Griesh. already, in place of the Ree.: firws, according to the
testimony of A B, «l, Syr. utr. Copt. ete., Aug. Hicr.; so, too,
by Scholz, Lachm. Tisch. — ¢mogeiyerras] after A Ib C N, many
min. Syr. Arm. Vulg. ete. (Lachm. Tisch.), instead of the Rec.:
amozuyivrus, according to IX L I, ete.  Reiche seeks to prove the
originality of the LRec. from internal rcasons, but these are
insufficient ; he prefers also évrws to ériyws. — Ver. 19. Tisch. 7
has sodrw zai (Bec. according to A C X L P, ete.) ; on the other
hand, Tisch. 8 has sotrw, and omits x«s, following I3, cte.; the
ereater number of authorities are in favour of the ZRee.—
Ver. 20. A CL D ¥, ete., read 5w after xupiov (Lachm. Tisch. 8);
the Zlec. omits zuay, according to B K (Tisch. 7).— Ver. 21.
smierpilou] Ree. according to K L, «l, Thplh. Oec. (Griesb.
Scholz, Tisch. 7, de Wette, cte.); B C P, ete., read dmosrpidas
(Tisch. 8); AN, on the other hand, has ¢z e ézien avardu~pa
¢ This latter reading is probably only an explanatory gloss ;
but whether :imwsrp. or imoorp. be the original reading or not, it
is difticult to decide with certainty; since the verb has not
liere the simple meaning of “turning back,” but of “ turning
back again to what has gone before,” a meaning in no way
peculiar to the expression imorpépen itself, without any nearer
definition, it lies to hand to look upon imesrpibar as a correction.
Laclhun. has adopted ¢is =& imisn imoorpéidas aaé; but no codex has
this reading. — Ver. 22. In A B & (pr. m.), Sahid. (Lachm.
Tisch.) 6¢ is awanting ; it is probably added in order to connect
ver. 22 more closely with ver. 21. — In the place of #dr.icuc
(AKLPN, ete,, Lachm.), B C* 29 (Tisch.) have the form

PYNY/TIAA

Ver. 1. From here onwards: a description of the false
teachers, who were to arise in the church, and a warning
against them. — éyévovro 8¢ rai YrevBompogpijrac] 8é: antithesis
to what goes before. xaf: “also” that is, besides the true
prophets mentioned in chap. 1, 21. The expression: Yrevdo-
wpodrtys, already in the O. T. LXX, cg. Jer. vi. 13,
frequently in the N. T, not after the analogy of YrevdoAoyos:
“one who prophesies falsely,” but: “ouc who falscly yives
Limself out for « prophet” on the analogy of +Yrevdaderdos,
YrevbamwooToNos. — v T Aa@] 1.c. umong the people of Israel.
These words are in form a principal clause, but in thought a
secondary clause: as there were fulse prophets in Israel, so
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will there be also among you, etc.— s kai . . . Yrevbodiddaraat]
éoovrar; designates the yrevdodiddoraror as such, who would
arise only in the future. They are afterwards pictured as
actually present ; see on this, the Introd. § 2, p. 281. The
expression Yrevdodid. is in the N. T. @m. Aey.; Wiesinger and
Briickner interpret : “such as teach lies;” Dietlein and Fron-
wiiller: “ such as lyingly pretend to be teachers”  The analogy
of +revdompoc., with which it is lhere contrasted, malkes the
last the preferable interpretation (thus, too, Hofann). Doth
result in the same sense (Schott); what the «revSompodijrar
were in the O. T, the +revdodidaoraros ave in the N, T, —
ofTeves] equivalent to quippe qui, “ such as” — wapeicatovot]
cf. Jude 4: “fo ntroduce by the side of) with the secondary
idea of secrecy.! — alpéoers amwhelas| alpéoets, according to
N. T. usage, “ parly-divisions,)” ef. 1 Cor. xi. 19 (synonymous
with oyiopara); Gal. v. 20 (synonymous with Svyosraciac);
also Tit. iii. 10, which bhave their origin in false doctrine;
thus Driickner, Wiesinger, Schott, ete.; Hofinann, too, says
that the word is to be taken in no sense different from that
which it has elsewhere in the N. T., but then interprets it as
equivalent to “ particular systems of opinion,” thus attributing
to it a meaning which it has nowhere else. Others take
aipeais here to mean “false doctrine, heresy ” (Bengel, de
Wette, Tromniiller). This interpretation is Dbetter suited to
the conuection, and especially to the verh mapecayer. In
the N. T., doubtless, the word has not this meaning, yet
Ionatius already uses it with this foree. dmwXeias (which is
not to be resolved into the adject. destructive ”) designates
the heresies as those which lead to dmwieia; cf. vv. 2, 3. —
kal TOY dyopdcavta . .. dwwiewav] Winer (5th ed. p. 399 f)
translates: “since they also, denying the Lord, draw upon
themselves swift destruction ;” but the connection of kaf with
émdryovtes, so far removed from it by Tov ayopacavra x.TA.,
cannot be justified. Ironmiiller econnects the mewmber of the
clause beginning with xad not with the relative clause oi7eves,
but with ésovrar yrevdodibdoraror. This construction was

! Hotmann is wrong in asserting that in classical Greek wapuedyay has not the

sceondary meaning of seereey ; the verb oceurs both with this secondary mean-
ing and without it, see Pape, s.v.
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formerly supported in this commentary, with the remark, hiow-
ever, that a particular species of false doctrine was not, as
Fronmiiller assumes, indicated here, but that the participial
clause more nemly defined the +revdodibdarator, xal being
here put in the sense of: “and withal ;” this construction,
Liowever, is anything but natural. The xaf must undoubtedly
be connected with the clause immediately preceding, though
not as a simple copula, hut in the sense of “also;” thus de
Wette and Wiesinger,' taking «al as an intensification, equi-
valeut to “cren:” “whilst they deny even the Lord who
bought them.” On the other hand, Hofmann does not admit
any such intensification, and takes xai as equivalent to “ also,”
in the sense of addition, and interprets: ¢ with their particular
systems they break up the unity of the church, which, how-
ever, they do not do without at the samme thme denying the
Lord” Dut, on this interpretation, it is not clear why the
author did not put the finite verb instead of the partic.
apvovpevor; the thought, too, that they break up the unity of
the church, is simply imnported. The participle shows that
this elause is meant to serve as an explanation or a more
precise definition of what goes before. De Wette's view,
accordingly, is to be preferred to that of Hofmann; it is, how-
ever, also possible that Schott is right in assuming an irregu-
larity of the construction, in that the author, led astray by the
participle dproduevor, wrote the participle émdyovres instead of
the finite verh émafovor; in which case xal must Le taken as
a simple copula. -—— The participle émrdyovtes is connected in a
loose fashion with what precedes, in the sense: “ly which
they” ete.  The +revdodiddoralor are more preciscly charac-
terized as: Tov dyopdoavra avTovs SeamoTyy dpvovpevos ; With
apvovpevor, cf. Jude 4 ; Bengel correctly : doctrina et operi-
bus. By decmorny Clrist is here meant; the author speaks
of Him thus, in order to lay stress on the fact that they deny
that Cluist is the Lord ; dyopdoavra adrols is added by way
of emphasis: they deny the Lord who “ bought” them, i.c. pro-

! Winer (6th ed. p. 314 [E. T. 441], 7th ed. p. 329) says: ¢‘ Both participles,
&pv. and iwdy., are connected with wmapusdfovaw ; they are not, however,
co-ordinate with each other, bnt izxZyevrs; is annexed to the clause oizmzs . . .
dpvavpevn 37 e does not state how x=i is to be understood
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cured them for Himself by paying the purchase price. This does
not only serve to cmphasize more strongly what is reprehen-
sible in the dpveicfas, but poiuts out also that they deny the
act to which allusion is made, and by which He has become
their Lord. With dyopdlew, cf. 1 Cor. vi. 20, vii. 23 ; Rev.
v. 9; the blood of Christ must be thonght of as the purchase
price. — émdyovtes éavtols Taxwyy dmwieav] With émay.
éavtols, cf. ver. 3, as also Acts v. 28.  éavrots indicates that
they prepare an dmdieia not only fov others (aipécers amo-
\elas), but for themsclves—With Taywijw, see chap. i. 14, not :
a speedy amwhea; Hornejus correctly : inopinatam et inex-
spectatam ; the destruction will come over them suddenly, and
before they are aware of it (Schott, Fromniiller, Hofmann).

Ver. 2. kai woAloi €€arorovtijcovow] The activity of these
Yrevbodidaararor would not be without result ; cf. 2 Tim. ii. 17.
With efaxo. cf. chap. 1. 106. — al7év Tals doeryeiass] i.c. their
doéyear will serve as a rule to many, so that they give them-
selves up to them; cf. Jude 4. The comuection of erroncous
doctrine with sensual excesses is shown in vv. 18, 19. — &/
ods. .. Bracdnunbijcerar] 8 ovs, not : “ by whom ;” Vulg. : per
quas; but: “on account of whom ;7 they (either the yrevdo-
Swduaxalor, or those led astray by them, or both) by their
acényetar cive those who are not Christians occasion for SArac-
¢ypia against the odos Tis dAnbelas; cf. 1 Tim. vi. 1; Rom.
il 24, 9 08os Tijs dAnlbelas (Darnab. c. v.: via veritatis), o
designation of Christianity or of the Christian religion (cf. on
the expression obos, Acts ix. 2, xix. 9, 23, xxii. 4, xxiv. 14,
xvi. 17, xvill, 25), in so far as it is the form of life in harmony
with divine truth (not leading to the truth).

Ver. 3. kal év mheovefia] ic. as it were encompassed Dy
covetousness, living iu it, governed by it ; it is incorrect to trans-
late év by &ia.  wAaoTols Aéyois] dm. hey., .0, “avith deccdtfully
invented words)” ' which are not in accordance with truth ; in-
correctly Hofmann: “artfully contrived doctrines.” —vpds éumo-
pevoovrar] “ they will scck: gain of you ;” Gerhard : quaestum
ex vobis facient, ad quaestum suwn vobis abutentur; thus, too,
Wiesinger, Schott, de Wette-Briickner; cf. also Winer, p. 209

! Plato, Apol. Socrat.: wadsrsy Aéyovs ; Artemidor, i, 23: wadecuy dinu . . .
ayabiy prTopas y o 4 D1k TO pN Svrm WS Sy Suxyiuy RS TixXVRs TauTas.
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[E. T. 2797; this meaning of the verh e. ace. in classical
Greek is sufficiently assnred! The =AaoToi Aoyor arc not, as
Hofann supposes, “to be thought of as the merchandise which
they bring to the market, in order to be repaid for such
instruction,” but as the means by which they carry on the
éumopeveafar.  Steinfass translates éumopetveafar as equivalent
to: tv buy, and Juds as the direct object of purchase; thus
Pott too: vos sectae suac conciliare conantur. It is undeni-
able that the object traded in may stand in the accusative
(cf. Prov. iii. 14, LXX.), but the context here is opposed
to this, partly on account of the év wheovefia, partly because
this thought is alrcady contained in the preceding verse.
TFronmiiller incorrectly renders the word by “to deceive.” —
By deceitful words as to Christian freedom, etc., they sought to
delude others, and, in accordance with their covetous desires,
to make gain of them; cfl vv, 13, 14, and Jude 16. — ois
70 xpipa ékmarar olr dpyet] ois: dat. incommodi; refers to
the subj. in éumopedoovtar. 7o xpipa is the judgment of God
ordering the dmwheta. éemalar is not to be combined with
70 kpipa into one idea, equal to: «pipa éxmalar adrols mpo-
qeypappévov; cf. Jude 4 (Pott, de Wette); such a mode of
combination is to be found nowhere in the N. T. It belongs
rather to odx dpyel. There is mot, as de Welte insists, any
contradiction 1involved in this connection, especially as olx
apyel is a positive idea; strictly: “ds nof <nactive, docs not
turry ;" the idea of haste is not implied in it (de Wette).
éematas sets forth prominently that for a long time the judg-
ment las, as it were, been approaching, that is, ever since it
was given and pronounced ; it is living, and will come in due
time. It is possible that éemalar vefers to the judoments
mentioned in ver. 4, formerly put into execution (Dietlein,
Scott, Wiesinger), which, however, Hofinann disputes. — «ai 7
anolea abTdv (ver. 1) ob wwordafe] vvordlew, strictly: < v
aod,” then: fo shunber (ouly clsewhere in Matt. xxv. 5 ; there,
however, in its literal meaning), is used in the classies in a

! Cf. Athenag. xiil. 569 : *Acwariu brewopediro awasfn yyuwanav. Philo in Flace.
P. 984 ivewopedeao iy Aifny quv Jixaerav,  J. Clirysostom : =y weviay wo¥ wAnciov
tumepsizofes.  The translation of the Vulg. is inexact: de vobis negotiabuntur,
as also that of Luther: ¢*they will trade with you.”
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figurative sense; Plato, de sepub. iii. 405 C: undév Seicbar
vvaTafovtos SicagTod. Steinfass inexactly : « to become sleepy.”

Ver. 4. From lere to ver. 6 three examples of divine
judgment ; cf. Jude 5 ff. — First example: the fallen angels,
Jude 6.— e yap] The apodosis is wanting; Gerhard sup-
plies: 008" éxelvors ¢eioerar. In thought, if mnot in form,
the latter half of ver. 9 constitutes the apodosis (Winer,
529 f. [E. T. 712 {], de Wette-Briickner, Wiesinger, and the
more modern writers gencrally).  The irregularity of the con-
struction is explained by the fact that the third example is
dwelt on at much length. — ¢ Oeos ayyérwv cpaprnodvToy oli
épeloaro] The nature of the sin is not stated; otherwise in Jude.!
What sin the apostle refers to is only faintly hinted at by the
circumstance that the example of the flood immediately follows.
It is less hikely (agninst Wiesinger) that ver. 20 contains any
reference to it, for in that verse other sins are conjoined with
the émiocw oapros . . . mwopevechar. — aAha cepais Lopov . . .
Tnpovpévous| “ but (whein he) huwing cast (them) down into Tur-
tarus, heth delivered them over to the chains of darkiess, as bevay
reserved wnto the judgment.”  oewpais Logov is mostly taken in
connection with Taprapwpas (sc. Sebepévovs) (de Wette: “ hut
cast them down into hell with chains of darkness”); hut, since
the added &odov shows that the cepal ave designated as fetters,
which belong to the darkness of Tartarus (not: fetters
which consist in darkness” (Schott), nor: “fetters by which
they were banished into davkness,” as Hofiann explains), the
enchaining could only have take place there, and therefore
(with Calov, Pott, Steinfass, Hofmaun, Wall, sz wapadidwur)
it is preferable to connect the words with wapédwrer (as op-
posed to de Wette, Driickner, Dietlein, Wiesinger, ete.).? —
Instead of cewpals Godov, Jude has: Seapols didios; Lopos is
not Tartarus itself, but the darkness of Tartarus; the word is
to be found only here and in Jude. — TapTapsiv does not

! Fronmiiller is wrong in asserting that the apostasy of Satan is meant Lere ;
it canmnot be doubted that the sin meant here is the same as that of which Jude
speaks, and it is not that apostasy ; see my Comment. on Jude.

* When Driwckner says: ““the expression hecomes more drastic if the act of
casting into Tartarus be completed only by the binding with chains,” this sup-
ports the construction to which he objects.  Schott translates altogether unwar-
rantally : ““but has fustencd them down into the depths with chains of darkness.™
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mean : tartaro adjudicare (Crusius, Hypomn. I. p. 154), but:
“to remore into Tartarus” (cf. Homer, Z7. viil. 13 : 4} pw érow
pifrw els TapTapov nepoevra). The expression TdpTapos occurs
nowhere else either in the N. T. or LXX. It is not equal to
adns, which is the general term for the dwelling-place of the
dead. Nor does the aunthor use it as synonymous with yeévva,
for that is “the place of final punishment, the liell five”
(Fronmiiller), but it is used to designate «the place of pre-
liminary custody.” — mwapédwrer here, as often, used with the
implied idea of punishment. — eis kpiaw Topovpévovs] xpiois
is the final judgment (xplows peyains nuépas); “as those who
aie vesereed for the judgment ;7 Luther inexactly: “ in order
to reserve them.” — On the reading: wapeébwrer els rplow
roXabopévovs Trpeiv, the infin. T7peiv is dependent on waped.,
and xoaf. states, not : the purpose for whiely, but the condition
in whicl, they are reserved for judgment; the Vulg. therefore
translates inexactly : tradidit cruciandos, in judicinm resevvari.
Dietlein, in opposition to all reliable authorities, insists on
reading : Terppnuévovs, which, moreover, he incorreetly para-
phrases: “as those who once should have been kept ;” it must
rather be: “as those who (until now) have been kept.”

Ver. 5. Second example: the flood; this is peculiar to the
author of this epistle; cf. the corresponding section in Jude.
kai dpyalov woopov odx édelcato] The clausal formation is
the same as that in ver. 4. Subaudienda est particula: e
(Gerhard). The words which follow on this tell in what the
odk édeloaTo cousisted : waTarivopor x 7. ; there is no men-
tion here of a “destruction” (Schott) of the world. — dpy.
xoopos, .c. mundus antediluvianus. — aAX’ . . . épvrage] The
thought of the deliverance of the righteous is connected
with that of the destruction of the ungodly; cf ver. 7.-—
oyboov  belongs not to wrpvka (Heinsius, Lightfoot, and
Schwegler in his nachapost. Zeitalier, I. p. 515 ; cf, as opposed
to him, Hilgenfeld, Clement. p. 185), but directly to Née;
Luther correctly: Noah with seven others; ef. Winer, p. 234
[E. T. 312]; Duttmann, p. 26. There is nothing to show that
the number eight has a mystical meaning here (Dietlein).

1 ¢t Peter looked nupon Noah as the bearer of the cight, and saw in the church
saved {rom the flood a holy eight, making a final close to the old world.”
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The mention of it mnaturally arose fromn the recollection of
the event; at the same time, however, it marks the small
number of the saved contrasted with that of those who
perished (Bengel, Schott, cte.). DBesides, Noah and those with
him, as also Lot afterwards, are taken by the author as types
of the edoeBeis (ver. 9), on whom the judgment of God will
not come. — Sikatoavyns xijpuxka is added as the reason of
God’s preservation (épvhafe) (thus, too, Wiesinger). By dixato-
gvyn is to be understood lere, not the condition of Dbeing
justified (Wiesinger), but a believing and godly bearing to-
wards God; otherwise in Heb. xi. 7. — ratardvopér] Matt.
xxiv. 38, 39; Gen. v. 17, LXX. Hebh. S21: the verb xaza-
e, chap. iii. 6. — kdéopuw doeBdv] antithesis to Sxato-
avvys wjpvka; the world is thus named, inasmuch as it had
become the dwelling-place of ungodly humanity. — émdfas]
on this form of the aorist, see Buttmann, Aus/. Gr. § 114, se.
aryw.

EMARK.—WIith regard to its position, Dietlein insists that
this verse is intimately connected with ver. 4, so that “the
judgment of imprisonment on the angels must be considered as
one and the same event with the Noachic flood ;” that the judg-
ment on the deyams riswos, vv. 4, 5, must be distinguished from
the judgment of God within the second world (ver. 6); and that
the latter only, not the former, must be regarded as the example,
strictly so called; thus, too, Schott. DBut the whole structure
and mode of expression of this section is opposed to any such
division ; for (1) The clauses are simply co-ordinate (as ver. 5
is joined to ver. 4, so is ver. 6 to ver. 5, merely by xei); (2) The
Gpyuivs #éopes 18 mentioned only liere, not in ver. 4; (3) What
is stated in ver. 6 is not brought prominently forward as an
event taking place in the new world; (4) In the idea of the
#66ios dosBav the angels cannot he included, since the flood came
on the ungodly men only; and it is arbitrary and strange to
assume that the lood buried mankind “iu the depths, and those
spirits which in sin had taken up their abode with them”
(Schott). It is arbitrary to regard the judgment on Sodom as
the only proper example, sinec no other position is given to the
Judgments mentioned in vv. 4, 5 than to that in ver. 6. The
chief reason for the division lies in ver. 9, which consists of two
members, due, however, to the two foregoing examples. From
the fact that only one of the members applies to ver. 4, it does
not follow that there no special example can be intended, the
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less so that the leading idea is not “the deliverance of the
righteous,” but “the confinement of the ungodly.” Equally
little is proved by the repetition of the verh: obx épeiswro, which
serves rather to mark off the dpyais zéomos from the ayyen.
auaps., not to unite them into onc idea. Even Driickner has
rejected the view of Dietlein and Schott. Hofmann, too, while
questioning it, approaches it very closely when he says: “The
judgment of the flood was also a judgment upon those spirits
which had become involved in the sin and in the fate of the
race of men then living.”

Ver. 6. Third example: The overthrow of Sodom and
Gomorrah ; cf Jude 7.—This verse also is still dependent
on el.  Schott, without any adequate reason, asserts that the
author “has cven here forgotten the construction of his expres-
sion in the protasis with el.” — mdhers oddpwy kai Topdppas]
The gen. as apposition. — Tedpwoas] Suidas: equivalent to
éumpijoas, owodwaas : “ by burning them to ashes, by veducing
them to ashes.” — xaractpodsi katéxpwer] not equal to ever-
sione s. subversione dammavit 1. e. unditus evertendo punivit
(Gerhard, Dietlein, Schott), but xaracTpods is the dative of
reference ; see Buttmann, p. 144 ; cf. xaraxp. Bavite, Matt.
xx. 18; Pott correctly: in cineres redigens damnavit ad ever-
sionem ; thus also Wahl, de Wette, Wiesinger, Steinfass, Fron-
miiller, Hofmaun; only it must be here remarked that xara-
kpivery includes within it the punishment, the putting into
execution of the judgment of condemnation—which Hofmann,
withont rcason, denies, cf. Rom. viii, 3. It is incorrect to
connect kataoTpodi with Tedpdoas (Bengel). — kataoTpody,
in the N. T. besides here, only in 2 Tim. ii. 14 ; there, how-
ever, in a figurative sense ; the same word occurs in the narra-
tive of the destruction of the cities of the plain, Gen. xix. 29,
LXX. — vmoberypa  peAhovtor doefeiv Tebexws] Jude 7;
with fmoSevypa, not equal to “example,” but to “fype,” cf.
Jas. v. 10; Heb. iv. 11, cte. The perf. Tefewress corresponds
with the wpokewrar, Jude 7; Hofmann correctly: “ God
has made them, as the perf. shows, a lasting type of those who
ever afterwards should live a godless life.” !

! Hofmann attaches particular importance to the circumstance, that the judg-
ment which was cffeeted by water was followed by another, whiclt was eflected
by fire.

2 PETER, Y
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Ver. 7. Contrast to the divine justice in punishing, which
is not to be found in Jude. Wiesinger: “ The expansion of
the thought, introduced by the mention antithetically of Noah,
ver. 5, gains, by the co-ordination (xal) of the deliverance of
Lot, independent value, and prepares the way for the double
inference, ver. 9.” — xa(] has not here an adversative force
(Jachmann), but is simply the copulative particle. — &ixatov
Adr] Slkavos here like Sukatooivy, ver. 5. — karamovoipevov)
besides here, in Acts vii. 24 (2 Macc. viii. 2, where, however, it
is doubtful whether the reading should be xaTamovoiuevov or
xaTamaTtovpevov) ; Pott, Schol. Soph. in Trackin. v. 828,
verba: dM\' elev obiwodoca exponit per xaTtamwovovuéyy —
bmo s . . . épploaTo] dmo belongs not to éfpvoaro, but to
karamov. ; cf. Winer, p. 330 [E. T. 461] ;—with 4 év daery.
avasTpody, cf. 1 Tet. i. 17. — dbéopwy, besides here only in
chap. iii. 17: homines nefarii, qui nec jus nec fas curant
(Gerhard). _

Ver. 8. Explanation of the xavamovoipevov.— BNéppare yap
xal axon] is to be joined neither with &/xatos (Vula.: adspectu
et auditu justus erat), nor with éywaroxdv (Gerhard), but
with the finite verh; it was by secing and hearing that Lot’s
soul suffered, and is added in order more strongly to emphasize
Lot’s painful position among the ungodly. — rvynr Siralav
avopots épyois éBacdavilev] “ he vexed his vightcous soul by the
wngodly worls,” 1.c. his soul, because it was righteous, felt vexa-
tion at the evil which he was ohliged to see and hear. “ éBascivi-
Gew serves to show that the pain at the sight of the sinful
lives arose out of personal activity, out of inclination of the
soul to the good, out of positive opposition to the evil” (Diet-
lein). The earlier interpreters have for the most part missed
the correct idea; Calvin, Hornejus, Pott, de Wette, and the
modern commentators generally, have interpreted correctly.!

Ver. 9. This verse in thought, though not in form, consti-
tutes the apodosis to the preceding clauses beginning with el.
The thounght, however, is expressed in a more extended and

1 Cf. Xenoplion, List. Gracc. 1. 4, 1. 407 : S’ bviovs xal wiov Tumropivay, vopipay
3t dvrwy dvbpibrwy, ddnpovicms ws Yuyks, evras zotBuar ; only it must be
observed that Lot was vexed at the godlessness in itself, not because he personally
had to suffer by it.
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general manner ; the special application follows in ver. 10. —-
0i9¢] Knowledge is conceived at the same time as a divine
power. — xpios] i.c. God, ver. 4. — ebaefels, like Noah and
Lot.— éx metpacpot pieabar] cf. 1 Pet. i 6. — adivovs &€]
like the fallen angels, ete. — els juépav kploews kohalouévovs
Typetv] rohal. is not used here with a future force: eruciandos
(Bengel, Calvin, Winer, who, in his 5th ed. p. 405, resolves
the clause thus: adic. Typel (doTe) rxoAdalew, and others),
but it must be taken as a vreal present; it refers to the
punishment which they suffer even before the last judgment
unto which they are kept (rypeiv); cf. on ver. 4. Thus also
Wiesinger, Schott, Briickuer.

Ver. 10. Compare Jude 8. — pdMora 8€¢) in close con-
nection to what immediately precedes. The author passes
from the general, to those against whom this epistle is
specially directed.  Dietlein introduces a foreign reference
when he says: “the apostle means the false teachers in
contrast to such ungodly persous as did not base their ungod-
liness on theoretically developed error.” —— As in Jude, the
false teachers are characterized in two rvespects. Whilst in
vv. 1-3 they are spoken of as yet to appear, they are here
described as alveady present. — rods émicw . . . Topevopévous]
ef. besides Jude 8 also 7, and the commentary ou the passage.
— gapros stands here without érépas, and must therefore be
taken more gencrally. DButtmanu (p. 160) wrongly translates
capf here by “lusts” —év émbupia waopod] pacpod is
not to be resolved into an adjee.: cupiditas foeda, impura
(Wahll);' but it is the objective genitive, and states that
to which the émfupile is dirceted (de Wette-Driickner,
Wiesinger, Schott, ete.). — ueacuds, ém. Ney., cquivalent to
pollutio.  According to Schott, wtaocués is here used sub-
jectively, “what to themselves is dishonouring to the
human body, that they make the object of their wild lust.”
— kai  kvptoTyTos katappovoivres] cf. Jude S, and the

I Hofmann also renders the idea by ““impure desive, filthy lust,” which,
taking puaopss as an attributive genitive, he interprets more closely thus: “a
lust which brings defilement with it, since it pollutes not ouly him who
gratifies it, but him alse on whom it is gratified;” but in this interpretation the
two expressions, “impure lust” and ““lust which pollutes,” are crroncously
taken as identical,
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exposition. — ToAunTal] The author drops the construction
hitherto adopted, and hegins a new clause; the word is
a dm Aey. equal to “insolent, daring;” Luther: “thiirstig”
(ie. bold, from the root tarr; in old High German, gaturstig;
cf. Pischon, Erllir. der hauptsichl. vevalicten deutschien Worter
in der  Luth. Bibelitbers. Berl. 1844, p. 7). — adfades]
to be found, Desides here, only in Tit. i. 7.—Most modern
expositors understand the two words substantively; but as
avfadns is strictly an adject, it can here also be taken
as such; thus Schott. It is fmprobable that they form a
passionate exclamation (Schott). They may be either con-
nected in o loose way as subject with od Tpépovar, or they
may be regarded as an antecedent apposition to the subject
of Tpéuovar (Hofmann). — 8ofas ol Tpépovar Bracdnuotvres]
For 8ofas see Jude 8. The particip. stands here as in chap.
i 19. Vulg. strangely: sectas non metuunt (intvoducere,
facere) blasphemantes.

Ver. 11. Compare Jude 9. What Jude says specially of
the avchangel Michael is here more generally aftirmed of
angels.  In this its generality the thought is hardly intel-
ligible ; the neeessary light is obtained only by comparing it
with Jude (de Wette). If the priovity of this epistle be
assumed, the thought here expressed must have reference to
Zech, il 2 (thus Schott, Steinfass, Hofmaim). — émov] cannot
stand here as assigning the reason, as it sometimes does in
the classies, since it refers bhack not to ToAunral, but to
Sofas of kA ; bt neither is it equal to “ whilst even, since
even;” this use can nowhere be established. It is meant
rather to indicate the similarity of the relationship (with
respect to the 8ofar)! The adversative relationship lies not
in the particle, but in the thought. — dyyero] according to
the parallel passage, not ceil, but good angels. — loyvi
wal Suwaper peiboves dvres] The comparative expresses the
relation in which they stand cither to the ToxunTal or to the
Sofar. The latter reference deserves the preference, since—
and to this Hofmann has called attention, Sekrdfthew. L p. 460

11t corresponds to *‘where” in passages such as : some langh, where others

weep ; thus here, these rail where the angels ob gipovasy x.7.A. It must not be
interpreted, with Hofmann, as cqual to xaf’ v



CHAP. 1I. 12. 341

—1it is understood of itself that angels are more powerful than
men (Wiesinger, Schott, Steinfass). — o0 pépovar . . . kplow]
Pépew kplow (Jude: eémupépewr xplow) does not mean “to
endure a judgment” (Luth.), but “fo pronvunce « judgpment.”
— Bhagnuov, with an cye to Bracpnuolvres. — kat’ airov]
not adversum se (Vulg), but adrdv goes back to &ofas
(Calvin, Beza, Hornejus, Wolf, de Wette, and all the more
modem interpreters, with the exception of Fronmiller), by
which are to be understood here—as in Jude—the diabolical
powers. The opposite interpretation, according to which the
meaning showld be that the wicked angels are mnot able to
bear the judgment of God on their blasphemy (Luther, Fron-
miiller, ete.), is opposed not only to the language (BAdodnpos
xpices equal to xpiocis Bracgnuias) but to the context. —
wapa xvplo] These words, the genuineness of which is
doubtful, may not be explained with Bengel: apud Dominum
... reveriti, abstinent judicio; for, as Hofinann justly remarks,
wape xup. “Dbelongs to that which is denied, and does not
explain why that does mnot happen which is denied.” “The
conception is, that aungels appear before God, and, before His
throne, tell what evil spirits are doing in the world.” Cf.
Winer, p. 369 [E. T. 493].

Ver. 12. Compare Jude 10. With all their similarity the
two passages are nevertheless very different. The character-
istics are still further described in Jude 10, but here the
punishment is promised to these men. — odror 6¢] antithesis
to dyyehou; the predicate belonging to it is ¢pfaprioovrar. —
s aroya foa . . . pfopav] Darenthetical thought in close
relation to ¢bapjoovrar; Grotius: ita peribunt illi, sicut
percunt muta animantia. — reyevvyuéva duowd can hardly
be translated : “Dborn as senswous beings to,” ete. (Wiesinger,
and formerly in this commentary). ¢uvoikd is meant rather to
bring out that the irrational animals are, according to their
actural constitution, born to dlwsis.  Hofmanu takes ¢uaira
as a second attribute added to reyevvpuéva by asyndeton,
equal to: “by nature determined to a@lwais,” ete. But the
only objection to this is that yeyevynuéva alone cannot well
be considered as a special attribute. As regards the sense, it
makes no difference whether ¢uaica be placed before (Rec.) or



342 THE SECOND EPISTLE OF PETER.

after wyeyevy, — els @ wow ral Plopav] According to Luther,
a twofold rendering is possible: “ First, those who take and
strangle ; second, who are to he taken, strangled, and slaugh-
tered ;” the latter is the only correct interpretation. The gene-
ral interpretation is, “for taking and destroying;” Schott on
the other hand translates, “for taking and consuming ;” and
Hofmann, in like manner, who holds that both are active
ideas, “that they may be taken and consumed.” This inter-
pretation of ¢bopa, however, is arbitrary, and all the more
unwarranted, that in the subsequent év 15 ¢fopd adrdv, ¢opa
cannot have this special meaning. According to N. T. usage,
what is meant by ¢fopa lere is the destruction to which the
heasts are destined ; ef. Col. ii. 22. — év ois dyvooiow Brac-
dnuotvres . . . Ppbapricovrar] With regard to the construction,
cf. Winer, p. 583 [E. T. 784]. According to the usual inter-
pretation, év ols is dependent on Bhacdyuovvres, and is to be
resolved into : év Tolros, & dyvooiiowy, Bracd. (Winer decides
in favour of this; so, too, Wiesinger, and Buttmann, p. 128).
But év ols may also he dependent on dyveodow, and e
resolved : TaiiTa, év ols ayvoovow, Bracdnuotvres. There is
no other instance to be fonnd of the construction SBracdnuetr
év, although Bracdnueiy els occurs frequently. Buttmann
accordingly says that by év here (not the object strictly
speaking, but) “rather the sphere is denoted, within which the
evil-speaking takes place ;” nor is the combination of ayvoetr
with év common, “yet it is not without example in later
writings ;” it is to be found in Zest. .YII. patr. in Fabricius cod.
pscudepigr. V. T2 p. 717, That dyvoeiv, in the sense of it, may
be joined with év, is shown by the German expression, “to
be ignorant 7% a matter.” Besides, in hoth constructions the
sense is substantially the same.  According to the connection
with what precedes (ver. 10) and Jude 8 and 10, the Sofar
are to Dbe understood as that which was unknown to them,
and to which their slanders had reference.  On account of this
Irrational evil-speaking, that will happen to them which is
expressed in the words: év 4 ¢fopa adrdv kai ¢bapijcovrar.
¢fopa lras been understood here to mean moral corruption ;
thus de Wette-Driickner, Steinfass, Fronmiiller; erroneously,
however, for the word must have the sune meaning in this
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passage as it had formerly ; then, in this case, adrdv does not
refer to the Libertines, but to the ¢wa before mentioned, and
xalis to be explained from the comparison with these. They
(the Libertines) whose ¢rrational slander of that of which they
are ignorant, ma’.cs them like unto the drrational brutes, will
also suffer ¢pfopd, like the latter, who by nature are destined
thereto. Entirely differcnt from this, however, is the inter-
pretation given by Hofmamn. He resolves €v ofs into €v
TovTots &, and takes év TovTows with ¢pbapijgovrar; that which,
without knowing it, they spealk evil of, is, according to him,
the things of sensc; he understands év 77 $pbopad adraw to be
in more definite and explanatory apposition to év Todrors, and
¢bopa actively, equivalent to “abuse.” In his view, then,
the idea herc expressed is that the Libertines by abusing,
after their lusts, the things of sense, belicving them to have
nothing in common with God, fall a prey to destruction. The
objections to this interpretation are, first, that év ols is
not applied to any of the verba near it, but to the remote
¢lapiocovrar; secondly, that a meaning is attributed to the
second popa different from that of the first,—the one is taken
as equivalent to “consumption,” the other to “abuse,”’—and
that neither of these significations Dbelongs in any way to the
word ; thirdly, that the refercuce to the things of sense is in
no way alluded to in the context; fourthly, that év 77 $pfopa
cannot possibly be in apposition to év Todrows; and lastly,
that, on this interpretation, we should have had dyvoodvres
Bragdipovar instead of ayvoodaw Bracdnuodvres.!

Ver. 13. kopeovpevor picfov adirlas] is subjoined by way
of cxplanation to what precedes? — Cf. 1 Pet. 1. 9. — peafov
aduwcias] not equivalent to pea@or @duwcov (Wolf), but: “the

P Schott agrees with Hofiann in regard to the application to things of sense,
and to the interpretation of the meaning of the first péepa, but diflers from him
iir other points.  Iie states the idea contained in the verse thus: ¢ As irrational
beasts, which . . . made to be taken and consumed . . . come to destruction,
so these people shall perish ; since they rail at those matters which they do not
comprehend, they themselves shall perish in and with the destruction of those
things against which they rail.”  This interpretation is quite as unwarrantable
as that of Hofmann.

2 Hofmann considers the reading aZizosgeva—but little attested, however—

instead of xauisdpsvar to be the original, because the more difficult one.  Tisch. 8,
on the other band, savs: doixoseevar, sl aptuin semsum praebere judicabitur,
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veward for unrightcousiess) — n8oviy sjyodpevor] This and the
following participles, as far as the end of ver. 14, are connected
with what precedes, as descriptive of the adiwxia; it is less
probable that, as Hofmann assumes, a new period begius with
18ovyy fyovuevos and ends with ver. 16, The three kinds of
aduxia here spoken of are: 1, luxurious living ; 2, fornication ;
3, covetousness. De Wette: “{they who count it pleasure” —
T €v Yuépa Tpudiy] év fuépa is by Occumenius interpreted
as equal to xaf 7uépav, but this is not in accordance with
the usage. Several interpreters (Bensou, Morus, Fronmiiller,
Hofmann) take suépa here as in contrast to the night. This,
Lowever, 1s inappropriate, for it is not easy to see why they
should mot regard the 7pugsj in the night as a pleasurc.
Gerhard is better: per vaw juépav intelligitur praesentis vitae
tempus ; Luther, “{Zemporal luzurious living” (de Wette-
Driickner, Wiesinger, Schott). It stands by way of contrast to
the future, to which the fut. xoutovuevor refers. — omidor kai
podpor] is either to be connected with what follows: “who as
or. kai pdpor riot” (de Wette-Briickner, Wiesinger), or they
are independent expressions of displeasure, like ToAunTal
avfaders formerly in ver. 10, and xatdpas Térva afterwards
(Schott, Fronmiiller) subjoined to what precedes by way of
apposition (Hofmann); the latter is most in harmony with the
animated form of address. Instead of owihor, Jude has
omihades; omidor (less commonly omidos) is equivaleut to
“spots of dirt,” ¢f. ph. v. 27. — pdpor: &w. Aey., commonly :
blame, shame; here: “blemishes.”! — évrpvdpdvres €v Tals
araras abTov] évTpvddvres points back to Tpvdiy, and may
not therefore Dbe taken, with Hofmann, in the weakened
meaning of, “to take delight in anything,” which it probably

B

omnino pracferendum crit.  Nescio an ““decepti ciren psfoy ddiias ™ verti liceat.
Hofmann interprets the accus. wicdoy as an acens. of apposition, cf. 2 Cor. vi. 13,
and then translates : ‘“evil happens to them as the reward of evil ;” but though
ddixelv occurs in this wider signification, as in Luke x. 19 and often in Revelation,
still zdixie never does. — Buttmann has accepted not &dixeduevas, as in B, but
xopeiolpLevol,

! Hofmann arbitrarily defines these expressions more preeisely as: ‘“spots
which defile the purity of the churcl, blemishes which attach to her, to her
shame ;" they are rather spoken of thus, because both defilement and shawme
cleave to them.
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has in Isa. Iy, 2, LXX.; it is not to be comnected with the
following Juiv in the sense of: illudere, ludibrio habere, but
means, as it commonly does: “fo riof;” Duiv belongs to
ovvevwyoluevol. — €v Tals amdrars avTdy is explained from
vv. 3 and 14; they practised deceit in this way, that they
succeeded in procuring earthly advantage to themselves, by
praising their vain wisdom (Wiesinger, Frommiiller); since
évtpupav denotes the actual rioting, év Tals dmwdras adrey
cannot state the object of their évrpudap, that is, “ the lies
with which they practise deceit” (Hofmaun; or, according to
Schott : « their deceiving appearance of wisdow”).  The opinion
of Wolf and others, that amdrar means the love-feasts, inas-
much as they—iIn opposition to their real nature—are
abused Dby these individuals to their own profit, requires no
refutation, — cuvvevwyodpevor Yuiv] is subordinate to what
precedes.  They rioted in their deceits, that is to say, by
enjoying themselves at the feasts of those among whom they
Liad obtained an entrance by deceit. — Luther’s translation is
mistaken: “they make a show of yowr (du@v instead of
altor) alms (incorrect interpretation of aydamars), they revel
with what is yours” (instead of: « with you”).

Ver. 14 has no parallel in Jude. — Description of the
sensual lust of the eye of the false teachers. — dpfarpods
&xovtes peaTols poryaiios] The adulterous lust is depicted
in their eyes; iu the expression: pesrots poryaridos, the lust
after the wouyaXis, revealing itself in the eyes, is designated as
a being filled of the eye with it, since they look at nothing
clse but this. The interpretation of Hornejus is not to the
point : quasi dicat, tam libidinosos eos esse, ut in ipsorum
oculis yuasi adulterae habitent, sen ut adulteras semper in
oculis ferant. — Hofmaun explains pesrds Twos by reference
to Plato, Sympos. 194 B, here equivalent to: “ to be entirely en-
grossed, preoccupied with something.” —- 1t is wrong to suppose
(as Dietlein does) that it is here in any way stated that a female
meniber of the house, into which they had forced themselves,
had already fallen a victim to their seduction. Calvin even?!

1 Calvin: Isti vos ac coctum vestrum foedis maculis aspergunt : nam dum

epulantur vobiscmm, simul luxuriantur in suis erroribus, amores meretricios et
perditam incontinentiam oculis gestuque exprimunt.
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had connected this verse closely with the preceding, as Schott
and Hofmann do; but it is not easy to understand why
the persons here described should have had adulterous
desires only at the feasts.— xal dratamadorovs apaptias]
“qnot satiated, unsatisficd in sin,” ic. eyes, in which is re-
flected the restless desire after cver fresh sin; in duaptia
the reference is chiefly to sensual sins. — 8ehealovres] ver. 18,
and Jas. 1. 14: “fo «llure, to cnlicc;” quasi pisces hamo
captare (Beza). —ruyas donpixtous] dcipikros (chap. iii.
16), not: “ wanton” (Luther), but: in fide et pietatis studio
nondum satis fundatus et formatus (Gerhard). — This idea is
doubtless connected more closely with what precedes than
with what follows (Hofinann), so that the sense is: they
entice them, so as to satisfy their fleshly lusts on them. —
kapdiay . . . Eyovres] Third vice:' covetousness. The construc-
tion of the verh yeyvpvaculvyy, c. gen, occurs also in the
classics (Philostratus: 2. 15: fahdrmns oimw yeyvpvacuévor ;
3. 1: Néoropa moréuwy mor\Gy yeyuur.; 10. 1: godias #8n
yeyvuvaapévov): “« heart practised in covctousncess ;7 Calvin is
quite unwarranted in interpreting wAeovefia here by : cupidi-
tates; ef. ver. 3. — katdpas Téxva] cf. Epl. ii. 3 ; 2 Thess. ii. 3 :
“amen, who have {ncurred the curse;” an expression of pro-
foundest displeasure; similar to owihor xai popor, ver. 13.
It is doubtful whether it is to be connected with the preceding
or with the subsequent passage; the first combination is pre-
ferable, because in it the langnage is more passionate. In the
other case the construction, from ver. 10 med. onwards, might
be taken thus: Toluytai adBades, as introducing the section
down to Tpudijy, ver. 13; omilot xai pdpor that from there
to éyovres, ver. 14; and xatdpas Téxva that as far as wapa-
¢poviav, ver. 16.

Vv. 15, 16. Comparison with Balaam ; cf. Jude 11. The
comparisons with Cain and I{orah are wanting here. — xarta-
Mmovres edfeiav 08ov k.. N with edd. o8, cf. Acts xiii. 16 ; the

1 Hofmann erroncously says that this states ““not a third, but a secoml
characteristic of their nature, the avaritia, along with the Tuxuria,” for in the
first half of this versc they are accused of something which is identical neither
with luxuria nor with avaritia, and this even if épferu, ixovrss be closely cor-
nected with the preceding passage.
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words connect themselves closely with émiavifnoar, to which
then the subsequent participial clause is added by way of a
more precise definition. 'With éfaxorovf. cf. chap. i 16,
ii. 2. The conjunction of this verb with 77 686 is explained
by the civcumstance that 68ds is herc taken in a figurative
sense : manner of life, conduct.—The form Bogdp, Heb. Ty,
arises from a peculiar pronunciation of y; Grotius is wrong in
recarding the word as the corrupted name of the country,
7ng, Num. xxil. 5. Scveral commentators : Krebs, Vitringa,
TWolf, Grotius, ete., assmmne that there is here an allusion to
the counsel which Balaam gave to the Midianites to the
corrupting of the Israelites (Num. xxxi. 16; Rev. ii. 14) (so,
too, Dietlein) ; but, according to ver. 16, the refercuce is rather
to the intended eursing of the people of Israel, to which cer-
tainly Balaam, for the sake of reward, was inclined ; hence : s
micBov  adicias (sece ver. 13) gydmpoer.  Although such
inclination on his part is not definitcly mentioned in Num.
xxil. 1-20, still, judging from the narrative of the ass, it is
to be presupposed; ecf., too, Dent. xxiii. 5. Corroboration
from the rabbinical writings, sece Wetstein. — Ver. 16. éxeyéw
8¢ éoyev idilas mapavopias] “but he received (suffered) rebuke
(blame) for his trespass;” lis mapavopie (1ot cquivalent to
vesania (Vulg.), but synonymous with adwcla) consisted in this,
that he was willing, for the sake of the reward, if God per-
mitted it, to curse Isracl, and for this reason went to Balalk.
idias stands here in place of the pers. pron. avrod. Dietlein
presses £dias, by translating: “Dbelonging to him,” and adds
by way of explanation: “to him wlho must be looked upon as
the prototype of the false prophets.” Wiesinger, on the other
hand, sees the significance of i8ias in this, that “he who was
a prophet to others, had to suffer rebuke of an ass for his own
mapavop.”  But neither the one nor the other is alluded to in
the context. — That which follows states in what the éxeyéis
consisted. -— tmolyor] properly : a beast that bears a yoke,
here as in Matt. xxi. 5, designation of the ass.— ddwvor] in
contrast to human speaking. — év avfpdmov Povi GleyEd-
pevor] does not state the reason of the éewivoe, but emphasizes
the miraculous nature of the occurrence (agwvov . . . ¢ovi).
—— éxwivoe Ty Tob wpodrTov Tupadpoviav] Schott under-
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stands Balaam’s wapadpovia to be his striking of the ass;
Wiesinger: “ his folly, in setting himself against the angel;”
but it is more correct to understand by it the aforenamed
mapavopla, which the angel opposed. Hofmann rightly
observes: “the signification of the verb does not imply that
it is left undone, but simply that opposition is offered to what
is done or is intended to be done; cf. 1 Thess. ii. 16.”! The
word wapagpovia, “ folly,” dw. Aey. (the verh in 2 Cor. xi. 23),
unusual in the classies also, instead of which wapadposivy or
wapappovyais ; see Winer, p. 90 [E. T. 118]. —- 7od wpogjTov]
(ef. Nun xxiv. 4) stands in emphatic antithesis to dmoliyov
ddpwvov.

Ver. 17. Description of the teachers of false doctrine
from another point of view, in as far as by making a false
show of freedom they seduce others to immeorality, Tirst, a
double comparison, of which the second only occurs in Jude 12.
— ob7ol elov myyai dvudpor] The point of comparison lies in
the deceptiveness of a apysf, which is without water; it
awakens an expectation which it does not fulfil (as a contrast,
cf. Prov. x. 11 ; Isa. Iviii, 11). — 7gyn here (which ITofmann
wrongly disputes) means, as in Jolhm iv. 6: a spring well;
fontes enim proprie sic dicti non carent aqua (Gerhard). — xai
opixhar Umo Aailamos é\avwopevai] ouixAn properly mist,
Liere clouds of mist, as the plual already goes to prove, as
well as the fact that it is not the mist, but the misty clouds,
which must be regarded as foretelling rain. — Aaiiayr, accord-
ing to Aristotle (/ib. de mundo), equal to mveipa Blawoy xai
etholpevoy katwber dvw ; Mark iv. 37. The point of com-
parison is the same here as iu the previous figure, only that by
dmo Aach. €Aavy. their want of consistency (uot: their punish-
ment) is more pointedly referred to—ols . . . Temjpyrai]
80, too, in Jude 13; it connects itsclf with od7oi, not with

1 Formerly in this commentary ix<ivess was explained thus : that although
Balaam’s wapappovia was not exactly prevented by the ass, still, by the conduct
of the latter, 2 beginning was made to prevent it.

* Wiesinger inappropriately remarks : ¢ However empty in itself the conduct
of these men may De, still for the Christian community it has the cffect of a
storm which cleanses it ;" for their conduet is not compared to a storm, but to
clouds of mist ; nor is reference made to their effect on the Church, but to that
of the storm on the clouds of mist.
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opbyhat, as Hofmann maintains, for how can this relative clause
express “the dissolving of vapour into nothing” 2

Ver. 18. Cf Jude 16.— vmépoyxa wap pataiéTyTos
POeyyopevor] The yip does not serve to explain the figurative
words, ver, 17 (as formerly in this commentary), for, as Hof-
maun justly says, “the description of their conduct contained
in this verse goes far beyoud those figurative statements as to
their nature.” It must be referred cither, with Wiesinger, to
the judgment expressed in ver. 17,—ols . . . Tetnp. being
included,—or, as is done by Hofmann, to the relative clause
only; the former is probably the more correct view.'—
Umépoywos, “swelling;” in the classics used also of style.
patawrys eives the nature of the swelling, high-sounding
speeches (“the proud words,” Luther); Luther aptly: “since
there is nothing Dbehind them.” The word @Oeyyduevo
(besides in Acts iv. 18, to be found only here and in ver. 16)
is here the more appropriate that it is unsed ehiefly of loud
speaking. — Sehedfovow] CL. ver. 14, — év émbuplas capros
doehyelars] év is commonly taken as equivalent tv &g, and
Goely. as an apposition to émf.: “through the lusts of the
flesl, through debauchery” (de Wette, Driickner, Wiesinger,
probably Schott too); but thus there is a felt want of a «xai
or of a second év, and the émBuuiar of the seducers, too, ure
not to be counsidered as the means of allurement. Hofmann
explains: “Dby means of fleshly lusts, which tliey awalen in
them, through acts of wantouness, the enjoymenut of which
they hold out to them ;” but here relations are introduced to
which the text makes no allusion. It is therefore better to
take év émbuplais o. as designating the condition of the
seducers, and doelyelars as the dat. instrum, : “in the lusts
ol the flesh (Z.c. taken in them, governed by them) they allure
by voluptuousness those who,” etc.; Steinfass correctly : “it
is part of their émf. oapx. that they seek to allure the mem-
bers of the chweeh;” he is wrong, however, when he explains
the acelyelaws as that to which they allure them. Luther
translates wrongly : * through lasciviousness to leshly lust;”

! Bengel : Puteus et nubes agunam pollicentur ; sic illi praegrandia jactant,
quasi Jumina ecclesiae ; sed Li putei, hae nubes nil pracbent ; praegrandia iila
sunt vanitatis.
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év émbupiais is not equal to els émibupias. — Tovs ENlyws
amopetryovras] Shiyws, dmw. Aey., is hardly to be found else-
where. It expresses both time and measure, and corresponds
to the English: “ Zardly, just” (thus also Schott). Wiesinger
and Hofmann understand it only of measure, equivalent to
“little;” Hofmann understands it of space: “they are a little
way escaped from those who walk in error.” The pres. of the
verb shows that they are, as it were, still in the act of flight
from their former condition, and are not yet firmly established
in the new; cf. ver. 14: Yruyds dotnpikTovs. — Tovs év wAdvy
dvaoTpedouévovs] not an adjunct co-ordinate with what goes
before ; Luther: “and now walk in error;” but the accus.
is dependent on dmodeiyovras, and of év whavy dvacTpepo-
pevor are those from whom the persons who are being
seduced have separated themselves, those who are not
Christians, especially the heathen, who lead a life év mhdvy
(Wiesinger, Schott, Driickner, Frommiiller, Hofinann); Steinfass
incorrectly understands by the expression the yrevbodibaoxatot.

Ver. 19. éxevBepiav adrots éraryyeAhopevor] Explanation of
the dmépoyra pat. ¢pbeyyduevor; the high speeches have as
their contents the praise of liberty. — émaryyehAopevor ; they
assure, promise, those who submit to their guidance that they
will conduet them to true liberty. — adroi dobdot UmapyovTes
Tis Plopas] A sharp antithesis to éxevl. émayyedN.: “ though
they themselves are slaves of $Bopa.” By ¢Bopd moral corrup-
tion is generally understood, but clsewhere in the N. 1. the
word never has this meaning; it should rather be taken in
the same sense as that which it has in ver. 12. In Ron.
viil. 21 it denotes the opposite of Sofa, which Hofinann
wrongly denies. Schott erroneously takes it to mean “the
things of sense ;” Dhut these, though they be given up to ¢fopd,
yet cannot be directly defined as ¢fopa itselt! The chief
cmphasis lies on doddoe. The gencral statement: ¢ ydp Tss
sitTTal, TovTe kali SedoviwTa:, serves to show that the term
is applied to them not without justification. The verb
grracBOar (with the exception of in this passage and in

! Hofmann, appealing to 1 Cor. xv. 50, understands @depé here also as

meaning ““ the corruptible ;7 but in that passage the context itself proves thav
the abstract idea is put in plave of the concrete, which is not the case here.
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ver. 20, to be found only in 2 Cor. xii. 13) is in classical
(ireck often used as o passive and construed with d7d, and, in
harmony with its meaning, frequently with the genitive, and
sometimes also with the dative. The latter is the case here:
“to whom any onc succumbs” The dat. with JeSothwrar
cxpresses the relation of belonging to: fo kim he 4s made fhe
slave, 7.c. whose slave he is. Schott arbitrarvily asserts that
sprryTac with the dat. brings out that the being overcome “is
voluntary and desired on principle.”

Ver. 20 gives an explanation (ydp, equal to: namely) of
the statement contained in ver. 19, that those there described
are the Sothor Tijs Pbopas, after that the genmeral remark:
& ... 8eBotAwrar has been applied to them. Almost all
interpreters hold that in this verse the same persons are the
subjects as in ver. 19; so that the dmwoduyovres refers to
those with the description of whom the author has
throughout the whole chapter been engaged. Dengel, Fron-
wiiller, Hofmann are of a different opinion. They assune
that droduyivres refers to those who are led astray, and that
the latter accordingly, and not the seducers, are to be regavded
as the subject of the clause. In favour of this view may be
urged the term dwoduyortes, whiclh seems to refer back to
the dmodevydvras in ver. 18, Dut, on the one hand, it is
certainly unnatural to consider those to he the subjects here
who arc the objeets in ver. 18, especially as ver. 19 has the
samne subject as ver. 18 ; and, on the other, it would be more
than swrprising if the apostle did not, from here onwards,
continue the description of those of whom the whole chapter
speaks, but should, all of a sudden, treat of entirely different
persons,—and this without in any way hinting at the transition
from the one to the other; in addition to this, there is the
circumstance that srrédvrar corvesponds much too directly
with 5rrprat. — e yap] The reality, as frequently, expressed
hypothetically.  Without any reason, Grotius would read:
“ot yap” instead of € ydp. — amoduydvres] The participle is
not to be resolved by “although,” but by “after thal” —
Ta pidopata TOD Kéopov] Td widopata, @ form occurring
ouly here; ver. 10: maouds. — 10b wéouov, hiere in an ethical
sense, as composed of those who walk (ver. 18) év mAavy, or,
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with Wiesinger: “as the dominion over which sin rules,”
“the defilements which belong to the world” Without sufficient
reason, Hofmann takes Ta piaopara 7. k. In & personal sense,
and thinks that it means, in the first instance, *those
individuals who are the abomination and blemishes of the
non - Christian  world, and that todTors & refers to the
Clristians whom Peter designates as the omilor «. pdpor of
the church.” DBut nothing in the context hints at this, and
it 1s arbitrary to understand by Todrows other pidoparta than
those designated by that word itself. — év émeyvaaer Tob kuplov
. . . Xptorov] 7. by their having come to the knowledge
of Cluist. — TovTors (i.c. pudopact) 8¢ malw éumhaxévres
NTTévTal] éumhaxévtes is valde emphaticum; éumhéxectar
enim dicuntur, qui tricis et laqueis implicantur (Gerhard).
The particle 8¢ places in antithesis either the two participles :
amopuyovtes and wakw éumiaxévtes, or the first participle
and the finite verh yrrovrac; the former construction is to
be preferred as the more correct. — yéyover avrols ... Tdv
mpoTwr] The same words are to be found in Matt. xil. 45
Luke xi. 26 ;! 7& wpdra: the former condition, in which they
were before their conversion; 7a €oyara: their subscquent
cond(tion, into which they have come after their falling away,
e, the condition of complete slavery to the ¢pfopd, {rom
whiclt there is no hope of redemption: with the thought,
¢f. Heb. x. 26, 27.

Ver. 21. xpeittov yap %y adrois] The same use of the
imperf. where we should employ the conjunet., Mark xiv. 21 :
kalov 7y adrd; cf. on the constr. Winer, p. 265 [E. T. 352].
—— ) émeyvorévar iy odov Tis Swkatoaluns] 1) o0dos Tijs
Swcatoa. is mnot: “the way to virtue,” or “the way of
salvation which leads to the moral condition of righteous-
ness” (Schott), but a designation of Christianity in so far
as a godly righteous life belongs to it; cf. ver. 27—3)
emvyvovow] The dat. instead of the accus., dependent on

1 There is a similar passage in Past. Herm. iii. 9: quidam tamen ex iis
maculavernut se, et projecti sunt de genere justorum et iterum redierunt ad
statum pristinum, atque etiam deteriores quam prius evaserunt.

* In Stcinfass’ observation: *‘By the Jixaiossvas of the &y Jixaieoivng

righteousness is understood as being not the end, but the wayfarer,” the first
is right, but the second wrong,.
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atrots; by an attraction not uncommon in Greek. — éri-
oTpéyrai] is to be taken here in the sense of : “ o turn baclk to
the former things;” cf. ver. 22,as in Mark xiii. 16; Luke xvii.
31, where it is connected with els 7a émricw ; in Luke viil. 55,
nevertheless, it is nsed in the same sense without adjunct;
see critical remarks. — ée Tis . . . évrohijs] With wapado-
Octons avrols, cf. Jude 3.— 9 dayla évrohy is the law
of the Christian life, ef. 1 Tim. vi. 14; here mentioned
because the passage treats of the moral corruption of the
false teachers.

Ver. 22, The two proverbial expressions which form the
close Dbring out how contemptible 1s the conduct just
deseribed. — cvpBéBnre adrois] “it has happened lo thew)”
“has Lefallen them.” — 10 Tis dApfols mapopias] The same
coustruction, Matt. xxi. 21: 76 Tis gukils; mapowla denotes
a figurative speech or mode of expression generally.  axnfods
is added in order to bring out that the proverh has here
too proved true; the author cmploys the singular wapotuias,
because the two proverbs following have one and the same
meaning. — xvov €mwoTpédras . . . éfépapal The verse of the
O.T. Prov. xxvi. 11, LXX,, runs : domep xtwv otay éméNdy ént
Tov éavTob EueTov pionTOS YevijTal, olTws dppwv TH éavrod
kakig avagTpéjras éml Tyv éavtod dpaptiav; in spite of the
similarity, it is yet doubtful whether the writer had this
passage in his eye; probably he took this zrapoiuia, like that
which follows,~—which can be traced to no written source,—
from popular tradition, — émioTpéyras] is not to be taken as
a verb fin,, but the predicate is, after the manner of proverbial
expression, joined without the copula to the moun (Winer,
p- 331 [E.T. 443]): “a dog that has returned to its ééépapa ”
(dm. Ney.: “awhat has been wvomited”).— s Aovaapévy . . .
BopBopov] émoTpédraca may be supplied from what precedes,
but thus this second mapoipia would lose its independence ;
breviloquence is natural to proverbs (Winer, p. 547 [E. T.
735]); eis, according to the sense, points sufficiently to a
verh of motion to be snpplied : “« sow that has bathed dtself,
to the wihopa BopBopov.” ' — kihiopa (@m. Aey.), equal to

1 Steinfass interprets erroncously : ‘“A sow that was bathed, in order the
better to wallow in the mire.”

2 PETER. Z
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kvhioTpa: the place for wallowing. The genit. BopBopou
(¢, Aey.) shows the nature of the xvhiopa where the swine
wallow; the other reading, xvhiouov, indicates the act of
wallowing. —— Similar passages are to be found in the Rabbis.
Cf. Pott in loc.
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CHAPTER IIL

VER. 2. Instead of the Ree. 4uav, the reading, according to almost
all authorities (Lachm. Tisch.), should bLe: iudv. — Ver. 3. In
place of 7 foydrov in K L I, ete,, Syr. utr. Oce. ete. (Griesbh.
Scholz), A B C** §, «l., Sahid. Chrys. ete., read : oy drwv (Lachm.
Tisch.); the FEce. is probably a correction after Heb. 1. 1; cf. also
Jude 18.— ¢ iuzarymey] has been rigitly adopted into the text
by Griesb. Scholz, etc. ; it is attested by A B C P & 27, ete,, Syr.
utr. Arr. ete. Its omission (in K L, ete., Rec.) is easily explained
by its having seemed superfluous on account of the subsequent
dumainrar. — Tisch. has placed «ir@v before imiupins, following
A ¥, several min. Oec.; however, B C K L P, al, m. Theoph. etc.,
are in favour of placing it «fter ém0. (Griesb. Scholz, Lachm.). —
Ver. 7. Instead of the Lce. =% adrd Aéyw, after A, Vulg. Copt.
ete. (Lachm. Buttin. Tisch.8), C L N, al., perm. Syr. utr. ete., read :
@ adrod ryw (Griesh. Scholz, Tisch. 7).  According to Buttm.,
the reading in B is uncertain. On internal grounds it is
difficult to decide which is the original reading; Hofmann,
however, declares the reading «iry to be absurd. — Ver. 9.
zbpies] instead of the FRee. ¢ zbprog 5 the most important authori-
ties omit the article. — eis uéis] Ree. K L, ete.; instead of 7uéc,
A B CN, ete, have izé:; and Instead of g, A N, ete., read drd.
Tisch. 7 has adopted ¢is iude, and Lachm. and Tisch. 8 &/ iudc;
the reading: sis dudc, is best attested. IReiche considers that
of the Lcc. to be the original reading: ob testium majorem
numerum (?) et quia hic modestius et convenientius erat, se
ipswn includere; the most of the modern commentators prefer
siz buds; Hofm., however, holds the Zce. to be the original
reading. Semler looks upon all the three readings as mere
interpretamenta. — Ver. 10. In B C, Cyr., the article is wanting
Dbefore 7uépe; Lachm. and Tisch. have omitted 1t — After
anéwrys the Ree has & wrsi (after C K L, ete), already justly
omitted by Griesb. as a later supplement from 1 Thess. v. 2 (so,
too, Tisch.), — Before olpavoi the Rec, after A B C (Lachm.
Tisch. 7), has the article oi; in K L & it 1s wanting (Tisch. 8).
— In place of Avdgeovras, Rec., after A X L (Tisch, 7), Lachim. and
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Tisch. 8 have adopted the sing. 2ufjseres, following B C N
perhaps it is a correction according to the common usage. —
Instead of the Rec. aurarazoeres in A L, ete., B X D, ete., read
¢hpedrosras; Lachm, and Tisch. have retained the Fee.; the
latter observes (8): dubium non est, quin edpedsoeres edere
jubeamur, at hoc vix ac ne vix quidem potest sanum esse; oiy
sive odxzéms sl praepositum esset, non haerendum esset. The
greater number of commentators have left unnoticed the reading
sopediioerar; not so Hofmann; Duttm. reads: & & «dsh frya
svpedre:rar; but & instead of =z occurs in no codex. Cod. C
reads apavisticorrar,  See further in the exposition. — Ver. 11.
sobrwy oiv] Lece. after A K L, ete,, Vulg. Thph. Oce. (Lachm,
Tisch. 8); in its place B has rodrav cbrwg, and C codray 6% obrws;
Tisch. 7 had acecepted the version of B.— Ver. 12. Instead of
~nzerau, Lachm, following C, Vulg. ete., reads: razfoerar; pro-
bably a correction, because of the preceding future. — Ver. 13.
73 mangy] Lee. according to B C K L P, ete. (Lachm. Tisch. 7);
in its place Tisch. 8 reads xansy 3%y, according to A &; this
appears to be a correction, after the 1)1(20(2(111]“‘ o0l
tUporelz, —— nare TO c"'a/)“?\/z,a] Lee. ’1(:C01dlll” to BCKL 1’
(Tisch. 7); instead of zard, A, ete.,, read x«i; and in place of
$mdyyedme, AN, ete, have : fzayyipera ; Lachm. has adopted e/
ve izayyiipure; and Tisch. 8: xard ra imayyéirmare. — Ver. 15.
According to A B C K D &, etc., iustead of the Fec. adrd dod:isoy
(L, ete.), the reading should be, as in Lachm. and Tiseh.: éodeise
abri. — Ver. 16, After =dows, Tisch. S, following X L P N, reads
the article reiz; Tisch. 7 and Lachm. omit sefz, after A B C, al.
— In place of the Lec. év fs (Tisch. 8), after A B &, Lachnw. and
Tisch. 7 read: & ofz; on this sce the commentary. — Lachm.
has retained the ausy, which closes the epistle, according to A
C K L P, «l; Tisch, following B, has omitted it, remarking :
solet ominino a testibus plerisque addi ad finem epistolarnm ;
ter tantum (Rom., Gal, Jud.) non satis auctoritatis est, ut
omittatur ¢u#s. Pauci addunt ausv 3 Joh.

Ver. 1. Not the cominencement of a new epistle (Grotius),
but of & new section, directed against the deniers of the advent
of Christ. — vadrgv 46 . . . émiororsv] “ This cpistle I write
to you, as already the second.” Pott: atiry 76y Sevrépa éoTiv
€miwoToNy), W ypddo Upiv. Fronmiiller incorrectly explains
567 by : “ now being near my death.” The epistle first written
is the so-called First Epistle of Peter. — év ais] applies both
to this and the First Lpistle of Peter (Winer, p. 128 [E. T
177]). The prepos. év does mot stand here in place of ia
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(Gerhard), but refers to the contents.— Sweyelpew . . . Swdvorav]
for the phrase : Sieyelpew év Umouwmioet, cf. chap. i. 13. — duow
belongs to Sidvotav. — ethikpivs), f. Phil, i. 10.

Ver. 2. Cf. Jude 17; in Jude mention is not made of the
apostles, but only of the prophets. — uwnoivar] Iufin. of pur-
pose: “in order that ye may remember,” equivalent to els 7o
pvnobiac (Vorstins). — 1év wpoetpnpéver pnpdatwy Umo Tdv
ayiov mpodytdv] This applies evidently to the Old Testament
prophets ; and with especial reference to the prophecies which
relate to the mapoveia of Christ (cf. ver. 4 and chap. i. 19)!
The Vulg. wrongly translates: ut memores sitis eorum quac
praedixi verborumi a sanctis prophetis (or sanctorum pro-
phetarum). — kal 7ijs TAV dmoocToOAwy UVpdyv évTorils TOD
xvplov kai gwtijpos] On the commonly accepted reading fudv,
a double interpretation has been given ; some, making 7gudv
depend on évrohi)s, for the most part regard 7év dmosTodwy
as in apposition to Mudy, thus: “of our, the apostles’, com-
mand” (Luther: “the commandment of us, who are the
apostles of the Lord ;” thus, too, Calvin, Hornejus, Wolf, Pott,
Dietlein, etc.); whilst Bengel more correctly takes nudv as in
apposition to dmosTodwy, as in Aects x. 41: pdpTvos .
puiv; for otherwise fjudy must have stood before dmooTorwr ;
cf. also 1 Cor. i. 18. Others, agaiu, hold that juév is de-
pendent on amwosTérwy; thus de Wette: “the connnandment
of our apostles of the Lord, 7c. of the apostles who have
preached to us, and are sent from the Lord” Dut against
this interpretation is the circumstance, that whilst he else-
where in the epistle designates himself as an apostle, the
author of the epistle would thus make a distinction between
himself and the apostles” On the true reading: dudv, the
gen. Tob kvpiov does not, as was for the most part formerly
assumed, depend on dwosTéAwy, but on évrorss (Briickner,

1 Of course sa #wpossgnuiva jruare does not mean *“ what has been said before,”
but ¢“ the words aforetime spoken,” and Hofiann did not require to insist upon
it ; the more so that the contrary is not asserted in the commentarics against
which his argument is directed.

? De Wette thinks, indeed, that liere the non-apostolic writer has involuntarily
betrayed himsell; but, as Stier justly observes, it can indeed hardly be sup-
posed that the writer should have *“so grossly failed to keep up the part” which
he had distinctly assumed.,
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Wiesinger, Schott, Steinfass); cither in the sense: “the com-
mandment . . . of the Lord of the apostles, Z.c. the command-
nient of the Lord, which the apostles have proclaimed;” or: “ Tod
rupiov is added by way of supplement to évro).,” and the expres-
sion is to be left as it stands originally : “ your command of the
apostles, of the Lovd, i.e. which the Lord has given” (Briickner;
thus also Wiesinger, Schott); the latter is to be preferred. No
doubt the parallel passase in Jude runs: mo 7@y dmocTorwy
Tob ruplov fuwy; hut the whole epistle, and especially this
passage of it, shows that the author of our epistle, even if he
had Jude’s composition before him, in no way bound himself
slavishly to individual expressions in it.  According to
Wiesinger, Schott, Steinfass, by the a&m. dup. Paul and his
fellow-labourers are meant; this, too, is more probable than
that the apostle included himself among them. — By évrond] is
here, as little as in chap. ii. 21, to e understood the gospel
or the Christian religion (or, as Dietlein thinks: *the an-
nouncement, Z.c. the historical proclamation, of those predic-
tions of the prophets, partly fulfilled, partly yet unfulfilled,
which was entrusted to the apostles”); but évrohsj means
Lere, as it always docs, the commandment; according to de
Wette: “the commandment to guard against the false
teachers,” after 1 Tim. iv. 1{f.  But it is more appropriate,
and more in harmony with the connection of thought, to
understand by it the command to lead a Clistian life, in
expectation of the second coming of Christ (Wiesinger, Schott,
Briickner); cf. chap. 1. 22, i 5 ff, iii. 12.

Ver. 3. Toiro wpdrov fywwokovres| cf. chap. i 20.—
ywworovtes] refers in loose coustruction (instead of an accus.)
to the subject contained in pryoblivar. — o710 éedaovrar £.T\.]
Cf. Jude 18.}— év éumarypovi] gives sharp prominence to
the conduct of the éumaierar. The word is a d@w Aey.; Hebh.
xi. 36 : éumaryuss; with the coustr. épyecobar év, cf. 1 Cor.
iv. 21. — kara Tas . . . wopevouevor] Jude 18 and 16 ; oias
is added so as to strengthen the pronown airédv.

Ver. 4. The scofling words of the éumaixTar — xai

! Tofmann unwarrantably assumes that by that, of which the writer would

have his readers to be specially mindful, hie does not mean only the conterr*s of
the sentence depending directly on yusdexerres, but still more than that.
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MéyorTes: mob éaTwv 1) émayyedia THs wapovaias atTov] The
question mod €oTiw expresses the uegation; “quasi dicunt:
nusquam est, cvanuit ; denique vana est et mendax ;” cf. 1 Pet.
iv. 18. The same form of speech with 7ot éorew: DPs. xlil. 4,
Ixxix. 10; Mal ii 17; Luke viil. 25.—ad7od, 7.c. Christi,
cujus nomen ex re ipsa satis poterat infelligi (Grotius).
Gerhard assumes that the scoffers did not mention the name
of Cluist per éfovbeviouiv; thus also Wiesinger, Hofmaun.
According to the connection (ver. 2), the éwayyelia meant is
that of the O.T. (cf. chap. i 19ff"). In what follows we
have the thesis of the scoffers in opposition to the érayyeia,
aud the basis of it. The thesis is: mdvra otrws Suapérer o
Gpyijs ktioews; its hasis is indicated by the words: a¢’ 7s
(sc. Juépas) of marépes €xowufnoar.  On the asswnption that
the a¢’ s oi war. éxouu., as used by the scoffers, means the
period marking off the commencement of the Siapéver, and
that &7 dpy. «7. serves only as a more precise definition of
it (Briickner, Schott), then Ly ot watépes must be understood
“tlie ancestors, the first generations of the human race” Dut
on this view a¢’ %s ..\ is an entirely superfluous determina-
tion (Wiesinger), nor would there thus be any indication of the
ground on which the scoffers based their thesis; if, however,
this be contained in d¢’ s «.7.\., the reference in of warépes
can be only either to the fathers of the Jewish people, to whom
the émayyehia was given, cf. Heb. 1. 1 (Wiesinger), or those of
the generation to which the scoffers belong (de Wette, Thiersch,
I'ronmiiller, Hofmann). Now, since the falling asleep of the
fathers of Israel, before its fulfilient, could not well be brought
as a proof that the promise was of none effect, inasmuch as it
referred to a time beyond that in which they lived (cf. 1 Pet.
1. 10{L), preference must be given to the second view.
Wiesinger, indeed, says that the time of the composition of
the epistle does not agree with this; but as the tarrying of

1 This Hofmann disputes, saying : ““by the promise is not to be understood
the Old Testament promise, nor by the future the future of Christ, since those
who speak thus are memnbers of the Christian chureh ; but with respect to the
Old Testament prophecy, they speak of Jehoval’s coming, and, with respect to
Clurist’s prophecy, of His own coming. # rayyeric <75 Tageveizs v zupioo might
comprehend the one as well as the other;” the context, however, is in favour
of the interpretation which Hofmann disputes.
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the wapovaia had already been the occasion of wonder in the
church, and Christianity, when this letter was composed, had
now been in existence for at least thirty-five years, it is quite
possible that even at that #ime those who held Libertine views
could have supported their denial of the Parousia by the fact
that the expectation cherished by the early Clristians had
remained unrealized, thus calling forth the prophecy here made.
At any rate, it is a point not to be overlooked, that the words
here used are represented as to be spoken at a time then
still in the future. Ver. 8, which otherwise would stand
totally unconnected with ver. 4, also favours this view.! The
connection of the two members of the verse is certainly a
loose one, since on noune of the different interpretations does
ad’ s k7 stand in close connection with Siapéver, The
thought which has been somewhat inadequately expressed is:
Since the fathers fell asleep, nothing has changed,—the pro-
mise has not been fulfilled,—a proof that everything remains
as it lhas heen since the creation. With éxorunfnaar, cf.
1 Cor. vii. 39, xv. 6, and other passages. — ovrws does not
require any supplement properly so called: “the scoffers
point as it were with the finger to the (sacred) status quo of
the world” (Steinfass). — Stapéver does not 1wean *“has
remained,” nor is it “ will remain,” but the present expresses the
coutinuous, uniform duration ; 8wa strencthens the idea pévew.
— a7’ dpyiis wTioews @ “siuce creation took its Leginning.”
Ver. 5. Refutation of the assertion: wdvra ovtw Stauéve,
by the adducing the fact of the flood.* Aavfdver yap . . .

! Dietlein’s interpretation is altogether wrong. According to it, of 7aripss
means : ““ One generation after another always standing in the relation of futhers
to the race succeeding it.”™ DTeculiar, but certainly quite unjustifiable, is the
opinion of Steinfass, that the seoffers, with reference to the promise contained
in the Book of Enoch, understood of wazipes to mean * the prophetical, or more
delinitely, the eschatological patriarchs, beginning with Enoch and extending
down to Danicel,”

* Schott disputes this, and maintains that the scoffers appealed to the fact of
the flood in support of their opinion, ““in as far as it did not formn a definite
close of the carthly development of the world, by an annihilation of the would,”
and that now what the writer wished to bring forward against it was why that
Judgment of destruction was exceuted simply by means of a flood, and conse-
quently was not an absolute annihilation, but only a change of form ; but how
much here must be read between the lines, and to which no allusion is made.
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Oérovtas] wdp is not cquivalent to &, but designates the
thought which follows as the reason for their seoffing: “ Thus
they speak because;” cf. Winer, p. 423 [E. T. 568]. — Tot70
belongs either to Aavfdver or to Bélovras; in the first case it
refers to what follows: &t &1\ ; in which case @érovras will
mean : “ willingly, on purpose” (Briickner, Wiesinger, Fron-
miiller, Hofmann ; cf. Winer, p. 436 [E. T. 586]; Buttmann,
p- 322, Luther: “but they wilfully will not know ”); in the
second case TovTo refers to the contents of the preceding state-
ment, and @éAew means “to assevt;” « for, whilst they assert this,
it s hidden from them that” (Dietlein, Schott). The position
Doth of TefTo separated from &7¢ by 8érovras, and of féov-
Tas separated by Tobro from Aavfdve, favours the second
construction ; that @éew can be used in the sense of “to
assert,” is clear from Herodian, v. 3. 11: elxova Te Hiiov
avépyacTov elvar Bélovar; the word marks the assertion as
one based on self-willed arbitrariness, and as without any

certain foundation. — &7 odpavoi ijoav Ekmarai] of oUpaval,
the plural according to the common usage.— éxmalac; cf.

chap. ii. 3, not: “of old, formerly,” but: “from of old,” <.r. jam
inde a primo rerum omnium initio (Gerhard). — faav belongs
in the first instance to odpave/; yet the subsequent i is to
be taken as applying to it also. — «al i) é€ idatos xai &¢
vdaTos ovvesT@ga]| ouveaTdoa cxpresses the idea of origin-
ating out of a combination ; evvicTyue is often employed thus
by the Greeks in the intransitive tenses, though the veference
contained in owr sometimes disappears almost entirely. The
prepositions €& and ez must not be regarded as synonymous;
€€ refers to the substance, St to the meaus. A twofold
significance is thus attributed to the water in the formation of
the earth, which is also in harmony with the Mosaic account ol
the creation, where the original substance is distinetly spoken
of as #dwp, and in the formation of the earth water is men-
tioned as the instrumental clement (Briickuer). There is,
accordingly, no foundation for the assertion of de Wette, that
the author conceived the origin of the world, according to
Indo-Egyptian cosmogouy, as a species of chemical product of
water.  Many interpreters, as Bengel, Wiesinger, Sclott,
Fronmiiller, Hofmann, as also Winer, p. 390 [E. T. 441],
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explain é€ #8atos by saying that the earth arose out of the
water “in which it lay buried.” DBut this interpretation is
refuted by the meaning of the verbal idea cuveaTdaa, which
helongs to €€ #éatos; thus, too, an element would be intro-
duced which would be of only sccondary importance! Al-
though cwesTdoa belongs grammatically only to o5, yet in
thought it has been applied to odpavol also; thus Driickmner,
Wiesinger, Schott, and in this commentary. This reference
may be justified thus far, that odpavel is understood of the
second day’s work of creation, the visible heavens; but it is
necessary only if xdouos, ver. 6, is to be taken as meaning
the heavens and the eamxrth. De Wette arbitrarily refers the
preposition é€ only to the earth, and 8id to the lheavens; the
latter in the sense of : “through the water, between the water.”
T Tob Oeod Noyw] draws emphatic attention to the fact that
the active cause of the creation of the world was the Word of
God; to this 76 7o) Oeod Aoyw, the 78 avTod Aoy, ver. 7,
corresponds.

Ver. 6. & &v k7] The question is, to what has dv
retrospect ¢ The answer depends on the meaning attached to:
6 Téte woopos. To appearance this phrase must be regarded
as identical with odpavoi xai o), vv. 5 and 7 (vv. 10, 13),
and in support of this view appeal may be made also to the
Tore as distinguished from vy, ver. 7. On this interpretation,
accepted by most expositors (as also in this commentary), 8
év can refer only either to é€ U8aros and 7@ Tod Oecod Moy
(Gerhard, Driicikner, Desser, Wiesinger, in this commentary
also), or to ¥daros alone (Calvin, Pott, ete.)—the plural being
explained from the circumstance that the water was formerly
spoken of both as substance and as medium. The objection

! The interpretation of Hornejus shows to what eccentricities commentators
sometimes have recourse @ divitur autem terra consistere i3 deros, i.6. ixros Udets;
sen zpss bdawi, extra aquam s. ad aquas ; 3 DDaves, Le. pird s. iv wlow Uaros cum
aqua s. in media agqua.—The opinion ot Steinfass, too, that ““ sovisréza is to be
limited to the creation and existence of Inunan beings, animals, and vegetables,”
finds no justification in the words of the epistle.

* With this reference Dnrnet (Archacol. Philos. p. 467) agrees, yet he incor-
rectly explains 37 &v by : cam ob cansam, or: propter illam (aquam) ; for he
stranzely assumes that whilst the former world was ex aqua et per aquam con-
stituta, this constitutio perished by the flood, so that thercfore the =éouos that
now is, is no longer, ex aqua et per aquam, but aliter constitutus,
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to this explanation, however, is that in the account of the
flood there is nothing to show that it cansed the destruction
Doth of the heaven and of the earth, and that the earth only
but mnot the heaven was submerged; Hofmann accordingly
understands by o TéTe xoopes, “ the world of living creatures,”
as Occumenius already had done: 70 dmdheTo wy 7pos TévTa
TOV KOTpOV GrovaTéoy, AANG Tpos pova Td EHa.  On this view
(where vy only, ver. 6, scems to cause difficulty) dv refers to
obpavol xai i (Oecumenius, Beza, Wolf, Hornejus, I'ron-
miiller, Steinfass, Hofmann).!

Ver. 7. of 8¢ olpavoi xai %) o] The vy, which applies
also to 7 ), cannot, if Ly 6 Tére xoapos is to be understood
the world of living beings, be taken as an antithesis to Tore, but
it refers simply to the present continuance of heaven and earth.
~— 76 arTd [adrod] Aoyw] points hack T& Tod @cob Aoy,
ver, 5; if the reading adred be adopted, this adjunct gives
expression to the thought that, like as the originating of the
heavens and the earth was dependent on the Word of God,
so also is tleir preservation to annihilation by fire. If, how-
ever, adTo be the true reading, the idea scems to he implied
that the reservation of the heavens and the earth unto jude-
ment is Dbased already on the words of creation® Though
this idea be surprising, it can certainly not, with Hofmann, he
said to be paradoxical. Tt is, however, also possible that avre
is only meant to show that the word by which this keeping
of the heavens and the earth takes place, is the Word of God
equally with that by which they were created. — Tefpoavpeio-
pévor elal] “avc stored wp,” like a treasure, which is kept
against a particular time, ef. Rom. 1. 5. Dietlein is of
opinion that in the word the idea of use must be kept hold of;
he defines it thns: “that heaven and carth are to serve as
the material for punishment, in such a manner, however, that
they at the same time perish themselves;” but this is justi-
fied neither by the reference (Rom. ii. 5), nor by the context.

! Beda likewise applies &v to heaven and earth, but interprets (evidently
erroncously) iz thus, that these arc not the eausa, but the ohjectum perditionis ;
i.e. & dvas equivalent to in quibus partibus aere et terra.

* Dietlein : ¢“The sense is this, that the same xéyes which created the world,
assigned also to the post-Noachie world its time and its judgment.”
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— mupl THpovuevor kTN “ In that they ave rescrved jfor the
Jfire against the day,” etc.; wvpi is more appropriately joined
with mipeduevos (Briickner, Fronmiiller) than with Tefnoavpio-
uévor elol (Wiesinger, Schott, Hofmanu); this last term docs
not require the adjunet, since in itself it corresponds to the
fjoav . . . cwveaTdoa, and it is only in the second member
of the sentence that mention can be made of the future
destruction by fire y{therwise, too, Typovpevor would be some-
what superfluous. © The thought alluded to in 7vpl Tppodpevor
is further developed in ver. 10. Nowhere in the O.T. or
N. T. is this idea so definitely expressed as here; yet from
this it does not follow that it is to be traced to Greek, more
particularly to the Stoic philosophy, or to Oriental mythology.
The O. T. makes frequent reference to a future change in the
present coudition of the world (“ Heaven and earth shall pass
away,” Ps. eii. 26, 27), in connection with the appearance of
God to judgment; cf. Isa. xxxiv. 4, li. 6; especially Isa. Ixvi,
where in ver. 22 a new heaven and a new earth is expressly
spoken of ; thus, too, Job xiv. 12, TEqually is it more than
once set forth that God will come to judgment in the destroy-
ing fire, Isa. Ixvi. 15, Dan. vii. 9, 10, cte.; how easily, then,
from passages such as these could the conception which finds
expression here arise,! the more especially that it was pro-
mised that the world would never again be destroyed by a
flood, and the destruction of Sodom and Gomorrah by fire
appeared to be a type of the future judgment of the world.
—Conceptions as to the world’s destruction similar to those in
the O. T. are to be found in the N. T. Matt. v. 18 (24, 29),
Heb. xii. 27; of fire accompanying the judgment, 1 Cor.
i1, 13, 2 Thess. i. §; of the new heaven and the new earth,
rev. xxi. 1. —els juépav . . . avbpwrerv] The final end
against which leaven and earth remain reserved for fire;
amrwoheta: the opposite of cwrnpla, cf. Phil. i. 28 (chap. ii. 3).
—Dictlein erroneously understands tov deeBov avfpwmwy
as a designation of the whole of mankind, in that, with the
exception of the converted, they are ungodly. To any such

1T When Schott denies this, and asserts in opposition that the passages Isa.

Ixvi. 15 if, together with Mal, iii. 1-3, iv. 1, are *“the complete statements of
that event,” surely no judicious expositor will agree with him,
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exccplion there is here no reference; the phrase has reference
rather to the ungodly in contrast to the godly.

Ver. 8 refers to the reason given in a¢’ 75, ver. 4, on
which the scoffers lased their assertion; it points out that
the delay, also, of the Parousia is mo proof that it will not
take place. — év 8¢ TobTo] “this onc thing,” as a specially
important point. — py Aavfavérw dpas| “let it not be hid from
gou ;7 said with reference to ver. 5.— 67¢ pia juépa kTA] a
thought that echoes Ps. xc. 4. The words lay stress on the
diffevence hetween the divine and the human reckoning of
time. 1t does not designate God as being absolutely without
limitations of time (cui nihil est praeteritum, nihil futurum,
sed omnia praesentia ; Aretius), for it 1s not the nature of God
that is here in question, but God’s reckoning of time which
He created along with the world, and the words only bring
out that it is different from that of man.'! For this purpose
the words of the I'salms were not sufficient: yiia érn év
opbarpois gov s 9 fuépa 1 éxbés; and therefore on the basis
of them the author constructs a verse consisting of two
members. — wapa xvplov] “with God” e in God's way of
looking at things. Since, then, time has a different value in
God’s eyes from that which it has in the eyes of men, the
tarrying hitherto of the judgment, althongh it had been pre-
dicted as ¢ Land, is no proof that the judgment will not
actually come.?

Ver. 9. Explanation of the sceming delay in the fulfilment
of the prowmise.— o0 Bpadiver xipios Tijs émayyerias] The
cenitive does not depend on xdpeos (Steinfass), but on the
verb, which here is not intransitive, as if wep{ (Hornejus), or
éveva (Pott), or soute such word were to be supplied, but

! Hofmann is conscquently equally incorrect when he says that the passage
in the Psalm asserts that ¢ for God time is no time,” but here that for Him it
is neither short nor long.”

#The following thoughts are not cxpressed here, although they may be
inferred from what is said: *“‘In one single day of judgment God can punish
thc sin of centuries, and can adjust that great imcquality which, by so long a
duration, has been introduced into eternity ” (Dietlein); and ““in one day a
mighty step onwards may be taken, such as in a thousand years could hardly
have been expeeted ; and then again, if retarded by the will of God, the march

of development will, for a thousand years hardly move faster than otherwise it
would have done in a single day ” (Thiersch, p. 107),
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transitive ; although elsewhere it governs the accusative (Isa.
xlvi. 13, LXX.: mpp comgplay v map’ éuod ob Bpaduvd),
it can, in the idea of it, be likewise construed with the
genitive.! — Bpadiver means not simply: “differre, to put
oft,” for the author adwits a delay, but it contains in it the
idea of tardiness (Gen. xliii. 10), which even holds out the
prospect of a mon-fulfilment; Gerhard: discrimen est inter
tardare et differre; is demum tardat, qui ultra debitum
tempus, quod agendum est, differt. Cf. with this passage,
Hab. ii. 3 (Heb. x. 37) and Eecclus. xxxii. 22 (in Luther’s
translation, xxxv. 22), LXX.: kal o xUpios od w5 Bpadivy,
008¢ pn parpoBuuijcer. — kvplos here, as in ver 8, is God,
not Christ, as Schott vainly tries to prove. — ds Twés
Bpadutyra pyodrrat] “as some consider 1 tardiness ;7 that is,
that, contrary to expectation, the promise has not yet been
fulfilled ; Grotius: et propterea ipsam quoque rem promissanm
in dubium trahunt. Tives denotes not the scoffers, but mem-
bers of the church weak in the faith. — a\\a pvkpoBuuel els
duds) paxpoluuely c. émi: Matt. xviil. 26, 29 ; Luke xviil. 7,
etc.; ¢. mpos: 1 Thess. v. 14; c. els only here: “with
refercnce 1o you” — ebs vpas] not: “towards mankind called
of free grace” (Dictlein), nor towards the Zcuthen (Schott), but
in vpas the readers are addressed to whom the epistle is
written, the more general reference to the others heing under-
stood as a matter of course. The reason of the non-fulfilment
hitherto lies in the long-suffering love of God; the neaver
definition lics in the words which follow. — ug BovAduevos]
The participle in an explanatory sense: “du that le s wot
willing.” * — 1was dmronéofai] Tuwds, namely, such as still lead
a sensual life. — dA\a wdvtas els perdvolav ywpijoar] ywpeiv
Lere similarly as in Matt. xv. 17 (Acschyl. Pers. v. 385 : eis
vatv; cf. Wahl, sv), “dut come to repentance,” or perhaps
more correctly : “enter into repentance;” not as Dietlein

! To combine 7is iwayyirias with the subsequent ds swis Gpadiznre Zyoivrar,
50 as to make the genitive dependent on Gpudirnre (Hofmann), produces a very
cliunsy and artificial construction.

* According to Dictlein, fovassfar expresses n ¢ determination of the will ;7
éixay, ““willing as a self-determination ;” this is ineorrect, Bovssfas rather

means willing, arising with and from conscious reflection ; ¢ixeaw, on the other
hand, is willing in gencral, arising also from direct inclination,
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thinks: “take the decisive step to repentance;” Calvin
would, quite incorrectly, take ywpetv either as equivalent to
recipere, so that «dpeos would be the subject, or as an intrans.
verb equal to colligi, agoregari. — With the thought, ef. 1 Tim.
ii. 4 ; FEzek. xviil, 23, xxxiil, 1121

Ver. 10. fiEer 8¢ [] npuépa xvplov @s rhémTns] e 66
stands first by way of emphasis, in contrast to what precedes :
“Put come will the day of the Lord” These words express:
the certainty of the coming of the day of judgment, and s
wdémrmys its unexpected suddenness; ef. 1 Thess. v. 2 (Matt.
xxiv. 48): Tijs Tob Oeod Auépas, ver. 12, shows that xupiov
is here also equivalent to @eod (not to Xpiorov; Schott).—
év 7 [of] obpavoi polndov wapeledoovrar] This relative
clause states “the event of that day, which makes it
essentially what it is” (Schott). potinbov, . Aey., equivalent
to pera poilov, is best taken in the sense peculiat to the word:
Savith rushing swiftucss” (Wiesinger, Schott, Hotinann ; Pape,
sv.); Oecumenius nnderstands it of the crackling of the
destroying fire; de Wette, on the other hand, of the crash of
the falling together. With wapekedoovras, cf. Matt. xxiv. 35,
v. 18; Luke xvi. 17; Rev. xxi. 1. As to fow the heavens
shall pass away, see ver. 12.— ororyeia 8¢ kavoovueva
Avbicovtar] oToryela cannot refer to the so-called four
elements, “inasmuch as the dissolving of fire by means of
fire is unthinkable” (Brickuer), and it is arbitrary to limit
the idea to three (Horucjus), or to two (Iistius) elements; as
now the position of the words shows that the expression has
reference neither to the earth afterwards named, nor to the
world as made up of heaven and earth (Pott: elementa totius
mundi tam cocli quam terrac; thus, too, Briickner: “the
primary substances of which the world, as an organism, is
composed ;7 similarly Wiesinger, Schott), it must be under-

1 In order to deprive this passage of all force against the doctrine of pre-
destination, Calvin remarks: sed hic yuaceri potest : si neminem Deus perire
vult, cur tam multi pereunt? TRespondeo, non de arcano Dei counsilio hic fieri
mentionem, quo destinati sunt reprobi in suum exitum: sed tantum de
voluntate, uac nobis in evangelio patefit.  Ommibus enim promiscue manum
illic porrigit Deus, sed cos tantum apprehendit, ut ad se ducat, quos ante con-
ditum mundum clegit ; Beza, Piscator, cte., also apply this passage to the
electi only.
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stood of the constituent elements of the heavens, corre-
sponding to the expression: at Svvduces T@dv ovpavav, Isa.
xxxiv. 4; Matt. xxiv. 29 (cf. Meyer in loc). This view is
justified by the circumstance that in the preceding ot odpavel
. . . mwapehevoovtar no mention has as yet been made of the
destruction of heaven and earth by fire. At variance with
this view, Hofmann understands the expression ororyela here
as a designation of the stars, arbitrarily asserting that orouyeia
“cannot be only original component parts, but must also be
prominent points which dominate that by which they are
surrounded,”—appealing to Justin (4polog. ii. ¢. 5, and Dial.
¢. Tr. c. 23), who speaks of the stars as orovyeia olpana.
To this view it may be objected, that the author could not
picture to himself a burning of the stars, which appeared to
him as fiery bodies; neither do any of the corresponding
passages of Scripture allude to this. — The verb xavooticfar
only here and in ver. 12: “{o burn;” in the classics: “to
suffer from heat;” the participle expresses the reason of the
Mbhijcortar: “will be dissolved by the burning” Adew, in
the sense of: to destroy, to bring to nothing, Eph. ii. 14;
1 Jolm iii. S,—very appropriate here if ovrouyeia be the
original clements. — kai i) xai 1@ év adr épya rxaTaxar-
cetat] Ta épya arve neither the wicked works of man (after
1 Cor iii. 13), nor his works in general (Rosenmiiller,
Steinfuss, Hofmamn); the reference may be either to the
opera naturae et artis (Bengel, Dietlein: “the manifold forins
whicli appear on the earth’s swrface, in contrast to the earth
as a whole;” thus also Driickner, Wiesinger, Schott,
Froumiiller); or the expression may be synonymous with
that which frequently occurs in the O. T.: 9 4% xai 7o
mhjpwpa avTis, that is to say, the creations of God which
belong to the earth, as they arve related in the history of
creation, cf. Rev. x. 6. Hofmann wrongly urges against this
view, that on it T& év av7h would he sufficient; for even
though this be true, it does not follow that the addition of
the word épya would prove that it is “the works of men”
that are here meant. With reference to the reading
etpebiceras, instead of the FRee. xataxanoerar (see critical
remarks), Hofmann regards it as original, and considers the
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words kal T4 ... ebpebioerar as an interrogative clause
subjoined to the preceding affirmative clause. Of course an
interrogative clause may be subjoined to an affirmative; but
when Hofmann, in support of his interpretation, appeals to
1 Cor. v. 2, he fails to observe that the relation between the
statement and the question there is entirely different from
that which is supposed to exist here.

Vv. 11, 12. tobrwv ody mwdvrwy Avopévwy]| TolTey TEvTRY
refers to all the things before mentioned, and not only, as
Hofinann thinks, to the immediately preceding épya. As
regards the reading ofrws, instead of the Ree. odw, it is indeed
not supported by the preponderance of authorities; it deserves,
however, the preference because it (equivalent to: “as has
Lefore been stated ”) is more significant than the reading ovw.
The present Avouévwr is explained by Winer, p. 321 [E. T.
430]: “since all this is in its nature destined to dissolution ;
the lot of dissolution is, as it were, already inherent in those
things ” (thus also Dietlein, de Wette-Briickner, Wiesinger) ;
but it is more correct to find expressed in the present the
certainty of the event, which is, no doubt, as yet future
(similarly Schott), especially as the passing away of all
things, as it is formerly deseribed, is in consequence not of
their nature, but of the will of God as Judge. Hofmann
denies, indeed, any reference to the future, remarking: the
present participial clause brings out that this is the fate of
the subject; but this fate is one which is realized only 1u the
future. — moramwovs Sef x.7TA.] As regards its arrangement,
this period, as far as the end of ver. 12, is divided by many
into two portions, of which the first closes either with vuas
(Pott, Meyer in his translation) or with edoeBelars (Griesbach,
Fronmiiller), and forms a question to which the second half
supplies the answer. Dut opposed to this construction is the
word : motamods, which in the N. T. is never used as indirect
interrogation, but always in exclamation. Consequently the
whole forms onc clause, which has a hortative sense (so, too,
Hofmann),! and before which may be supplied for the sake of

1 Hofmann, however, does not urge the N. T. usage of woraweds in favour of
this construction, but ‘‘the want of purpose and coldness of dividing the
thought into question and answer.”

2 PETER. 2A
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clearness: “consider therefore” The sense is: “since all
that passes away, consider what manner of persons you ought
to be;” Gerhard: quam pie, quam prudenter vos oportet con-
servari ; yet moramos (in classical writers generally modamds)
1s not equivalent to quantus (Dretschneider, de Wette-
Briickuer), but to qualis. — év aylaws dvaorpopals xal eboe-
Beilaws] The plural marks the holy behaviour and the piety
in their different tendencies and forms of manifestation.
These words may be taken ecither with what precedes (so
most commentators) or with what follows (thus Steinfass);
the latter is to le preferred, since the force of worawmovs
would only be weakened hy this adjunct. — wpocSoxdvras
kal amevdovras THv wapoveiav Tis Tob Oeod fuépas] not:
“so that,” but: “since ye...in holy walk ... look for”—
Most of the earlier interpreters arbitrarily supply els to
amevdovras ; Vulg.: exspectantes et properantes in adventum ;
Luther: “hasten to the day.” Others attribute to the word
the meaning: “to expect with longing,” but this force it
never has; in the passages quoted in support of it the word
rather means: “to prosecute anything with zeal” cg. Pind.
Isthm. v. 22: omedew dperdv; Isa. xvi b, LXX.: om.
Sweatoovvnr ; hut then the object is always something which
is effected by the action of the oweddovros; the original
signification of hastening, hwurying, is to be kept hold of
here. That by which this hastening is to be accomplished is
to e gathered from ver. 11, namely, by an holy walk and
piety. The context nowhere hints that it is to be accom-
plished only by prayer' (Hofmann, following Dengel). — The
expression: Ty mapovaiav 1ijs To0 Oeod juépas, occurs nowhere
else; with 9 7. @eod ., cf. ver. 10 and Tit. ii. 13; to wapoveiay
Steinfass arbitrarily supplies “ 700 XpioTod.”—38/ s odpavol
kTX.] A resumnption of what is said in ver. 10.—8& v
may be referred either to 7 wapovaiar (Steinfass, Hofmann)
or to Tis 7. ©. fuépas; in hoth cases the sense remains sub-

! De Wette gives substantially the correct interpretation : ¢ They hasten the
coming of the day, in that by repentance and holiness they accomplish the
work of salvation, and render the waxpofuwiz, ver. 9, uwnnceessary ;” and
Wiesinger further adds : ““and positively bring it on Dy their prayers” (Rev.
xxil, 17).
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stantially the same. It is to be taken necither as equivalent
to per (like 8a, . gen.), nor in a temporal sense (Luther: “in
which ”); but it denotes here, as it always does, the occasioning
cause, equal to “on account of” (Briickner, Wiesinger, Schott ;
cf. Winer, p. 373 [E. T. 498]). Dietlein translates correctly,
but arbitrarily explains the phrase by : “in whose honour as
it were.” — mupovpevor] cf. Eph. vi. 16 ; Dietlein falsely : «in
that they will burn;” the part. is present, not future.—
mijretar] de Wette : “ Tijrkerar must not be taken strictly as
meaning to be melied, as if arory. were to be conceived of as a
solid mass, it can be rezarded as synonymous with Adecfac;”
the reference to Isa. xxxiv. 4, LXX.: xai Taxijoovrar wdocac
ai Suvvdpes Tov ovpavdy (cf. Micah 1. 4), cannot fail to be
recognised.!  Gerhard: cum tota mundi machina, coelum,
terra et ommia quae sunt in ea sint aliquando peritura, ideo ab
mordinata mundi dilectione cor nostrum abstrahentes coeles-
tinm bonorum desiderio et amore flagremus.

Ver. 13. xawovs 8¢ odpavols rai iy wawijv] This verse,
which does not depend on & sy (Dietlein), but is joined in
an independent manner to what goes Dbefore, forms the anti-
thesis to the thought last expressed, and serves to strengthen
the exhortation contained in vv. 11, 12. — By xawods . . .
xawijy the heaven and the earth of the future are distin-
¢uished as to their character from those of the present, and
prominence is given to their glorified condition ; ¢f. 2 Cor.
v. 17.-—The same idea of a new heaven and a new earth is
expressed in Rev. xxi. 1. — kata 7o émwdyyerpa adrod] cf. Tsa.
Ixv. 17, Ixvii 22, — ad7od] 4.c. @eod; the O. T. promise,
principally at least, is mcant. rpoodoxduev, which looks back
to wpocdoxdvras, ver. 12, significantly designates the new
heaven and the new earth as the aim of the certain hope of
believers. — év ois Sikatoovvn ratokel] A similar thought is
contained in Isa. Ixv. 25 ; cf. also Rev. xxi. 3-27. Erasmus
incorrectly refers év ols to the subject contained in wposdo-

! Although this passage does not finally scttle the dispute, whetlier an entire
destruetion, an annihilation, or only a transformation of the state of the world
is to be looked for, whether the world is to be destroyed by fire, quoad substan-
tiam snam, or quoad qualitates suas, still it gives more support to the second than

the first idea, since, in spite of the strong expressions which the writer makes
use of, it is not decidedly stated that the world will be dissolved into nothing.
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xwpev; it plainly goes back to xatwods odp. «. iy raw.
Siratoavvn, not equivalent to gloria et felicitas coelestis, utpote
verae justitiae praemium (Vorstius), but the vera justitia itself,
%.¢. the holy conduct, completely in harmony with the divine will,
of those who belong to the new heaven and the new earth.! Hof-
mann widens the idea too much, when he says that “Sixacocivy
is to be understood not as applying only to the right conduct
of men, but in the sense of integrity of nature generally.”

Ver. 14. 80, dyamyTol, Tatta wpoodoxdvres] The parti-
ciple does mnot give the explanation of the 8o : “ wherefore,
because we expect this” (Wiesinger, Schott), but the waiting
for it Lelongs to the exhortation (Dietlein, Briickner, Steinfass).
— omovbdoate domihor . . . €v eipijvy] domihor, cf. 1 Pet.
1. 19: dpdunTor, besides here only in Phil. ii. 15, “unblamable”
(Deut. xxxii. 5: Térva popnTa) ; reverse of the false teachers :
omihoe kal pdpor, chap. ii. 13.— aiTe] not equal to Im'
adrod, nor is it the dat. comm. (Schott); and as little : “with
reference to him ” (Hofmann); but: “according to His (i.c.
God’s) judyiment.” — etpebijvar] refers not to the future time
of the judgment, but to the present time of the expectation.
— €v elpypn] This adjunct does not belong to wposgdoxdvres,
as Deza considers probable, but to elpefijrac domihot k7N
it gives the life-element, in whieh the Clristian must move
(so, too, Briickner) ; cf. Iiph. 1. 4: év ayamn; 1 Thess. iii. 13:
év ayiwavvy, if he would be found an domihos : elpivy is here
not “ concord ” (Pott, Augusti), nor is it “ the good conscience,”
but peace, in the full meaning of the word; the addition is
explained from ver. 15. Dietlein incorrectly takes év elprjun
as the object to be supplied to domihoc kai apwpnror, which
are here used not as relative, but as absolute adjectives;
at the same time, too, he limits elpijvn, in the conception of it,
to “ peace of the churcl, especially to peace in relation to the

1In the Book of Enoch also, similar conceptions are to be found ; chap.
xc. 17 : ““and the former heavens, they shall pass away and be dissolved, and
new heavens will appear ;7 chap. liv. 4, 5: ¢“In that day will [ cause mine
cleet to dwell in their midst, and I will change the heavens,” ete.; 1 will also
change the earth,” ete.; 1 5: ‘“the earth shall rejoice, the rightecous shall
dwell thercin, and the eleet shall go and walk therein;” x, 17 : ““The ecarth
shall be purified from all corruption, from all erime, from all punishment, and
from all suffering.”



CHAP, IIL 15, 16. 373

church authoritics.” Not less erronecouns is it to regard, with
Steinfass, év elpsjrn as the opposite “ of all division between
the Jewish and the Gentile elements.” The interpretation of
de Wette : “to your peace,” equivalent to els ecpriymy (Beza:
vestro bono, clementem illum videlicet ae pacificam experturi),
cannot be justified on linguistic grounds.

Vv. 15, 16. xai ™ Tob rxuplov nupav paxpoBuplav] See
ver. 9: “the long-suffering of our Lord, which consists in
this, that He still keeps back the last judgment.” 1t is open
to question whether o xipios 7Hudv means God (de Wette,
Dietlein, Fronmiiller) or Christ (Wiesinger, Sehott, Steinfass) ;
what goes before favours the former (vv. 14, 12, 10, 9, 8,
the N. T. usage the latter; in both cases the sense is substan-
tially the same. — cwTnplav jyeicfe] antithesis to: Spadvrira
syovvrar, ver 9: “the paxpofupia of the Lord account for
salvation,” 7.c. as something which has your salvation as its
aim, that is, by your making such use of the time of grace,
that the fruit of it is the cwrnpia. — xabos xai o dyamnyros
nuav aderdos ITathos x.t.X.] The reference here to Paul is
evidently meant to emphasize the exhortation given ; it is,
however, more particularly oecasioned by the circumstance,
that many persons had been guilty of wresting the apostle’s
words, and against this the apostle wishes to warn his readers.
— ¢ ayamnTos k.1 designates Paul not only as a friend, or
a fellow-Christian, but as one with whom Peter feels himselt
most intimately conneeted in official relationship. Hofmann,
on the other hand, presses the plural 7u@p, and thinks that
Ly it the apostle, with a view to his Gentile readers, would
unite the Jewish-Christians with himself, so as to show that
the apostle of the Gentiles was a beloved brother to them as
well asto him.  The adjuuct: kata Ty Sofeicay adtd copiav,
acknowledges the wisdom which has been granted to him, of
which also the utterances which the apostle especially has in
Lis cye are the outcome. — &ypayrer Ouiv] Which epistle or
epistles are meant?  According to Oecumenius, Lorinus,
Grotius, etc,, as also Dietlein and Besser: it is the Epistle to
the Romans, on account of chap. ix. 22 (jueyker év moArj
parpoBupia) and chap. il. 4; aceording to Jachimann: the
Epistle to the Corinthians (chiefly on account of 1 Ep. i. 7-9),
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in consideration of the words: kata ... coplav ; according to
Lstius, Dengel, Hornejus, Gerhard, ete.: the Epistlc to the
Hebrews, on account of ix. 26 ff, x. 25, 37. These different
opinions assume that xafws applies only to the last thought
expressed in this verse. Dut there is no reason for any such
limitation, since this exhortation is joined in the closest
manner possible to that which precedes it in wver. 14.
Wiesinger rightly rejects the supposition that xafos éypare
refers still farther back, namely, to the whole section relating
to the Parousia (de Wette, with whom Driickner agrees, and
Schott). — Since the docmment to which the author alludes is,
by &yparer Uuir, indicated as one addressed to the same circle
of readers as Second Peter, the reference here cannot be to
the above-named cpistles, nor yet to the Epistle to the Thes-
salonians (de Wette), but ouly to the Epistle to the Ephesians
{Wiesinger, Schott, Hc finann : to this Steinfass adds the First
Epistle to Timothy and the Epistle to the Colossians ; Frou-
miiller, the last-named epistle and that to the Romans). Iu
support of this may be wrged the character of this epistle as a
circular letter, and the echoes of it to be found in Iirst Peter.
It must also be observed, that although the precise thought
expressed in the begimming of this verse is not to be found in
that epistle, yet the epistle itself is certainly rich in ethical
exhortations with reference to the Christian’s hope of salva-
tion! It is plaiuly cntirely arbitrary to assume, with Pott
and Morus, that the apostle here refers to an epistle which we
do not now possess.

Ver. 16. @5 kal €v wdoats {Tals] émoTorals] sc. Eyparen.
By this adjunct the epistle of Paul, referred to in éypairev
vptw, is definitely distinguished from his other epistles; hut what
is true of the former is asserted also of the latter, <.c. that they
contain the same exhortations, a statement, iowever, which is
more precisely limited Ly XaXéy év avrais wepi TovTwy. The

! Schott must be considered mistaken in appealing to this, that ¢ it is pre-
cisely the Epistle to the Ephesians, ii, 11-1il. 12, which contains the most exact
development of the idea expressed here in ver. 9 and ver. 15, that the divine
direction of history, with a view to the completion of salvation, hias given the
peculiar significance to the present time, to lead into the chureh the Zeathen

world, which will e the subject of the future completion of salvation ;7 of all
this absolutely nothing is here said.
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difference in the reading, that is, whether the article is to be
put with wdoats or not, is of trifling iinportance for the mean-
ing, since it is unwarranted to suppose that wdoars Tais marks
the epistles of Paul as forming a formally completed collection
(Wicsinger),—the article only showing that the epistles of Paul
were already known as such. — XaXév év adTais wepl ToiTwr]
Aaicy 1s not for: év ais Aarel (Pott), but it means: “wlen
in them (ie.in his epistles) Qe speaks of these things”  mepi
ToUTwy can only have the same reference as xafws, ver. 15 ;
that is, then, not strictly to the teaching as to the Parousia as
such, but chiefly “to the exhortation given in ver. 14f£”
(Wiesinger), and what is connected with it. — The remark in
what follows alludes to that which oceasioned the mention of
Paul’s ecpistles. — év ois or als éoTe SvovopTa Twa] It can
Lardly be decided whichi is the true reading: ofs or als.
Schott thinks that for the sense it is inumaterial, since, if als
be read, the Twa must be limited to the passages where Paul
happens to speak mepi TovTwy; and if év ofs, the reference can
be to those things or questions not generally, but only in the
way in which they are discussed by Paul. TReiche lolds a
different view; in his opinion, év ols refers to those things in
themselves, év ais to the epistles generally ; this can, iowever,
hardly De correct, for it is scarcely conceivable that the author
should let fall a remark closely conjoined with what had
vone before, which departs so cutirely from the connection of
thought. Besides, év als deserves the preference not only on
account of the external authorities, but because of the follow-
ing: @s Tas howwas ypadds (Wiesinger, Driickner, Reicle,
Hofmann ; Schott otherwise). Twd is generally regarded as
the subject, and dvovényra as the predicate belonging to it ; the
position of the words, however, decides that Svov. Twd niust
De taken together as subject (Schott, Hofmamn). DBy Svovénra
must not be understood, with Schott, “ the things whicl in
themselves arc opposed to the human mind,” but the expres-
sions in which Paul speaks of them; Steinfass correctly :
“Twa arc words, not objects;” for to the things the verb
atpefBholow is not suited.  What the apostle meant can only
be gathered from the connection; consequently the reference
here cannot be to utterances of the Apostle Paul with respect to
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the Parousia itself (Schott), and therefore not to any statements
of his, such as are to be found in 1 Thess. iv. 13 ff.; 1 Cor.
xv. 12-58. Still less does the connection appear to justify
the assumption that “the Pauline doctrine of freedom ”
(Wiesinger) is meant.  Since, however, Paul's statements
with regard to Christian freedom stand in close relation to
the final completion of salvation, and the idea of it forms
such a characteristic feature of Paul's teaching, which
could only too easily be distorted Dby misunderstanding,
it is certainly possible, indeed it is probable, that the author
had it chiefly in mind in using this somewhat indefinite expres-
sion.' —& ol auabels rai aoTipiktor oTpeProiow] duabis,
am. hey., according to de Wette, equivalent to “ unteachable,
with the implied idea of stubbornness and of unbelief.” This
is incorrect, dauabhjs means only “iynorant ;” no doubt the
secondary idea given by de Wette may be connected with
this (as in the passages quoted, Joseph. Anfig. i 4. 1, and
1ii. 14. 4), but lere it is not to be presupposed, since the idea
domijpteros connected with auabis, although denying strength
of faith, does not deny faith itself; with aorijpirror, cf. chap.
ii. 14. Most interpreters assnme that the reference here is to
the seducers, the Libertines and deniers of the Parousia formerly
mentioned ; but as a designation of them the expressious arve
too weak; chap. ii. 14, too, is opposed to this (Schott). —
oTpeBrody, dm. Ney., strictly: “to turn with the oTpéBry.”
Here it means: “fo distort the words,” .c. to give them o sense
other than they actually have; equivalent to 8iacTpéderv (cf.
Chrysostom on 2 Cor. x. 8: ofror wpos Tds oixeias SiéoTpeyrav
T4 pripaTa évvolas); the word is to be found in another
figurative sense in 2 Sam. xxii. 27, LXX. — ds «al 7as Aocwas
gpagus] This addition is somewhat surprising, not only because
all more precise statement of the «papar referred to is want-
ing, but because by it o7peSAodv, which formerly had refer-

! According to Hofmann, it is passages such as Eph. ii. 5f., Col. ii. 12, that
are meant, ¢ for with these and similar statenients the teaching of a Hymenaeus
and a Philetus could be combined,—that the resurrection was already past, and
that no other resurreetion than that which takes place in regeneration is to be
looked for. — This doctrine, combined with the other, that the world of sense

has nothing related to God, would produce that justification of immorality
predicted in chap. ii.”
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ence ouly to the Svovenrd Twa in the epistles of Paul, is here
extended to entire writings; for to interpret epadal by
“ passages of Scripture” (de Wette), is arbitrary. — It is very
improbable that the refereuce is to the O. T. Scriptures (Wie-
singer, Schott, Steinfass), since the author would certainly
have defined them more nearly as such ! (Briickner) ; probably,
then, other writings are meant, which, at the time of the com-
position of this epistle, served, like the epistles of Taul, for
the instruction and edification of the Christian churches; it is
possible, therefore, that these included other writings of the
N. T.; but that they were only such, canunot be proved. That
the words presuppose a collection of N, T. writings properly
so called, is without any reason asserted by de Wette (Briickner).
— wpos T (olay adTdy amoheav] (dlav serves to intensify
adtov: “to thetr own destruction” (cf. chap. ii. 1) ; the wresting
of Scripture has this consequence, inasmuch as they make use
of the distorted expressions, in order to harden themselves
in their fleshly lust.

Vv. 17, 18. Concluding exhortation and doxology. — dueis
otr] Conclusion from what goes before. — mwpoywworovres]
“stnce ye know it beforchand ;" 1., that such false teachers as
have been described will come; not: “that the advent of
Christ will take place,” nor: “that the counsequences of the
arpeBroty will be the damdhrea ™ (Schott). — ¢urdoceate, iva
] Sinee ¢purdaoeafe is nowhere else construed with fra ui,
fva w7\ 1s 10t to be taken as an objective clause, but as one
expressive of purpose ; “consequently special emphasis lies on
¢ acoeate” (Schott). — 75 Tadv abféopwy whdvy cuvvamay-
Oévres] The dfeopor (cf. chap. ii. 7) are the aforementioned
éumaixtar and Libertines. — 7Advy is not : “ seduction” (Diet-
lein : leading astray of others), for the word never has this
meaning (not even in Eph. iv. 14); nor would the ovv in
the verb agree with this, but, as in chap. ii. 18 : “ moral-reli-
gious error;” with cuvamraybfevres, « carried away along with,”
cf. Gal. ii. 13, and Meyer on Rom. xii. 16. — éxméanre Tob
tdlov arnpeypov] With érxmimrew, cf. Gal. v. 4, and Meyer in

! Although in other parts of the N. T. af yzxpa/ always means the O. T. Scrip-

tures, still the addition of Aesrai proves that other Scriptures arc here referred
to; it would be different were Aoirs; not added.
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loc. — aTnpryucs, dm. Ney., is the firm position which any one
possesses (not: the fortvess; Luther); here, therefore, the firm
position whichk the readers as believing Christians take up;
cf. i. 12; antithesis to the duaBeis xal dotijpuctor, ver. 16.
Dietlein explains the word quite arbitrarily of the “ remaining
at peace in the church.”—Ver. 18. adfdvere 8¢] Antithesis to
the éxméayTe ; the remaining in the firm position can take place
only where the ad&dvew is not lacking. Calvin: ad profectun
etiam hortatur, quia haee unica est perseverandi ratio, si assidue
progredimur.  Hofmann incorrectly connects this imperative
with ¢ridoaeale, to which it is supposed to Le related as a
further addition; this view is opposed by 8. — év xdpire xal
yvwaer Tob kuplov krh] does not state “the means and the
origin of the growing” (Schott), but that in which they should
arow or increase; adfavew, without any uearer definition,
would Le too bald in presence of the e wy ... ékméanre
w1k With regard to the two ideas: ydpis and graas,
Aretius says: illud ad conversationem inter homines refero,
quae gratiosa esse debet; hoc vero ad Dei cultum, qui con-
sistit in cognitione Christi; this explanation is wrong; ydap:s
can be only either the grace of God, so that the sense of the
exhortation would be, that they shonld seek to acquire the
grace of God in ever richer measure (Hornejuvs, ete.); or—and
this is preferable—the state of grace of the Christians (accord-
ing to Culvin, ete.: the sum of the divine gifts of grace). —
The wveows is lere specially wmentioned, because the author
regarded it as the living origin of all Christian activity.—
The genitive: 7ot xupiov .7\, is taken by de Wette, Driick-
ner agreeing with him, with reference to yepis, as the subjec-
tive, with reference to grveéais, as the objective genitive; in
like mauner Hofmann. This twofold refercuce of the same
cenitive is inconceivable;’ if it belong to otk ideas, it can
only be the gen. auctoris (Dietlein, Steinfass) ; but since it is
wore natural to explain it in connection with yr@ows as gen.
objec., xdpis must be taken as an independent conception. —
Finally, the doxology, applied to Christ; Hemming: testi-
monium de divinitate Christi, nam cum tribuit Christo aeternamn

! Hofmann, indced, appeals to Rom. xv. 4 ; Tit. ii. 13; 1 Pet. 1. 2; but theso
passages do not prove what they are meant to prove.
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gloriam, ipsum verum Dewm absque ommi dubio agnoscit. —
The expuession: els fpépav aldvos, is to be found ounly herc;
Dengel takes suépa in contrast to the night: aecternitas est
dics, sine nocte, merus et perpetuus; this is hardly correct;
most interpreters cxplain the cxpression as cquivalent to
tempus acternum, synouymous with els Tov alova, 1 Pet. 1. 25,
or with els Tols aldvas, Rom. xvi, 27; this is too inexact;
Huépa aidvos is the day on which eternity, as contrasted with
thue, begins, which, however, at the same time is eternity
itself, — apiv] cf. Jude 25,



THE EPISTLE OF JUDEL

INTRODUCTION.
SEC. 1.—AUTHOR AND READERS OF THE EPISTLE.

2 =28 HE author to his name Jude subjoins the particular
A by designations : "Ingob XpeoToi Sobros and ddehdos
’ # QW OS¢ IakeBov. The first of these designations is 1o
= evidence against his apostleship, as Arnaud cor-
rectly observes (sec Philip.i. 1 ; Philem. 1); but the second is,
inasmuch as it is not credible that an apostle, in order to
make himself known, should have named himself according to
his relationship to another, whether that otlier be an apostle
or not. It is true, in order to prove the identity of the author
of this Epistle with the Apostle Jude, whom Matthew (x. 3)
names AeBBaios (Lec. adds: o émuinbeis Oaddatos), and
Mark (iii. 18) ©addaios, the fact has been appealed to that
Luke (Acts i. 13 ; Luke vi. 16) calls him Tovdas ’IaxwdSov;
but it is arbittary to supply to 'IaxeBov, aderdss, instead of
the usual supplement wvios; sec Meyer on Luke vi. 16.
It is to Dbe observed, against Winer (bibl. Fewlw. under the
word Judas), who will supply d8exdos, because in Matt. x.
S and Mark iil. 18, Lebbius is directly united by xal with
James as an apostolic pair, that this is properly only the
case in the first passage; but in that very passage where a
brotherly relationship exists, as with Peter and Aundrew, and
with Johu and James, this is expressly stated ; whilst Philip
and DBartholomew, Thomas and Matthew, Simon and Judas
Iscariot are united together by xai, without any assertion that
these pairs so united were brothers. The very mode and
381
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manuer, then, in which James, the son of Alpheus, and Jude
arc placed together in the apostolic lists, proves that they were
not brothers. — Further, if it be possible that an apostle could
vefer to the apostles generally, as is done in this Epistle
(vv. 17, 18), yet that mode of expression is more natural in
the mouth of one who was not an apostle than in the mouth
of an apostle. — Jude does not more definitely state who this
James was, whom he calls his brother.  But doubtless he was
that James who, from an early period, stood at the liead of the
church in Jerusalem. — Sinece, then, from preponderating
proofs (see Introd. sec. 1, to commentary on the Epistle of
James), it is to he assumed that this James, who was called
the brother of the TLord, is not identical with the Apostle
James the son of Alpheus,! it is also mnot to be doubted that
Jude is not a brother of the latter, but of the former, and
consequently likewise a brother of Jesus. That, nevertheless,
he does not call himself the brother of Jesus cannot appear
strange, since the bodily relationship to the Lord must retire
before the spiritual relationship, which he expresses by the
appellation ’Incod Xpiorod Sodros; it is the same reason
which induced James in his Epistle not to designate himself
as a brother of the Lord. — We possess only very uncertain

¥ Thiersch (FHerst. des. hist. Standp., ete., p. 430 1) rightly observes: ¢ If
cver o critical view concerning historical persons was artificial and unnatural,
assuredly that is which regards the brothers of the Lord as the cousins of
Jesus, the sons of Clopus and a Mary, a sister of the mother of Christ.  Herder's
argument against this view is so obvions and striking, that it is almost unin-
telligible how such an hypothesis, which does violence to a series of passages,
should even down to our times be maintained by erities.” — If; on the contrary,
Dieilein (¢ LReview of Arnaud’s Researches,” ete., in the ally. Repert. von Reuter,
August 1851) maintains the idea of the Messianic family, in order to reckon
among the ad:agss, besides the cousins, also the uncle, ete. of Jesus, history is
thereby subordinated to hypothesis, The same is the case when Schott main-
tains that ““it is opposed to the spivit of the N. T. history of salvation, that an
actual brother of the Lord shonld attain to such a high position in the church,
as James obtained as chief of the church of Jerusalem ;” and when he declares
that ““it is a historical neccssity that the actnal brothers of Jesus shounld retire
into the background.” The other proofs hy which Schott, who considers the
so-called ““ brothers of Jesus ™ as his actual brothers, will attempt to prove that
the James and Jude here mentioned belong not to them but to the apostles, are
not here, but in the commentary to the Epistle of James, discussed ; so also with
regard to the view of Hofmann, who likewise regards the author of this Epistle
and his brother James as the Apostles Jude and James.
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notices of the personal history and labowrs of Jude (for an
account of them, see Arnaud), which are the less to be con-
sidered as historical, siuce they are not only frequently con-
tradictory, but also in them the author of the Epistle and the
Apostle Jude are confounded together.

The readers, for whom this Epistle was primarily intended,
are described only in the most general terms, and neither their
locality nor their condition is definitely stated. There is no
indication that the Epistle was written only to Jewish Cluis-
tians.  Arraud, indeed, with truth remarks: “ Jude expounds
his proofs in a manner peculiar to the Jews. Irom the
begiuning to the end he uses their mode of speech and their
nianner of expressing an idea; he emplovs images and com-
parisons, makes allusions, and wuses nyvihs, traditions, and
examples which were familiar to then.” DBut all this might
have its reason in the individuality of the writer, without
being conditioned by a regard to the veaders.  Most expositors
assume that the readers resided in Asia Minor; on the con-
trary, Schmidt, Creduner, Augusti, Araud, and Wiesinger are
of opinion that they are to bLe sought for in Palestine. The
question cannot with certainty be decided.

SEC. 2.——O0BJECT AND CONTEXNTS OF THE EPISTLE. TIME AND
PLACE OF ITS COMPOSITION.

The objcet of the Epistle is the confirmation of the readers
in the gospel published to them by the apostles, in opposition
to certain intruders, who, abusing the liberty of the gospel,
gave themselves up to immoral excesses, and even to blas-
pheming the divine majesty. De Wette, Schwegler, Arnaud,
Reuss, Bleek, Briickner, and Hofmann cousider them to be
only vicious men. Ou the contrary, Dorner (Entwickiwngsgesch.
dev Lehwe von der Person Christi, Thl. I p. 104) observes:
“The opponents of Jude are not only corrupt in practice, but
also heretical teachers.” They ave not indeed described as
actual false teaclers; but yet from vv. 4, 8, 18, 19, we can
hardly think otherwise than that their libertinism was con-
joined with dogmatic (perhaps Gnostic) errors: on which
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account also Briickner states that “they had points which
bordered on the dogmatic;” and Hofmann says that “they
screened their immoral conduct by blasphemous assumptions.”
Weiss (Petrin. Frage 1L in Stud. w. Krit. 1866, H. 2) calls
them “ Libertines on principle.”! That they attached them-
selves to a particular definite Gnostic system, for example,
that of the Carpocratians (Clemens Alexandrinus), cannot be
proved. Their tendency appears to have been related to the
error of the Nicolaitanes and the Balaamites (Rev. ii.);
(Thiersch, Wiesinger, Schott). Jude opposes to them simply
the apostolic gospel, without particularly characterizing the
points of their contradiction to it.

It is peculiar to this Epistle, that passages occur in it which
appear to be taken from the apoeryphal book of Enoch, or, if
this should not be the case, at least to have arisen from an
apocryphal tradition of Enoch; as the quotation contained in
vv. 14, 15; the statement about the sin of the angels and
their punishment, ver. 6; the description of the false teachers,
ver. 8; also the reference (ver. 9) to the apocryphal tradition
of the contest of Michael with the devil is peculiar® This
admixture of apocryphal traits can, on an unprejudiced con-
sideration, only serve to strengthen the conviction that the
Epistle does not proceed from an apostle.

The {rain of thought is as follows: After the address, in
which the readers are only generally characterized as Chris-
tians, the author states that he esteemed it necessary to exhort
them to continue in the faith delivered to them (ver. 3), and
that lecause of certain intruders, whom he designates as
lascivions men and deniers of Jesus Christ, whose condemna-
tion was certain (ver. 4). That this condemmnation will come
upon them, hie confirms by three examples: that of the people

1 Sce also Ritschl, Abhandl. dih. dic im Br. des Judas charakterisivien

Antinomisten in d. Stud. w. Krit. 1861, part I. p. 103ff.  The opinion of
litschl, that these heretics had retained only abstractly their principle that
arace cstablishes freedom to practise immorality, has been justly rejected by
Wiesinger as unwarrantable.

* Hofmann disputes this, maintaining that in Jude there occurs only an inter-
pretation or expansion of what is stated in Seripture, and which is as justified as
that which occurs in Acts vii. 22f,, xiii. 21 ; Gal. iv. 28; Heb. xi. 37 ; 2 Tini.
iii. 8 ; although he grants that more is signified in Jude than in these passages.
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delivered from Ezypt, that of the fallen angels, and that of the
cities of Sodom and Gomorrha (vv. 5-7). These intruders are
then described by two characteristics, namely, as defilers of the
flesh and as despisers and blasphemers of heavenly dignities ;
the greatness of their sin is brought prominently forward by
comparison with the conduct of Michael in his contest with
the devil, and a woe is denounced upon them as those who
walk in the way of Cain, Balaam, and Korah (vv. §-11). In
the following verses (vv. 12, 13) the author proceeds with his
description, adducing their debauchery at the Agapae, and
representing in various ficurative expressions their vain and
impudent conduct, by which he is reminded of the judgment
which awaits them, quoting for this purpose a saying of Enoch
as a prophecy which holds good of them (vv. 14, 15). To
this succeeds some additional characteristics of those erroneous
teachers, to which an exhortation to the readers is added to
be mindful of the words of the apostles who have prophesied
of the appearance of such mockers (vv. 16-18). After Jude,
with another glance at his opponents, has exhorted his readers
to keep themselves by faith and prayer in the love of God, and
to wait for the mercy of Clrist (vv. 19-21), he gives a short
direction how to behave toward those who have been already
perverted (vv. 22, 23). A doxology forms the conclusion of
the Epistle (vv. 24, 25).

The Epistle contains no other data for the determination of
the time of its composition than the description of the heretics
and the exhortation to attend to the preaching of the apostles;
but from these it may be inferred that it belongs not to the
earlier, but, as most expositors assume,! to the later apostolic
age ; although “ there is no necessity, with Reuss, to assign it
to the extreme limits of the apostolic literature ” (Driickner).
Although in the Pastoral Epistles the immoral life of the
heretics there attacked is censured, yet libertinismm does not
appear to have attained to the same stage of development as
with the opponents of Jude; and Jude would hardly have
appealed to the preaching of the apostles as a thing of the

! The reasons by which Schott endeavours to prove that the Epistle was
written at the end of the year seventy, or the beginning of the year eighty, are
too uncertain to enable us to draw this conclusion with certainty.

JUDE. 2B
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past, if the apostles were yet at the height of their apostolic
activity. Bertholdt, Guericke, Stier, Arnaud, and others thinl,
from the fact that there is no mention of the judgment of God
on Jerusalem, that it is to be inferred that the Epistle was
written before the destruction of that city, since Jude would
certainly not have omitted this most fearful and nost signi-
ficant judgment, if it had already taken place, particularly as
he mentions almost all the most noted examples of divine
judgments. DBut this conclusion is very uncertain, especially
as the hypothesis on which it is founded is incorrect. Jude
takes at random only some of many examples, and indeed such
—at least this is evidently the case with the judgment on the
angels, and with that on Sodom and Gomorrha—as refer to
a definite kind of sin, which is not applicable to the judg-
ment on Jerusalem, He mentions neither the deluge nor the
first destruction of Jerusalem. From the relation which exists
between this Epistle and the apocryphal book of Enoch, nothing
certain regarding the period of composition can be inferred,
particularly as the opiuion concerning that relation is by no
means settled ; for whilst early critics assert the origin of
this boolk, at least in its original condition, to pre-Christian
times, and assume later interpolations, as Liicke (Einleituny in
dic Offb. Joh., ete.), Ewald, Weizsiicker (Untersuchungen iiber
dic ecangel. Gesclichte), Kostlin (Twibing. theol. Jalrbb. 1856),
especially Dillmann (das Buch Henocle ditberselzt und erkiir,
1853), aud others; Hofmann and Ferd. Philippi (in his book,
dus Buch Henoch, scin Zeitalter, ete., 1868) attempt to prove
that it belongs to the Christian age, and was composed by a
Jewish Christian ; the reasons, however, adduced by them are
not sufficient to cause us to regard the result of their exami-
nation as well founded.

Mayerhoft (Zinl. @n dic Petrin. Schriften, p. 195) supposes
the place of composition to be Egypt, because Clemens
Alexandrinus first quotes it, because the images employed
in ver. 12 refer to a country which bordered on the sea, and
was frequently exposed to drought by the east and south
winds, and because the book of Enoch was first used in Egypt.
But Schwegler has correctly rejected these reasons as in-
sufficient.
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SEC. 3.~—AUTHENTICITY OF THE EPISTLE.

Euscbius reckons this Epistle, as indeed all the Catholic
Epistles, except First John and First Peter, among the Anti-
legomena.  The earliest Fathers who mention it are Tertullian
(dc habit. mul. e 3) and Clemens Alexandrinus (Strom. iii
p. 431, Pacday. iii. 8, p. 239, ed. Sylb.), who has also com-
mented on it. Origen often quotes it, and distinguishes it by
special praise; Comm. on Mait. xiii. 55: ’Iovas é&ypayrev
EmoTONY, ONYOGTLYOY pév, TeTAnpwpcvny 8¢ ThY Tis obpaviov
xdpitos éppwpévov Noywv. He, however, indicates that its
genuineness is doubted by many. Jerome also mentions these
doubts, saying that many rejected it om account of the
quotation from the apocryphal Look of Enoch; he himself,
however, considered it as genuine. It is wanting in the
Peshito (but not in the MS. in the DBodlelan Library at
Oxford ; see Guericke, Einl. p. 42); but, on the other hand,
it is mentioned in the Muratorian Canon. Since the fourth
century it has been generally acknowledged as a genuine
canonical writing. As the author does not call himself an
apostle, eriticism in more recent times was more inclined to
consider it authentic than some other writings of the N. T.
Even de Wette obsevves, that there is 10 reason why Jude
should not be the author of this Epistle; neither its use of
the book of Enocly, nor its probable acquaintance with the
Lpistle to the Romans, nor its harsh style, though betraying
a familiarity with the Greek langunage, are opposed to this—
Schiwegler judees otherwise. He infers from vv. 17, 18 that
the Epistle belongs to the post-apostolic times, although in
point of doctrine its character is very simple and undeveloped.
He thinks that the forger chose the name of Jude, the brother
of James, in order to indicate the community of principle
with this latter person. In opposition to this it is to be
observed, that, had the Epistle been written in the interests
of Jewish Christianity against Pauline, we should surely have
found indications of this; and a forger would hardly have
attributed his writing to Jude, a person otherwise so entirely
unknown, The above-mentioned verses by no means point
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to a post-apostolic age, since they rather suppose that the
readers have heard the preaching of the apostles. The fact
that we find no definite references to this Epistle among the
carly Fathers, and that its genuineness at o later period was
not wholly undoubted, is easily accounted for, partly from its
special tendency (particularly from doctrine being so little
referred to), partly from the apocryphal traits with which it
is pervaded, and partly from the fact that the anthor did not
belong to the apostles.
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Todda émiaTol].

Instead of this superscription (in A C K) there is found in B
only 'Tolda.

Ver. 1. Instead of "Ize. Xp. (Hee. after A B L §, etc., several
vss. ete., Lachm. Tisch. 8) Tisch. 7 had adopted Xpioro5 *1n603, after
K P, ete., without sufficient justification. — fysesuévors] Licc. after
K L P, etc.; instead of this Zyasruévag, in A B N, 5, al., Syr.
utr. Erp. Copt. ete.,, Orig. Eph., is adopted by Laclm. and Tisch.
It is true that there are exegetical difficultics connected with
the latter reading, but it is too strongly defended by authorities
to be on that account considered spurious. Reiche, Schott,
Hofinann have declared for it, Wiesinger against it; Briickner
is undecided. — Ver. 3. =%s zanis owrrpins] Ree. after KL P, al. ;
Tisch. 7 has retained this reading ; Lachm. and Tisch. 8, on the
contrary, read zenw¥s auiv swrppias, for which A B C ¥, 5, al., Syr.
Erp. Sahid. Theoph. Lucif. testify. The weight of authorities
is 1n favour of this latter reading; it is possible that 7uév was
omitted, in order to give to the idea a uuiversal character. —
Ver. 4. Instead of the usnal form sdpw, Lachm. and Tisch,, after
A B, read ydpira, which occurs in classical writers only among
the poets (sec Buttmann, Ausf. gr. Sprachl. § 4+ Anm. 1)
TE. T. 13]). — =ty pbwv Scombrny nai nbpiv Apav Y. Xp., with
Griesbach, Scholz, Tittmann, Lachm. Tisch. after the testi-
monies of A B C &, 10, Lect. 1, 3, Erp. Copt. Sahid. etc., Eph.
Didym. Chrys.-— The Rec. has after deomirmy the word ©eév (in
K L P, ete, Syr. utr. Thph,), which, however, is a later
addition, the more definitely to distinguish éesziryy from zdpros
susv. In later MSS. many other variations are found, namely :
Osty zai dsomizyy wiv zdp. . L. Xg., OF dsomicny el Oty v 2p, .
'I. Xp., O Osby dcomirny zal zdp, apw. L Xp.— Ver. b, After eldirag
the Rec. has buée; Lachm. and Tisch., have omitted it; it is
wauting in A B C** several min. etc., but is found in KX L R,
ete. It may have been omitted on account of the preceding
bunds. — 7oiro (Lice. after K L, ete.) appears to be an explanatory
correction instead of the original =dvre, for which A B C** §,
etc., Vulg. etc, testify; also Reiche considers wdsr« as the
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original reading. N has dze after =zlpwz, so also several
versions, yet after éor zdpc. Two reasons co-operated for this
displacement: (1) because d=«Z did not appear to suit idirus,
and (2) because the following = dsbrepov appeared to require a
word corresponding with edexs. Tisch. on this observes: quae
quidem lectio omnino praeferenda esset alteri, nisi incredibile
esset drel locum post eidérus a quopiam correctore nactum
esse. Reiche remarks: loco, quem vulgo occupat, testium
auctoritate servari debet.—The Rec. ¢ zlprog is found in K L,
most min. some vss. and Fathers; Tisch. 7 has retained it;
Tisch. 8 reads, after C* 8, zip: without the article. A B,
several min. ete., have 'Txeod; instead of xdpws (on this Tisch. §
remarks : articulum om. et A B et reliqui qui 'Iyeeds pracbent) ;
Lachm. and Buttm. have adopted é 150075 ; C** and Lucif. read
6 @sdc.  The reading 'Inceds (instead of xbpros) is indeed very
strange, but might for this reason be changed into the other
readings. — Ver. 6. Instead of =« after ¢yyénovs (Tisch.), A, some
min. ete,, have 8. Lachm. has ¢ in the text-edition ; but, on the
other hand, in the larger edition he has rightly again adopted
vz~ Ver. 7. cobrors zpizov] Ree. after K L, ete.; a correction
instead of spizer sedrors (Lachm Tisch) inABCS, any min.
ete. — Ver. 9. Instead of ¢ &5 Miy. ¢ dpydyyshos, ére, Lachm,

against the testnnony of A C K L, ete, has adopted, after B
gre Miz. & épy. vive.— Ver 12, A B, 13, ((l m. edd. Syr. utr.

(Copt. ?) ete, read after curof siciv the relative oi, which Grieshach
considers as probably genuine, and Lachm. ‘and Tisch. have
rightly adopted into the text ;! the omission must be considered
as an explanatory correction. — gydwess| instead of which A C
and somc min, read ésdraiz; a correction after 2 Pet. ii. 13, —-
ouév] Lachim. has in the small edition a3« after A, ete., butin
the larcer edition the Zee. i, which is sufficiently attested
by B C K L ¥, ete.; the reading «i<zy, which Stier without
reason considers as original, is explained from 1 Pet. ii. 13, —
Instead of o iy, N 1ef1ds Farvri avéipw ; a1 evident correction.
— wupagepiueved] 18 already by Griesh. Sclolz, etc., after almost
all authorities, rightly adopted into the text instead of the L.
meprpepinsvos, — Ver. 13, dypie zopmare 18 In N instead of zipare
aype, which is attested by all authorities. — Buttmann has,
after B, adopted =2.wjirez instead of srwifiras, aud épos instead
of ¢ Zipez; as the other authorities, so also & testifies for the
reading of the Ree. — ¢i5 wiina] after A B C N, cte., instead of the

Reiche incorrectly observes that Duttmann has not adopted of, and has
adduccd B as a witness for the reading of the Rec.  On account of the difliculty
which the article presents, Reiche considers the reading of the Rec. as the
original.
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Lee. ¢i; «o, eitve.— Ver, 14 Instead of the form =pocpisauc:,
attested by almost all authorities, Tisch. has, after B*, adopted
dmpopreuge. — dyiurg puprdor] after A B K L, etc., instead of the
Lec. pupcior ayiws in C; in 8 the reading is pvpidon ayioy
ayyinwn.— Ver. 15, énéyg a:] after ABCK L N, ete., instead of
the ZRece. iEenéyZar— Alter dosBei; the Rec. has abrdy, found in
X L, some min. vss. and Fathers ; retained by Tischeudorf,l and
defended by Reiche; on the other hand, it is wanting in A B C
(Lachm.) ; 1ts spuriousness is scarcely to be doubted. — do:Bsius
adrsv is wanting in N; desB:iws In C; the omission is easily
explained. — Tisch. § inserts after =&w oxizpiiv the word Adyaws,
after C N, and many min, ; it is wanting in most authorities
(Tisch. 7); it appears to have been added from a regard to the
preceding =&y épyar. — Ver. 18, After éneyos tud Tisch. 7, after
A C K L, cte, has ér (Llee.); Tisch. 8 has omitted it after
B L* N; so also Lachm. in his larger edition, but hardly
corrcetly. — Instead of the Bee & doxdrw xpive (IX L P, some
min. and Oceumenius), which is an explanatory correction,
Lachm. and Tisch. have rightly adopted =" éoydrov w0l 5pévov;
the article ot is found in A N, al, ete.; its omission is easily
explained, because foydrov was taken for an adjective. — foorras]
Whilst Laclhim. in his small edition instcad of it reads siedsosra,
he has in the large edition rightly adopted the reading of the
ece.  The reading ésdomvras (in A C*¥ ete.) is a correction after
2 Pet. iii. 3. N has pifmo manw fovrar; on the other hand
corrected éreboorrar — Ver. 19, After a=odiopilovres the Eee. has
tuvroiz (C, Vulg, Ang.); an evident correction. — Ver. 20. Instead
of the Ree. TR &yt budy wicra imazedomolvres iavrols (K LD,
al, pl. Syr. etc.), Lachm. and Tisch. read émomodopodovres taur. 77
ay. bu. = (A B C N, al, several vss. ete.). — Vv, 2.2, 23. The
readings are here very various. The Rec. has zel obg ph heeive
drxpvipsvor o 6% v giBw ewlire, v soU mupds apwdlovrez.  This
reading is found in X L P (only = before avpés 1s omitted) ; A
reads zal obs wiv riyyeve druxpwoudvovs, ovs O cuwlsve fx mupis
apwalovres, oig 6% énseive év @iBw; Lachm. and Tiscl. have '1(lopted
this reading, ouly that instead of éxeeire they read, with B: énedre.
— B deviates in this, that In ver. 22 it reads not énéyyere, but
#sare (s0 also N); in ver. 23 it omits the first obs 6%, and instead
of ¢neerre has the f01m énedrz; O agrees on the whole with A,
yet C** has in ver. 22 cére, '15 B, and in ver. 23 the words ovs
ot f2.sefve are wanting in C.  The 1ead1ng of A is held as the
original by Driickner, Wiesinger, Schott, Reiche, because the

1 Tisch. § has it likewise in the text, although he says in the notes : omisimus
cum A. B C N, ete.
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other readings can be most easily explained from it ; Hofmaun,
on the contrary, prefers the reading in &, which is found also
in B, only with the inadvertent omission of the words ¢3¢ 4t
after draxpvouivous ; whilst de Wette thinks that the original
reading is preserved in C. The reading in B probably lies at
the foundation of the reading in K L P; the twofold énsdr:
was naturally objectionable, and tlerefore the words obs &
irs8re were left out, diaxpivouévors changed into the nominative,
and & ¢Sy placed before swZere.  For further observations, see
the exposition, — Ver. 24. Instead of dues (ed Elz.; ACL n,
al., perm. several vss. Theopl. etc., Lachin. Tisch. 8) Tisch. 7
lnd after K P, al, etc., hardly Lorlectly adopted worevz; A has
udis. — Ver, 25, pivw O:5 #» is correctly adopted by Griesbach,
after A B Ow, 6, «l,, Syr,, cte,, instead of the Jice. uivy sops 02 5
cop 18 cndently borrowed from Tom. xvi. 27, and is without
reason defended by Reiche. — die "Inoed Xprored zvpiov Fudv 1s
likewise adopted by Griesbach (after A B C, etc.), whilst the
words are wanting in the Ree.— The Lec. between 6ife and
meyarwehy has zei after X L D, ete., which is correctly omitted
by recent critics; on the other hand, the words «ps suvréz w05
aisvez, wanting in the e, are attested by almost all autho-
rities. — The subscription of the Epistle is in B : "Tebde ; in C:
Tobdu émicrons zalohing ; and in A : "Todda éxisrond,

Vv. 1, 2. The superscription is in form similar to that of
the Epistles of Paul and DTeter: ’Iovdas 'Inood XpioTob
dobros x.TA] Bodhes, as its position and Rom. i 1, Thil.
i. 1, Jas. i. 1 (see also Tit. 1. 1), show, denotes mnot the
general scrvice of believers to Christ (Schott), but the special
service of those appointed to the gospel ministry. The more
definite statement of ofiice is liere wanting ; as the author is
not the Apostle Jude (sce Introd. sec. 1), so that his position
in the Clristian chureh is to be regarded as similar to that
which a DBarnabas, an Apollos, and others occupied, who,
without being apostles in the narrower sense of the term, yet
exercised a ministry similar to the apostolic. — With the first
appellation the sccond ddexgos 'IaxwBov is connected by &¢
(sce Tit. i 1), which, although mnot preciscly a contrast
(Schott), yet marks a distincetion. This appellation serves
not ouly to indicate who this Jude is (Arnaud), but likewise
to justify his writing. Jude does not call himself “the
brother of the Lord,” because lis bLodily relation to Christ
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stepped behind his spiritual, perhaps also because that surname
already specially belonged to James. — 7ois év O waTpt
Byarnpévors  [yiacpévors] kai x7N] According to the
reading sjyiacuévors, év expresses not the mere instruinent of
Lioliness, but holiness as consisting <n fellowship with God.
The participle is either substantive, co-ordinate to the follow-
ing 'Incob Xpiord TeTnpyuévors kAnTols, or adjective, which is
more probable on account of the similar participial form, Tery-
pipéros. — According to the reading jyamuévors, év Oe
matpt may denote the sphere within which the readers are
Jyamquévor, namely, by the writer. Against the opinion of
de Wette, “ that in this objective designation the subjectivity
of the author camnot e mixed,” Col. i. 2 might be appealed
to, where Paul names the readers of his Epistle a8er¢or, that
1, the brethren of himself and Timotheus (see also 2 John 1
and 3 John 1) ; Dbut in relation to what follows: «ai Ino. Xp.
TeTnpruévocs, this view is correct. — In the Vulgate, Tois €y
Oep maTpi is taken as an idea by itself: his qui sunt in Deo
Patre, cte. ; and then to this idea the two attributes are added :
dyamnpévors and ‘Ino. Xp. Ternp. xhyrols. Apart from its
harshness, not only is it opposed to this construction that by
it the parallelism (incorrectly denied Ly Schott) of the two
members of the clause—which is strongly indicated both by
the form of the sentence and also Dy év 7¢ matpl in refer-
ence to the following *Incot Xpiord—is destroyed, but also
jyamguévars would then be without any proximate statement.
The same is also the case when it is assumed, with Rampf
and Schott, that the participles #yamppévors and 'I. X.
Tetnpypévors are equally subordinate to év Oed waTpi, and
explained as expressing “the living ground on whiel the
called possess that which is expressed in the two participles”
(Schott). The supplying of vwo Ocob or mapa Oegp, necessary
for this view, is at all cvents arbitrary ; moreover, the juxta-
position of Tols év e matpl 'Ino. XpioTd Ternpnuévors is
extremely harsh. — It is incorrect to take év as equivalent to
vmo (Hensler); év is rather to be retained in its proper
signifieation, in which it is entirely suitable to the idea
ayamaofar, as the love which proceeds from any person
dwells 7z him, the #\y7o¢ as they are loved by God so arc
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they loved in God. Hofmann iucorrectly explains it: «who
have been accepted in love by God;” for dyawdv never has
this meaning, not even in the passages cited by Hofmann :
1 Thess. i. 4; 2 Thess. il. 13 ; Col. ili. 12.— God is called
matpi in His relation to Christ, not to men : see Phil. ii. 11
Gal. 1. 1; and Meyer on the latter passage. — wai 'Incod
Xpiordy Ternpnuévors kiptois] The dative "Ine. Xpiord is not
dependent on an év to be supplied from év Oep waTpl (Luther:
preserved in Jesus Chuist). Hofmann indeed appeals for this
supplement to Kiithner, Gr. IL p. 477 ; but incorrectly, as this
is rendered impossible by yamnuévors intervening. What
Iiithner says could only be the case were it written : & @eo
watpi xai Incod Xpiord syamnuévors.  Also "Incot Xpiord
is uot the causative dative with the passive, instead of ¥mo
with the genitive, but the dative comumodi: for Christ (Bengel,
de Wette, Wiesinger, Schott, and others). The participle
Terppnuévors is used neither instead of the present participle,
as Grotins thinks, nor is it here to be understood of the act
completed hefore God (de Wette, Wiesinger); but it simply
denotes that which has taken place up to the time when the
Epistle was written ; thus: “to the called, who have been
kept for Christ ;” namely, in order to lelong to Him in time
and in ecternity (so also Schott)! The idea Ternp. is com-
pletely explained from the falling away from Christ which had
taken place among so many ; see ver. 4; comp. also John xvii.
11; 1 Det. i. 5. — Although év @ep maTpi cannot be gram-
watically connected with Ternpyuévois, and although it primarily
belongs to fyamyuévors, yet it indicates by whom the pre-
servation has taken place; Horngjus: quos Deus Pater. ..
Churisto . . . donavit et asservavit hue usque, ne ab impostori-
bus seducerentur et perirent. — wdyrois] a designation in the
Pauline sense of thiose who have not only heard the gospel, but
have embraced it by faith; sce Meyer on 1 Cor. i 24
Ver. 2. éxeos k7). The word éxeos is used in the formula
of salutation only here and in the Pastoral Epistles. The
addition «ai dydwn is peculiar to Jude. The relation of the

! Arnauld incorrectly explains it : aux appelés gardés par J. Chr., c'est-d-

dire : & ceux qui ont ¢téappelés & J. Chr. par la prédication de I'Evangile ¢t que
J. Chr. garde fidéles,
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three terms is thus to be understood : éeos is the demeanour
of God toward the #&Ayrol; elpivn their condition founded
upon it; and dydmn their demeanour procceding from it as
the effect of God’s grace. Accordingly dyamy is used here as
in Eph. vi. 23 (see Meyer <n loco); only here the love is to
be limited neither specially to the brethren (Grotius), nor to
God (Calov, Wiesinger).  Still dyd7n may also be the love of
God to the sAyrots; comp. ver. 21 and 2 Cor. xiil. 13 [14]
(so Hornejus, Grotius, Bengel, de Wette-Briickner, Sclott,
and others). No ground of decision can be derived from
mAnBuvleln. With the reading #yamnuévors the second ex-
planation merits the preference, although the position of this
expression aftcr elprivy is somewhat strange.  On wAnfuvbely,
see 1 Pet. 1 2; this form is apparently derived from Dan.
iii. 31.

Vv. 3, 4. Statement of the reason whiclh determined Jude
to write this Epistle: comp. on this 2 Pet. 1. 12 f, 1ii. 1 fi—
&yamnrot] found at the beginning of an Epistle only here
and in 3 John 2. — wdcav omoudiy wotovpevos x.TN.]
Giving all diligenee to write unto yow of the common salvation,
I felt constrained to witte to yow, cchovting you lo confend for
the faith once delivered to the swings.  Pricacus, Lachmann,
Buttmann put a comma after the first and after the second
vuiv, so that mepi . . . cetpias is counceted with dvdywxny
éoyov, and mapaxahdv, ete., is separated from ypdarar.  Most
expositors, on the contrary, as Erasmus, Luther, Calvin, de
Wette, Wicsinger, etc., connect wepi corpplas with the pre-
ceding ypadeww, and wnite wapaxarov with ypdayrac.  Not
only the position of the words, but also the train of thought
decides for this latter nrrangement ; for since, according to ver.
4, the avdayen, inducing the author to write this Epistle,
consisted in the appearance of wicked men, so it is evidently
more suitable to connect ypdirar with wapaxaidy émaywyi-
geafar, having special reference to if, than with the general
idea wept s rowils cwTnplas, particularly as the contents of
the Epistle are anything but a treatise concerning the common
salvation.)  The preceding participial clause states in what

1 The translation of the Vulgate : omnem solicitudinem faciens seribendi vobis
de communi vestra salute necesse habui scribere vobis depraecans supercertari,
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condition Jude was when the dvdyxnv &yew came upon him;
the omovby to write already esisted when the entrance of
certain ungodly men constrained him not to write generally
mept TS Kkowils cwTnplas, but to compose such a hortative
Epistle as the present. Some expositors incorrectly think that
the avdyen had its reason in the omovd; (Frasmus: tantum
mihi studinm fuit, ut non potuerim non scribere vobis); others,
that to the omovdy the dvdyxy supervened as a new point; so
Hornejus: cum sumnium mihi esset studium secribendi ad vos
aliquid de communi nostrum omnium salute, etinm necessitas
insuper scribendi imposita fuit, quae autem illa sit, statim
addit (so also Calvin and others). De Wette (with whom
Briickner agrees) considers that Jude by the first clause
expresses that “lie had been engaged on the composition of a
longer and more comprehensive Epistle (the loss of which we
have to lament), when he was for the tiwe called away from
that work in order to write the present Epistle;” but the
expression wicay gmwovdijy wowvuevos does mot necessarily
involve actual writing! — omovdny mowcicfac is only found
here in the N. T. (2 Tet. i. 5: owovdiy wacav mapetsPépewv;
prologue to Ecclus.: mpoocpépery Twa omovdiy); the meaning
is: to be cagerly solicitous «bout somcthing ; it may refer both
to mental activity and to external action; lere the former is
the case. Luther’s translation: “After I purposed,” is too
flat ; Meyer's is better: since it lies pressingly upon my
heart.”— wacav serves, as frequently, for the strengthening of
the idea.—The participle motovuevos, in connection with the
aorists éoyov «pdyrac, is to be taken as the imperfect parti-
ciple. Stier incorreetly translates: “when engaged in it I
would toke diligence.” It expresses the activity which took
cte., may also be punctuated in hoth ways. Laclhmann has, in his larger edition
of the N, T., punctuated it as hie has doue in the Greek text; in other editions
of the Vulgate, on the contrary, the other punctuation is found.

! De Wette incorrectly appeals for this supposition to Sherlock (in Wolf),
who thus explains it : dilecti, animus mihi crat, scribere ad vos de communibus
doctrinis ¢t spe evangelii ad fidem vestram et Jesu Christi cognitionem amplifi-
candan; jam vero coactum me video, ut hoc institutum deseram ct ad cavendum
praesens periculum, vos exhorter, ut serio teneatis eamn guae vobis tradita est,
doctrinam, contra falsos doctores, quos clanculum audio irrepsisse.  What de
Wette regards as accomplished, or in the act of being accomplished, Sherloci
considers only as intended.
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place, when the action expressed by the finite verh occurred,
and therefore must not be resolved, with Haenlein, into the
perfect or pluperfect.— wepl Tijs Kowijs Juey cwrnpias] slates
on what Jude intended to write. On xowis, comp. Tit. 1. 4;
92 Pet.i. 1. There is no reason to refer the idea, with Semler,
to the Jews and Gentiles, as the object comion to botl. ——
cwTnpia, not the doctrine of salvation (Jachmanu), but the
salvation itself, acquired by Christ for the world, and applied
to believers. The explanation of Beza: de iis guac ad nostram
owmnium salutem pertinent, deviates from strict precision, as
cwtypia itscll is indicated by Jude as the object of writing.
Schott incorrectly explains cwrnpla, state of salvation, possession
of salvation. — avdykny éoyor] Comp. Luke xiv. 10, xxiil. 17
1 Cor. vil. 87. The explanation of Grotius is inaccurate :
nihil potius habui, quod seriberem, quam ut, ete. The trans-
lation of Luther is too flat: “I considered it necessary;” for
in dvdyrny éyew is contained the idea of an objective necessity
founded on duty, circumstances, ete. (de Wette, Wiesinger,
Schott). The meaning here is: the entrance of false teachers
constrained nie, made me to recognise it as necessary. On
the one hand, Semler inserts a strange reference, paraphras-
ing it: accidit interea <iopinato, ut statuendwm wmihi . . .
esset ; and, on thie other Land, Schott, who, in order to
emphasize the contrast between the two members of the
sentence, finds in dvdyx. éayov the thought expressed that
Jude wrote this Epistle wnwillingly, contrary to his inclination.
— yparar Vuiy mapaxaléy] mwaparxahoy is closely united to
ypayras, as indicating the kind of writing to which the author
felt constrained by circumstances; therefore no comma is to
be put after duly. — émayoviecbar 73 . . . wioTel] émaywvi-
teabar, a dm. Aey., as cuvvabhéw, Phil. i 27, connected with
the dative of the object which is contended for; Sticr: “to
fight for the faith;” comp. Ecclus. iv. 28 : dywvifev mepl. —
7ioTis is not = doctrina, systcm of doctrine; nor yet does it
liere denote the subjective quality of the believing disposition;
but that which is believed by Christians (7ols ayiois), the
objective contents of faith. Schott is incorrect in explaining
it: “the conduct arising from faith;” for the notion of con-
duct does not suit wapadobeian. The explanation: the way
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of salvation (Hofmann), is also wanting in correctness; it is
not proved by Gal. iii. 23. — As the subject to wapadobeioy,
by whom the communication or transmission was effected,
(fod (Bengel) is not here to be thought of, but the apostics, as
ver. 17 shows; 2 Pet. ii. 21; Luke i. 2 (comp. also 1 Cor. xi.
2, 23, xv. 3); yet the author does not name them, because
“he is not concerned here with the personal instruments, but
with the mode and manner of transmission contained in
amak” (Schott). 7ols dayiows are not the apostles (Nic, de
Lyra), but Christians, — é@waf brings prominently forward the
fact that as it once took place, so there is now an end to
the wapadoois; Bengel: nulla alia dabitur fides. Jachmann
incorrectly explains it by 46y, olim, jam, appealing to ver. 5
and Heb. vi. 4. According to Hofmann’s view, dmaf is
used “ with reference to the preceding intention of Jude to
present to the readers a writing having the common salvation
as its object;” but this reference is not indicated.'

Ver. 4. Compare 2 Pet. ii. 1-3. — mapeiocebuvoav ydp] the
reason of avdyknv éoyov. mapeiséduaar marks the entrance
of false teachers into the church as a secret and unauthorized
creeping in of such as do mnot properly belong to it, but ave
internally foreign to it (comp. Gal. ii. 4: wapelcakTor,
explained by the scholiasts by dAMéTpeor); it is synonymnous
with wapetcépyeofas ; comp. 2 Tim. iii. 6. — Twes avfpwmor]
In the smwe indefiniteness the false teachers are also men-
tioned in 1 Tim. i 6. Arnaud observes: le mot Twes a
quelque chose de méprisant, comme dans Gal. il 12; so also
Wiesinger and Schott; this is possible; but the appeal to
Gal. ii. 12 is unjustified. That the expression dvfpwmor is
used in order to bring forward the fact that they « with their
entrance into the church remained in their natural state”
(Schott), is highly improbable. Ilofmann unnecessarily sepa-
rates Twes from dvfpomor, taking dvfpwmor, of k.7, as in
apposition to Twes. — of wdhar wpoyeypaupévor els TobTo TO
kpipa] By the participle with the article a peculiar circum-

? When Hofmann maintains that ver. 4 could only have been written by an
apostle, he evidently proceeds too far; for why could not also another besides an
apostle have cherished the design to address a writing to Christians respecting
the common faith ?
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stance worthy of remark concerning these men is brought
forward (Winer, p. 127 [E. T. 167]); bLut not, as Schott, after
Rampf, arbitrarily maintains, “a mark perfectly clear to the
readers is given for the rccognition of those who are meant;”
the article being equivalent to isti, thosec notorious men, —
wpoyeypappuévor] The preposition mpo in this verb indicates
either antew, carlicr, beforc ; thus always in the N. T.; see
Gal. iii. 1 (comp. Meyer n loc); Rom. xv. 4; Eph iii. 3;
or pulam. If it has this last meaning, then wpoypddew
signifies “to announce something publicly by writing;” thus
mm an ecntirely special sense proseribere; accordingly Wolf
explains it: qui dudum sunt accusati et in hoc judicium (els
TodT0 TO xpipa) vocatl. Yet this is inaccurate, as the peculiar
1dea of proscribere is not retained; for, if retained, it would
uot suit els 7. 7. kplua. Yet more arbitvarily Wahl explains
wpoypagpewr by desiynare.  Oecumenius, Homejus, and others
have correctly taken mpo lere as a preposition of time.
According to Isa. iv. 3, LXX.: o/ ypagévtes els Cwijy, the
sense might be: those who are written before (as in God’s
book of fate, and consequently destined) els Toimo 70 xkpipa
(Calvin: haec metaphora inde sumpta est, quod acternum Dei
consilium, quo ordinati sunt fideles ad salutem, Liber vocatur);
but the term waAae is unsuitable, as it is never in the N. T.
used of God’s cternel counsels. mpoypadew is here rather to
be understood entirely as in the adduced passages of the N. T.;
and with de Wette a pregnancy of expression is to be
assumed ; thus: thosc who are alrcady before by writing destined
to this judgment.  Hofmann explains mpoyeypapuévor accord-
ing to John i, 46 compared with v. 46 (ypdgew Twa = yp.
mepl Twos) @ “ those of whom 1t is written before;” and then
els TodTo 7. kp. =“in reference to this judgment;” but with
regard to the former it is to be remarked, that the form of
expression liere is different from John i. 46 ; and with regard
to the latter, that by it a weakening of the preposition in its
direct connection with wrpoyeypapuévor takes place!  Oecu-
menius refers this to the prophecies concerning future false

! Luther’s translation : ¢ there are certain men crept in, of whom it is written

before, to this punishment,” by whieh =poyepp. Is scparated from s =, v, xp., is
contradicted by the natural verbal connection.
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teachers contained in the Epistles of Paul and Peter. Grotius,
Schott, Hofmann, and others point particularly to 2 Pet. ii
But wdrae combined with wpoyeyp. evidently points back to
an earlier period,! so that only older prophecies can be meant,
namely, the prophecies and types of the O.T., and perhaps
particularly the prophecies contained in the Book of Enoch :
seec ver. 14 (so also Wiesinger). Against Calvin and Beza,
who find the idea of the decretum aeternum here expressed,
Bengel remarks: non imnuitur praedestinatio, sed scripturae
praedictio. — eis TovTo 7o Kpipa) Although rpiua in itself is
not equivalent to xardrpipa, yet here a coudemmatory judg-
ment is meant ; Todro, namely, that which Jude has in view,
and which 1s indicated in the following verse; Stier: “for
this judgment, which I now announce to them ;” Arnaud:
11 y a TovTo, parceque cette punition est P'objet qui occupe.
It is incorrect, with Wiesinger and Hofmanu, to refer TovTo
70 kpilua to wapeicédvaay, as something including judgment in
itself; or, with Schott, to the “ dammable error of those men,”
specified in the words v 700 @eov w.7.\.; for neither the
entering in nor the error can in themselves be called a kpiua.
— acefeis] to Le taken by itself; not to be united with os
wpoyeypappevor (against Tischendorf, who has placed no
comma before doeBeis). The ungodliness of these men is
further indicated, according to its nature, by the participial
clauses which [follow (comp. 2 Pet. ii. 6).— Tv Tod Ocod
nuey xdapw k.TN] who pereert the grace of our God into lascivi-
ousness.  ydpes, not = doctrina gratiae (Vorstius), nor evan-
celium (Grotius), nor fides catholica nolis gratis data (Nicolas
de Lyra) ; but grace itself as the proffered gift of God in the
forgiveness of sin and redemption from the law; so also
Wiesinger, Fronmiiller, Hofmann. It is incorrect to explain
the idea by “the life of grace ” (de WWette-Briickner), or by
“the ordinances of grace” (Schott). 7quaw, belonging to Tov

1 Schott aud Ilofmann contest the fact that wdaw points to an carlier period.
wdaws, Which ¢ gencrally indicates the past in contrast to the present ” (Pape),
may certainly be used when that past is not distant (comp. Mark xv. 44) ; but,
on the one hand, this use of the term is rare; and, on the other hand, it is not
here applicable, as the reference to the past generally is already contained in the

wpo of the compound verb; wéiz here can only be put to mark this past as
lying in the distance.
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Ocot, is to be understood as an expression of the feeling of
souship ; Bengel: nostri, non impiorum.—In peratifévres
els aoéNyeiay, doély, is either the purpose of the change of
the grace of God, or that into which grace is changed. In the
former case peratifyue here would in itself have a bad sub-
sidiary meaning (de Wette : “ who pervert the grace of our God
for the purpose of licentiousness ”); but it never elsewhere so
occurs in the N.T. Accordingly, the second explanation is
better (Briickner), according to which the meaning is: they
have converted the yap:is, which God gave to them, into some-
thiug different, namely doéyea; inasmuch as liberty was
converted by them into lasciviousness; comp. Gal. v. 13;
1 Det. ii. 16; 2 Pet. ii. 19.— rat Tov wovor Segmorny xai
xvprov fuoy I, Xp. dpvovpevo] In 2 Pet. ii. 1 the epithet
Seomorns is used of Clrist; this favours the combination of
Tov povov Secmotny as an attribute with 'Ine. Xp. (so de
Wette, Schmidt, Rampf, Wiesinger, Schott, Fronmiiller, Hof-
mann)., Dut, on the one hand, in every other place this word
denotes God ; and, on the other hand, Seamorys would hardly
be distinguished from the word xdpuos, if both were to be
referred to Christ;* add to this that péves elsewhere expresses
the unity of the divine nature; comp. Jude 25; John v. 44,
xvil. 3; Rom. xvi. 27; 1 Tim. 1. 17, vi. 15, 16 ; Rev. xv. 4;
against which view Schott incorrectly urges 1 Cor. viii. 6 and
Eph. iv. 5. Yor these reasons, it is more probable that Tov
poévov SeamoTyy is not an appellation of Christ, but a designa-
tion of God (Briickner); comp. 1 John ii. 22: 6 dpvovpevos
Tov matépa xai Tov viov (also Enoch xlviil. 10 is to be com-
pared: “they have denied the Lord of the spirits and His
Anointed 7). No argument against this explanation can be
drawn from the want of the article before xdpiov; see author’s
commentary on Tit. ii. 3 (Winer, p. 121 ff. [E. T. 162]);?
which is in an unjustifiable manner denied by Hofmann. The

! ITofmann gives the distinetion of these two ideas as follows : ¢ Christ is our
dermirne, as we are 1lis property bound to His service ; He is our =dpss, as His
will is the standard of ours.” But if this be correct, it is not in favour of
Hofmann but against him, because Jude would then in an incomprehensible
manner make the weaker idea to follow upon the stronger.

2 When Wiesinger and Schott appeal for their explanation to the fact that
tlie relation to God is alrcady expressed in the preeeding clause, and that there-

JUDE, 2C
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denial may be considered as either practical (comp, Tit. i. 10)
or theoretical. Since throughout this Epistle the carnal and
godless disposition of these men is brought forward, it is most
probable that Jude at least had the first kind of denial
speeially in view. At all events, such explanations as those
of Grotius: “abnegabant Jesum, quia eum dicebant hominem
natum ex homine,” are to be rejected, as Jude never reproaches
his adversaries with such a definite erroncous doctrine.

Ver. 5. From this verse to ver. 7 we have three examples,
as representations of the judgment which threatens those
mentioned in ver. 4. Compare with this 2 Pet. ii. 4-6. —
Imouviicar 8¢ Uuds Bovhopar] 8é is used metabatically (as a
mere particle of transition); not in order to put dmouvijear inn
contrast to waparardy (ver. 3), which is only to be justified
by the explanation of Schott, that “ Jude intends not properly
to cxhort the readers, but by mapaxarelv he means only that
he will remind them.” duas is not the subject, hut the object
to vmourioar; comp. 2 Tet. i 12 (Rom. xv. 15). — elddras
[Puds] dmak mwdavra] eidotas is ecither in an adversative sense
= raimep clddTas (de Wette); or, which is to be preferred on
account of dmaf, the statement of the reason of dmwopvijear ,
Nicolas de Lyra: cominonere autem vos volo et non docere de
novo ; et subditur ratio; Bengel: caunsa, cur admoneat dun-
taxat : quia jam sciant, semelque cognitum halicant ; so also
Wiesinger and Schott. — dma€ is not to be united per Typer-
baton with edoas; also not = first, so that Sevrepor corre-
sponding to it would bhe = secondly, and hoth referred to eidoras
(Jachmann) ; but &waf belongs to edétas, and 7o Sedrepov to
dmorecer.  Ilornejus incorrectly explains dmaf by: jaw-
pridem et ab initio (Arnaud: vous (ui I'avez su une fois); it has
here rather the same meaning asin ver. 3, rendering prominent
that a new teaching is mnot necessary (de Wette, Stier,
Wiesinger, Fronmiiller, Schott, Hofmann). — wavra; accord-
fore it woulld be unsuitable to express it here again, it is to he obscerved that in
that elause the relation to Christ is also indicated, since the grace of God is
communicated through Clrist ; also, there is 1o reason why Jude should not
have indicated gzreridives as a denial hoth of Jesus Christ and of God.  Whilst
Schott grants that the expression “ the only master 7 may ouly refer to God, he
<o interprets the article #¢» before wévoy dion that he explains it as cquivalent to
‘¢he who is.”
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ing to Nicolas de Lyra = omnia ad salutem necessaria ; better:
everything which is an object of evangelical teaching, heve
naturally with particular reference to what directly follows, to
which alone the 7of7o of the Rec. points. — 87¢ 6 «ipios
(Inoods) Aaov. .. cwoas] 8re belongs not to eldoras mwdvra,
hut to dmopvioar. — With the reading (6) "Incods (Stier calls
it: “without example, and incomprehensibly strange ”) Jude
here would speak from the same point of view as Taul does
in 1 Cor. x. 4 (comp. also 1 Pet. i. 11), according to which all
the acts of divine revelation are done by the instrumentality
of Christ, as the cternal Son and revealer of God. The name
’Inoofs, by which Christ is designated in His earthly and
human personality, is, however, surprising; but Jude might
have so used it from the conusciousness that the cternal Son of
God and He who was born of Mary is the same Person (comp.
1 Cor.viil. 9; Thil.ii. 5). With the reading «dpros—-certainly
the more natural——which de Wette-Briickner and Hofmanu
prefer, whilst Wiesinger and Schott consider *Inaofs as the
original—a designation of God is to be understood. — Aaor] That
by this the people of Israel is meant is evident ; the article
is wanting, becanse Jude would indicate that Israel was saved
as an entire people, with veference to the following Tods uy
mioTeloavras’ — 16 Selrepov] is to be retained in its proper
meaning, and to be explained neither, with Nicolas de Lyra
and others, as = post (Arnaud: de nouveau, ensuite, apies),
nor, with Grotius and Wolf, as = ex contrario. It indicates
that what was said in the preceding partiecipial sentence,
namely, the divine deliverance of the people from Egypt, is
considered as a first deed, to which a second followed, The
definite statement of what this second is, is usually derived
from the preceding ocwoas, and by it is accordingly understood
a second deliverance ; but there are different views as to what
deliverance is meant. In this commentary the deliverance of

1 Schott, indeed, explains sdvre correctly ; but he erroncously thinks that &xeg
with e@é7zs indicates *“ this knowledge is meant as a knowledge clfected by a
definite /ndividual act,” and that £ze% is to be understood of the instruction
given in Second Peter.

2 Calvin observes : nomen populi honorifice capitur pro gente sancta et clecta,
ac si dicerct, nihil illis profuisse, quod singulari privilegio in focdus assumpti
essent ; but were this correct, a «frot would at least have been added.
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the people from the wilderness was designated as this second
deliverance, which certainly occurred to the people, yet only
so that those who believed not did not attain to it, but were
destroyed by God in the wilderness (so in essentials, Stier,
Briickner, Wiesinger). On the other hand, Schmidt (bebl.
Theologie, 11.), Luthardt, Schott, Hofmann understand by it the
deliverance effected by Christ; whilst they regard as the
punishment falling on wunbelievers, the destruction of Jeru-
salem, or the overthrow of the Jewish state. But both
explanations are arbitrary ; for, first, it is unauthorized to refer
70 SevTepor ouly to cwoas and not to éx iy Alyimrov
odaoas; and, secondly, in the principal sentence a deliver-
ance is not at all indicated.) Whilst, then, Jude thinks on
the deliverance from Egypt as a first deed, he does not men-
tion a deliverance, but the destruction of those who believed
not, as the second deed following the first. DBut this second
is not indicated as a single deed, and therefore by it is to be
understood generally what befell the unbelieving in the
wilderness after the deliverance from Egypt; what this was
is expressed in the words Tols p) moTeboavras amodlese.
It is arbitrary to refer this, with Titschl, only to the history
recorded in Num. xxv, 1-9; and still more arbitrary to refer
it, with Fronmiiller, to the Dabylonish captivity (2 Chron.
xxxvi. 16 ff), Compare, morcover, with this verse, Heb.
iii. 16-19. — Tods wy mioTevoavras| On wif, with participles,
see Winer, p. 449 f. [E. T. 606 £.]; comp. ver. 6: Tovs uy
Tppijeavras. It is to be observed that in the corresponding
passage, 2 Pet. 1i,, instead of this example, the deluge is named.

Ver. 6. A seeond example taken from the angelic world.
As God spared mnot the people rescued from bondage, so
neither did He spare the angels who left their habitation.
This also was an admonitory representation for Christians,
who, in the face of the high dignity which they possessed by
redemption, yielded themselves to a life of vice. — dayyéhovs

p_——

! Against Winer’s explanation, p. 576 [E. T. 775] ¢ *“ the verb connected with
76 ded=ipov should properly have been cix frwre (4A2é x.m2.); the Lord, after
having saved, the second time (when they needed His helping grace) refused
them this saving grace, and left them to destruction.” But there is nothing
indicated in the context of a state of being in want of grace.
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T€ Tovs w1y Typrcavtas k.T.\.] s, according to the construction,
as the Te indicates, closcly connected with the preceding, —
ayyéhous without the article considered generally; the parti-
ciple connected with the article indicates the definite class of
angels who are here meant. — For the understanding of this
verse the following points are to be observed :—(1) By the
twofold participial clause Tovs py . . . dpynv and amwohe-
oyTas . . . olxnTipeor, something sinful is attributed to the
angels (2 Pet. ii. 4 : dpapryodvrwr), on account of which the
punishment expressed by els xpioev ... TeTijpnre was in-
flicted upon them; (2) The two clauses py...dA\a ... s0
correspond, that the secoud positive clause explains the
first negative clause; and (3) what Jude says of the angels
corresponds with the doctrine of the angels contained in the
Book of Enoch. — Tods iy Typricavras v éavrdv dpyriv
x.T.\.] apxr must here denote something which the angels by
forsaking 76 {8eov olknmiprov did not preserve, but gave up or
slighted. But by dmwo\. 76 8. oixnt., according to the Book
of Enoch xii. 4, is meant their forsaking of heaven, and their
descent to earth in order to go after the daughters of men
(so also Hofmann) ; but not, as Hornejus and others think, the
loss of the heavenly dwelling, which they drew upon them-
selves by conspiring against God; which would militate
against the first observation. — By apy: expositors under-
stand either the original condition (origo: Calvin, Grotius,
ITornejus,® and others), or the dominion which originally be-
longed to them (Bengel, de Wette, Wicsinger, Schott, Hoftnann ;

1 ¢¢ Announce to the watchers of heaven, who forsocok the high heaven and
their holy cternal abodes, and have corrupted themselves with women ;" xv. 3:
¢ Whercfore have ye forsaken the high and holy and eternal heaven, and have
slept with women 27 . . . Ixiv. : *“Theseare the angels who have gone down frem
licaven to earth ;7 and other passages. Gen. vi. 2 liesat the foundation of this
tradition, the explanation of which is to this day contested. Whilst Hofmann
cxplains the expression nwn":ﬂ.\'n A as a designation of the amgels, Ferd.
Philippi decidedly rejects this é.:;plaxiation.

2 Hornejus, after John viil. 44, designates as the original condition here
meant, veritas i c. innocentia ct sanctitas, Stier thinks * that the original
condition was at the same time the ground of their nature and condition in God,
or, as it is now perhaps called, the prineiple of their true life. They preserved
not themsclves in God, whilst they surrendered and lost the proper pure ground
of their glorious being,”
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Briickner thinks that the meaning domindon pisscs over into
that of origin). According to the first explanation, the term
is too indefinite, both in itself and in reference to the second
parallel clause. It is in favour of the second explaunation,
that in the N. T. angels are often designated by the name
apy, dpxal; as also the prevailing idea among the Jews was,
that to the angels a lordship belongs over the earthly creation.
By this explanation, also, the two clauses correspond; in-
stead of administering their office as rulers, they forsook their
heavenly habitation, and thus became culpable. The ex-
planation, according to which édpyn éavrév denotes not the
dominion of the angels, but the dominion of God, to which
they were subjected, is Dhoth against linguistic usage and
against the context. — els kplow . . . TeTrjpnxer] Statement of
the punishment. This also corresponds with the expression
in the Book of Enoch, where in chap. x. 12 it is said : “DBind
them fast under the mountains of the carth ... even to the
day of judgment ... until the last judgment will be held
for all eternity.! — 7rernpnker is in sharp contrast to uy
Tnprjcavras : the perfect expresses an action begun in the
past and continued in the present. The siode of retention is
more precisely stated by OSeopols didlors Omo Lopov] By
@idios the chains by which they are bound are designated as
cternal, and incapable of being rent. — dmo Lodorv] Lodos only
liere and ver. 13, and in the parallel passages 2 DPet. ii. 4
and 17; comp. also Wisd. xvii. 2;* usually oxoros, the dark-
ness of hell; J7o is explained by conceiving the angels in
the lowest depths of hell, covered with darkness’ In 7erj-

! Comp. also x. 4: “* Bind Azizcl, and put him in darkness,” xiv. 5, xxi. 10,
cte. In the Midrasch Ruth in the Book of Zohar it is said : Poestquam filii Dei
1iios genuerunt, sumsit eos Dens et ad mountem tenebrarmmn perduxit, ligavityue
in catenis ferreis, quae usque ad medium abyssi magnae pertingunt,

* Comp. also Hesiod. Theog. v. 729, where it is said :

“Evla soi Tiznves 0o Lapw npocvre
Kerpoparas, Boviios Aids vePednyipiTao
Nedpw iy cvpasyes,

3 There is an apparent differenee between what is here said and the representa-
tions of the N. 1. elsewhere, according to which Satan and his &yypera have
even now their residence in the air (Eph. ii. 2, or in the upper regions, iv =is
trovpevinss, I'ph. vi. 12), and although already judged by Christ (John xvi. 11), yct
as xospaxpizopss eXercise power over unbelievers, and also lay snares for believers,
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pnxev 1s not contained the final doom which will only take
place at the gencral judgment ; therefore: els xplow peydiys
uépas] pey. Huépa, without any further designation, used of
the last judgment only here; the same adjective, as an attri-
bute of that day, in Acts ii. 20; Rev. vi. 17, xvi. 14

Ver. 7. Third example: the judgment on Sodom and
Gomorrha and the cities about them, which, however, is not
co-ordinate with the preceding two, but is closely connected
with the last-mentioned, “ whilst here both times a permanent
condition is meant, which a similar sin has had as its con-
sequence, whereas amdleser (ver. 5) states a judgment of
Ciod already past” (Hofmann’s Schri{fth. 1. p. 428). — as] is
not to be connected with the following opolws, ver. 8 ; nor is
&7, ver. 5, to be connected with Jmopviioar ... Bodrouar (de
Wette) == how instead of “that;” it refers rather to what
directly precedes = like «s (Semler, Arnand, Hofmann,
Briickner, Wiesinger, Schott, and others; Luther: as also),
whilst ver. 7 confirms dyyélovs . . . Terpnker by the com-
parison with what befell Sodom and Gomorrha: God retains
the angels kept unto the day of judgment, even as Sodom
and Gowmorrha mpokewTar Sebypa w1 With the connection
with dmouv. Bovh. (ver. B) a preceding xal would hardly be
necessary, also the words Tov dpocoy TodTors indicate the close
connection with ver. 6.— 36dopa kai TI'opoppa] frequently
adduced in the O. and N. T. as examples of the divine
judgment ; see, for example, Rom. ix. 29. — «al a¢ wepl avras

in order to bring tham again into subjection. Expositors, in general, have
attempted to reconcile this by referring this continued activity of the devil to
the special permission of God ; Calvin otherwise : porro nobis fingendus non est
locus, quo inclusi sint diaboli ; simpliciter enim doeere voluit Ap., quam miscra
sit corum conditio . . . nam quoeungue pergant, sccum trahunt sua vincula et
suis tenebris obvoluti manent.  Dietlein remarks on 2 Pet. ii. 4: ““ Not only
Tartarus, but also the chains of darkness, are to be understood in a local and
corporeal sense, but not of such a locality, or of such an imprisonwent in that
Jocality, as would require an exclusion from our locality, or an incapability of
movement through our locality.” But all these artificial explanations are to be
rejected, inasmuch as Jude does not speak of Satan and his angels, but of a
definite class of angels, to whom, in agrcement with the Book of Enoch, he
refers Gen. vi. 2. This is correctly observed by Hofmann, Wiesinger, amd
Schott, with whom DBriickner appears to agree ; on the other hand, F. Philip)i
(p. 140) observes: **Jude speaks liere of the original fall of the angels from
pride, not of their union with earthly women,”
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mohers] according to Deut. xxix. 23 ; Hos. xi. §: Admah and
Zcboim. — Tov duotov Tpomov TovTows éxmopreloacal] TouTols
may grammatically be referred to X68. «. T'op. (or, by synesis,
to the inhabitants of these cities ; so Krebs, Calvin, Hornejus,
Vorstius, and others) ; but by this construction the sin of
Sodom and Gomorrha would only be indirectly indicated.
Since, also, TovTors cannot refer to the false teachers, ver. 4,
because, as de Wette correctly remarks, the thought of ver.
8 would le anticipated, it must refer to the angels who,
according to the Book of Enoch, sinned in a similar way as
the inhabitants of those cities (thus Herder, Schneckenburger,
Jachmann, de Wette, Arnand, Hofmann, and others). —
éxmoprevoacat, the sin of the inhabitants, is designated as the
action of the cities themselves. The verb (often in the LXX.
the translation of 731; also in the Apocrypha) is in the N. T.
a dmw. Aey. The preposition éx serves for strengthening the
idea, indicating that “ one by mopvederw becomes unfaithful to
true moral conduct ” (Hofmann), but not that “ he goes beyond
the boundaries of nature” (Stier, Wiesinger, and similarly
Schott). — «ai dawerfodocar dwicw capros érépas] The expres-
sion amépy. omiocw Twés is found in Mark i. 20 in its literal
sense ; here it has a figurative meaning ; comp. 2 Pet. ii. 10,
wopevesfar ém.; Jer. il. 5; Eeclus. xIvi 10. — Amaud : ces
mots sout ici un euphiémisme, pour exprimer lacte de la
prostitution. In dmo is contained the turning aside from the
right way.  Oecumenius thus explains the import of ocapf
érépa: gapra 8¢ érépav, Ty dppnva Puow Néyer, s pi) wpos
gwovolay yevéoews ovvTehoboav; so also DBriickner and
Wiesinger.  Stier, Schott, Iofmann proceed further, referring
to Lev. xviii. 23, 24, and accordingly explaining it: “not only
have they practised shame man with man, but even man with
beast” (Stier). Only this explanation corresponds to capros
érépas, aud only by it do the counnection of ver. 7 with ver.
6, expressed by @s, and the explanation: 7év Spotov Tpomov
TovTows, receive their true meaning. The odpf of men was
étépa oapf to the angels, as that of beasts is to men. In the
parallel passage, 2 Pet. ii. 6, the sin of the cities is not stated. —
mpokewrar Setypa wUpds alwviov Slkny Uméyovoar] mpdkewTas :
they lic before the eyes as a Setypa; mot: “ inasmuch as the
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example of punishment iun its Austorical atlcstation is ever
present ” (Schott) ; but: inasmuch as the Dead Sca continually
attests that punishment, which Jude considers as enduring.
There is a certain boldness in the expression, as properly it is
not the cities and their inhabitants who are mpoxewrar. The
genitive wupos alwviov may grammatically depend Dboth on
Seiypa and on Slknv. Most expositors (particularly Wiesinger,
Schott, Briickner) consider the second construction as the
correct one; but hardly rightly; as (1) Seiyua would then
lose its exact definition; (2) wip alwviov always designates
hell-fire, to which the condemned are delivered up at the last
judgment (sce Matt. xxv. 41); (3) the juxtaposition of this
verse with ver. 6, where the present punitive condition of the
angels is distinguished from that which will occur «fter the
judgment, favours the idea that the cities (or rather their
inhabitants) arec lere not designated as those who even now
suffer the punishment of eternal fire! But Jude could
designate the cities as a Seiyua of eternal fire, considering the
fire by which they were destroyed as a figure of eternal fire.
Hofmann correctly connects mwvpos alwviov with Seiyua, but hie
incorrectly designates Oefypa wup. alwv. as a preceding
apposition to 8lkny: “it may be seen in them (Seiypa = ex-
hibition) what is the naturc of eternal fire, inasmuch as the
fire that has consumed them is enduring in its after-opera-
tions ;7 by this explanation wip aidvior is deprived of its
proper meaning.  With 8lkqy Iméyovoar the fact is indicated
that they have continually to suffer punishment, since the
period that punishment was inflicted upon them in the time
of Lot ;% corresponding to what is said of the angels in ver.
6.— Seiypa in N. T. &m. Aey. (Jas. v. 11, and frequently :

! Wicsinger incorrectly observes that ¢¢ by this comncction we must also
assume that those angels also suffer the punishment of eternal fire,” since
preciscly the contrary is the case.  Wiesinger arrives at this erroncous assump-
tion Ly taking 3syea as equivalent to cxample. It is also entirely ¢rroneous
when it is asserted that =upss aiwviov dien is an evident type of hell-fire, since
wip aigwoy 13 itself hell-fire. To Le compared with this is 3 Macc. 1. 5: ov. ..
Sodouivas . o . wupi o . . xavipiidas, Tapiduyua woii twipwoptvoy xazvasrices ; and
Libanius in reference to Troy : xcivas wapdduypa Jvoroyias avpis aiwviov.

* There is no necessity to derive this representation from Wisd. x. 7, and the
varions phenomena which lead to the supposition of a subterrancan fire at the
Dead Sea (see Winer's bibl. Realw. ; todt:s Meer),
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Umoderypa), not = example, bub proof, testimony, sign.  Iméyew
likewise in N. T. &m. Aey.; 2 Macc. iv. 48, {npiay dméyew
(2 Thess. 1. 9, 8ixnv Tiew).

Ver. 8. Description of the sins of the false teachers; comp.
2 Pet. il. 10.— opolws] i.c. similarly as Sodom and Gomorrha,
etc. — pévror] expresses lhere no contrast (so earlier in this
commentary : “notwithstanding the judgment which has come
on those cities on account of such sins”), but it serves, as
Hofmann correctly observes, appealing to Kiihner's Gramin.
I1. p. 694, “simply for the strengthening of the expression,
putting the emphasis on opofws; those men, says Jude, actually
do the same thing as the Sodomites.” — «at odroc] refers back
to Twes avfpwmor, ver. 4. — évummalopevor] only here and in
Acts ii, 17, where it is used of prophetical dreams, according
to Joel iil. 1. This meaning does not here suit, for Bret-
schneider’s explanation: ¢ {falsis oraculis decepti vel falsa
oracula edentes,” is wholly arbitrary. DMost expositors unite
it closely with the following odpra praivover, and understand
it either: de somniis, in ¢uibus corpus polluitur (Vorstius), or
of voluptuous dreams, appealing to Isa. lvi. 10 (LXX. évumiia-
Yopevor roiTyy, an inaccurate translation of the Hebrew 2%h
paots), or of unnatural cohabiting (Occumenius).  Jachmann

(with whom Driickner agrees) understands it geperally =
“sunk in sleep, 7.c. hwried along in the tumult of the senses,”
appealing to the parallel passage, 2 Pet. ii. 10 (év émibunia).
Similarly Calvin: est metaphorica loquutio, qua significat,
ipsos tam esse habetes, ut sine ulla verecundia ad omnem
turpitudinem se prostituant. But in all these explanations
the expression is only referred to the first clause of the
fellowing sentence ; but this is opposed to the construction : it
refers to Doth clauses,—else it would have been put directly
with peaivovor, — and denotes the condition in which and
out of which they do those things which are expressed in the
following clauses. It is unsatisfactory to keep in view only
the negative point of évvmvidlesfar, the want of a clear con-
sciousness (Hornejus: tam insipientes sunt, ut quasi lethargo
sopiti non tantum impure vivant, ete.; Arnaud: qui agissent
sans savoir ce quils font); the positive point is chiefly to be
observed, which consists in living in the arbitrary fancies of their
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own perverted sense, which renders them deaf to the truths
and warnings of the divine word (so in essentials, Stier, Fron-
miiller, Wiesinger, Schott, Briickner, Hofmann'). The reference
to Isa. xxix, 10, LXX.: wremotiker Upds xipios karavifews,
is unsuitable (against Beza, Carpzov, and others), as herc the
disconrse is not about a punitive decree of God. — cdapka
pev paivovor] not their flesh, but generally e jflesh, both
their own and that of others: the thought refers back to
ver. 7: ékmopredoacar, cte. — xvpioTyra 8¢ dbetodar, dofas 8¢
Braodnuovow] ammounces a new side of their sinful nature.
As this verse is in cvident connection of thought with ver.
10, where the words 6oa 8¢ puaias . . . plelpovrar refer
back to odpka pév pualv., so xupiérys and 8ofar can only
be here such things as suit the words éoa otk oidacw. It
is thus incorrect to understand them of political powers
(Erasmus, Calvin, Grotius, Wolf, Scmler, Stier, and others), or
of ecclesiastical rulers (Oecumenius®), or of human authorities
generally, the two words being either taken as designations
of concrete persons, or one of them as a pure abstraction;
Arnand : par xvpioryra il faut entendre lautorité en général
et par 8ofas les dignités quelconques, les hommes méritant,
par leur position, le respect et la considération. — DBoth
expressions are to be understood as a designation of super-
mundane powers. Almost all recent expositors agree in this,
although they differ widely in the morve definite statement.
These different explanations are as follows:—(1) xvpiéTns is
taken as a designation of God or Christ, and &ofac as a
designation of the good angels (Ritschl); (2) the good angels
are understood in both expressions (Briickner); (3) xvpiorys
is understood in the first explanation, but 8ofac is explained
of the evil angels (Wiesinger); (4) both expressions are
understood as a designation of the evil angels (Schott). In
order first correctly to determine the idea xvpiorss, the rela-

1 “Those here spoken of arc wakeful dreamers, so that they, when they
should perecive with their wakeful senses, have only dreams, and what they
drcam they esteem as the perception of the wakeful spirit.”

® Occumeniug, however, wavers, thinking that by xepéras may also be under-
stooll & «ob xera Npocoy pyrerpiov wedsvrd, aml by 3:%ai also % werale Jiwbing xai o

viz; on 2 Pet. ii. 10 he observes : 3sfas, dra vas felas @uoi Suvdpus, n xal 7ds
iXXAnCiacTINgS Gpx s
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tion of ver. 8 to what goes before is to be observed. The
judgments which have befallen the people (ver. 5), the angels
(ver. 6), and the cities (ver. 7), are by Jude adduced as a
testimony against the Antinomians ‘odrec, ver. 8) mentioned
in ver. 4, evidently because tlese persons are guilty of the
same sins on account of which those judgments occurred.
Since adpra palvovor evidently points back to éemopreioacat,
ver. 7, and further to doéhyetav, ver. 4, it is most natural to
refer xvpiotyTa dfetodoiw to un woTevovras, ver. 5, and,
further, to 70y wovov Seaworny . . . apvolpevos, ver. 4. Con-
sequently, by xuptotns — it one takes Tov povov decmorny as
a designation of God —1s to be understood the Godhead ; or,
if one understands 7. p. 8. as a predicate to "Ino. Xp., Clrist.
If, now, it is assumed that dofa. is an idea corresponding to
xuptorys, and to be taken along with it, then by it the good
angels are to be understood. But it mnust not be overlooked
that the clause 8cEas 8¢ Bhagdnuodowr is sepatated from the
preceding clause by &¢; and that ver. 9 leads to a different
understanding of &ofa:. When in ver. 9 it is said of the
archangel Michael that he dared not xpiow émeveyreiv SBhao-
¢nuias against the devil, this Blacnuias evidently refers
back to BAacenuobarr, ver. §, consecquently the two ideas
Sofas and SidBohos are brought together, so that from this
the preference must be given to the explanation which under-
stands by &ofas the diabolical powers, or the cvil angels.
That not only 8ofa:, but also &vpioTys, is a designation of evil
powers, Schott incorreetly appeals to the fact that in 2 Pet.
ii. 10, and also here, the unchaste, carnal life of the false
teachers is comnected with their despising or rejection of
xvpictns ; for although it is presupposed that the recognition
of the reverence for xupedTns might restrain these men from
the abuse of their fleshly nature, yet it does not follow from
this that only evil spirits can be meant, since also the recog-
nition of the reverence for the divine power restrains from
the abuse of the corporeal senses which were created by
God.  To the identification of xupioTgs and dofar — whether
cood or evil angels are to be understood —not only is the
form of the expression opposed, Jude not uniting the two
clauses by wxai, but, as already remarked, separating them by
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8é! but also the difference of the conduct of the Antinomians,
whilst they despise (dferobow; 2 Pet.: xatadpovobow) the
kvpidTys, but blaspheme the 8ofac.  The clearer this separa-
tion and distinction are kept in view, the less reason is there
against deriving the exact meaning of 8ofat from ver. 9 (2 Det.
ii. 10 from ver. 11), and consequently against understanding by
it cvil angels (comp. Hofinann); only it must not be affirmed
that Jude has used the expression 8ofac as a name for the
evil angels as such, but only that, whilst so naming angels
generally, he here means the evil angels, as is evident from
ver. 9. That these may be understood by this designation
cannot be denied, especially, as Wiesinger points out, as Taul
in Eph. vi. 12 names them ai apyai, ai éfovaiar, o rocuc-
kpdTopes, and says of them that they are év Tols émovpavios.
— afevoiow . . . Bracenuolow] The first expression is
negative, the second positive; the Antinomians manifested
the despising of wvpictys by the carnal licentiousness of
their lives, whilst they fancied themselves exempt by
xapes (ver. 4) from the duty of obedience to the will of
God (or Christ) as the xvpws requiring a holy life; but
their Dlasphemy of the &8éfac consisted in this, that on
the reproach of having in their immorality fallen under
diabolical powers, they mocked at tliem as cutirely impo-
tent beings.

Revank—According to Ritsehl’s opinion, the actions which
Jude here asserts of the Antinomians represent directly only
the guilt of their forerunners (namely, the Israelites, ver. 5; the
angels, ver, 6; and the Sodomites, ver. 7), and his expressions
can therefore only be understood in an indirect and metaphorical
sense. To this conclusion Ritschl arrives (1) by explaining the
second clause of ver. 10, that the Antinomians understood rela-
tions to be understood spiritually guvsae oz ve éroyu aw, ie.
that they considered the blessings promised in the kingdom of
heaven as the blessings of seusual enjoyment; (2) by so under-
standing the relation of ver. 8 to the preceding, that 86Zes Srwep.
is to be referred back to ver. 7, zupiir. ader. to ver. 6, and sapre
wiiv. to ver. 5. According to his view, Jude finds the guilt of
the Sodomites (ver. 7) to consist in this, that by the desian of

1 Also in 2 Pet. ii. 10, 3ofas ob cpipovss fracspnpoivzss is separated from
xupibTnTo; xazaPpovoiyTas by the intervening reAgnrai avdddes.
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practising their lust on the angels, they blasphemed them ; the
guilt of the angels (ver. 6) in this, that they undervalued their
own dominion; and the guilt of the Israelites (ver. 5) in this,
that they had criminal intercourse with the impure daughters
of Moab. Over against this, the guilt of the Antinomians
consisted in this—(1) that they regarded immorality as a privi-
lege of the kingdom of God, which they have in commion with
the angels; (2) that by referring their immoral practice to the
kingdom of God, they showed a depreciation of the dominion
which belongs to Christ, or to which they themselves are called;
and (3) that by their deiryex they were guilty of the defilement
of those connected with them in the Christian churcl. Dut both
the explanation of the second elause of ver. 10, where there is
no mention of the blessings of the kingdom of heaven, and
the statement of the relation of ver. 8 to what goes hefore, is
incorrect, since in ver. 7 the Sodomites and the other cities are
reproached, not with an evil intention, but with an actual
doing ; in ver. 6 the not preserving their dpy# and the forsaking
of their oizzripiov are indeed reckoned as a crime to the angels,
but specially on this account, because they did it — as =év Suorov
rpizov Tobrorz, ver. 7, shows—ior the sake of éxmopreber ; and lastly,
in ver. 5 the eriminal intercourse with the daughters of Moal
is not indicated as the reason of their d=wireae, hut their un-
belief (47 misretorras). For these reasons Wiesinger has correctly
rejected the explanation of Ritschl as mistaken—The view of
Steinfass, expressed on 2 Pet. ii. 10, that the blasphemy of the
8¢Zws Dy the Antinomians consisted in their wishing to constrain
the angels by charms to love-intrigues, is, apart from all other
considerations, contradicted by the fact that neither in 2 Peter
nor in Jude is there any reference to charms and love-intrigues
with the angels.

Ver, 9 places in a strong light the wickedness of this
blasphemy (comp. 2 Pet. ii. 11). They do something against
the 8ofar, which even Michael the archangel did not venture
to do against the devil — o &8 Muyayh 6 dpydyyehos]
Michael, in the doctrine of the angels, as it was developed
dwring and after the captivity Ly the Jews, belonged to the
seven highest angels, and was regarded as the guardian of the
nation of Israel: Dan. xii. 1, 7By ‘_J,Z}‘Lr‘l! gisiy 51'1;3{1 B35 comp.
X. 13, 21; in the N. T. he is only mentioned in Rev. xii. 7.
In the Dook of Enoch, chap. xx. 5, he is deseribed as “ one
of the holy angels sct over the best part of the hwman race,
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over the people.” — apyayyehos only here and in 1 Thess.
iv. 16 (Dan. xil. 1, LXX, ¢ dpyorv 6 péyas); see Winer's
Uil Reallex. : Angel, Michacl. — 8¢ 7o 8iaBorw x.7.\] This
legend is found neither in the O. T. nor in the Rabhinical writ-
ings, nor in the Dook of Enocl ; Jude, however, supposes it well
known. Occumenius thus explains the circumstance : Méyerar
Tov Mexagh . . . 14 100 Mwoéws Ta¢s dediprovnrévar Tob yap
StafBorov ToDTo wi) katadexopévov, dAN émidépovTos Eykhnua
S Tov Tob AiyvmTiov ¢ovov, @s adrob dvros Tov Mwoéws,
kal Oux TobTOo M1 ovyxwpelobar adTd Tuxely ThHs €vTipov
Tadils. According to Jonathan on Deut. xxxiv. 6, the grave
of Moses was given to the special custody of Michael. This
legend, with reference to the manslaughter committed by
Moses, might easily have been formed, as Oecumenius states
it, “out of Jewish tradition, extant in writing alongside of
the Scriptures” (Stier).! According to Origen (wepl dpydv,
iii. 2), Jude derived his account from a writing known in his
age : dvdBacis Tob Mwoiws” Calvin and others regard oral
tradition as the source; Nicolas de Lyra and others, a special
revelation of the Holy Ghost; and F. Philippi, a direct in-
struction of the disciples by Christ, occasioned by the appear-
ance of Moses on the mount of transfiguration. De Wette
has correctly observed that the explanation is neither to be
derived from the Zendavesta (Herder), nor is the contest to
be interpreted allegorically (cdpa Mwcéws = the people of
Isracl, or the Mosaic law). — Staxpuwouevos Swehéyero] The
juxtaposition of these synonymous words serves for the

! Sehmid (Dbl Theol. 1L . 149), Luthardt, Hofmann (Sckriftbeweis, 1. p. 340),
Schott, Wiesinger (less definitely) think that the conflict consisted in Michacl
pot permitting the devil to exercise his power over the dead body of Moses, hut
withdrawing it from corruption ; for which an appeal is made to the fact that
¢ God had honoured Moses to see in the body a vision of His entire nature”
(Hofmanun), and also that *“ Moses was to be a type of the Mediator conquering
deatl ” (Schott), and that Moses appeared with Christ on the mount of trans-
figuration, In his explanation of this Epistle, IToftmann cxpresses himself to
this ellect, that Satan wished'to prevent ¢“ Moses, who shared in the impurity of
death, and who had been a sinful man, from being miraculously buried by the
Toly hand of God (through Michael).”

2 Sce on this apocryphal writing, . Philippi (das Bucl Ienoch, p. 166-191),
who aseribes the composition of it to a Christian in the sccoud century, aml

assumes that hie was indueed to it by this 9th verse in the Epistle of Jude ;
this at all events is highly improbable.
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strengthening of the idea; by d&wehéyero the conflict is in-
dicated as a verbal altercation. — odx érorunce] ke ventured
not. — piow émeveyrely [Bracpmuias] Calovius incorrectly
explains it by: ultionemn de Dblasphemia sumere; the words
refer not to a Dblasphemy uttered by the devil, but to a
blasphemy against the devil, from which Michael restrained
hiwmself. — xpiow émipéperv] denotes a jndgment pronounced
against any one (comp. Acts xxv. 18: airiav émipépew). —
kplow Pracpnuias] is o judgment containing in itself a
blasphemy. By BArac¢. that saying—namely, an invective
—is to be understood by which the dignity belonging to
another is injured. Michael restrained himself from such an
invective against the devil, because he feared to injure his
original dignity ; instead of pronouncing a judgment himself,
he left this to God. Ilerder: “ And Michael dared not to
pronounce an abusive scutence.” — dAN’ eimers émTiwioat
cor kvpios] the Lord webule thee: comp. Matt. xvii. 18,
xix. 13, ete.  According to Zech. iii. 1-3, the angel of the
Lord spoke the same words to the devil, who in the vision
of Zechariah stood at his right hand as an adversary of the
high priest Joshua (LXX. : émirqurjoar kvpios év aol SuifBohe).

Ver. 10. Description of the false teachers with reference to
ver. 8 in contrast to ver. 9; comp. 2 Pet. ii. 12.— They
blaspheme, 8oa pév ovx oidact, what they Lknow not: the
supermundane, to which the 8éfar, ver. S, belong, is meant.
Hofmam : “they know about it, otherwise they could not
blaspheme it ; but they have no acquaintance with it, and
yet in thelr ignorance judge of it, and that in a blasphemous
maumner ” (comp. Col. ii. 18, according to the usual reading).
Those expositors who understand xvpibryra and 8éfas of
bhuman authorities, are at a loss for an explanation of the
thoughts here expressed ; thus Arnaud: il est assez difficile de
préciser, quelles ¢taient ces choses quignoraient ces impies.
~— boa 8¢ ¢uowds émiorartal a contrast to what goes
before ; corresponding to edpra piaivovor, ver. 8, only here
the idea is carried farther. Jachmaun explains it: “the
passions inherent in every one;” but this does not suit
émiocravrar.  De Wette correctly : the oljects of sensual enjoy-
ment; to which the oapE (ver. 8) especially belongs. By
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Pvowds (dm Aey. = of nature) ds t& dhoya Léa is pro-
minently brought forward the fact that their understanding
is mnot raised above that of the irrational animals, that to
them only the sensual is something known, There is no
distinction between edévar and émicracfar, as Schott thinks,
that the former denotes a comprehensive knowledge, and the
latter a mere external knowing (“they nuderstand, namely,
in respect of the external and sensual side of things,
practically applied ”); hut these two verbs obtain this
distinctive meaning here only through the context in which
they are employed by Jude (comp. Hofmaun). — év tobrois
dOeiporrar] év, more significant thaun 8d, designates their
entire swrrender to these things. — ¢Oelporvrar; Luther, they
corrupt  themselves ; Detter : they destroy thensclves ; namely,
by their immoderate indulgences. In Luther’s translation
the words @s Ta dhoya Coa are incorrectly attached to
this verl.

Ver. 11. The author interrupts his description of these
ungodly men by a dennueiation on them, which le grounds
by characterizing them after the example of the ungodly in
the O. T. (comp. 2 Pet. ii. 15 ff.). — ovat adrois] The same
denuneiation frequently occurs in the discourses of Jesus:
“at once a threatening and a strong disapproval” (de
Wette).  With this odal Jude indicates the judgment
into which the Antinomians have fallen; it refers back to
vv. 5-T; Wiesinger incorrectly understands it only as a
mere “ exclamation of pain and ablorrence”! This denun-
ciation of woe does not occur with an apostle; {requently
in the O. T.— &é7¢ 75 08 Tob Kdiv émopevfnoav] On the
phrase: 75 66@ Twos wopeveabar, comp. Acts xiv. 16.  (Acts
ix. 31: wop. 16 $oBe 7. kvpiov.) TH 08¢ Is to be understood
locally (see Meyer on the above passages), not “instru-
mentally 7 (Schott), which does not suit émopevfnoav. —
émopevfnaay ; preterite (Luther and others translate it as the
present), because Jude represents the judgment threatened in

«

! Hofmann correctly observes : “osai has evil in view, whether it be in the
tone of compassion which bewails it (Matt. xxiii. 15), or of indigunation which
imprecates it (Matt. xi. 21).” As not the first but the second is the case here,
Hofmann shounld not have rejected the explanation of de Wette.

JUDE. 2D



418 THE EPISTLE OF JUDE.

odai alrois as fulfilled (de Wette-Briickner), Schott in-
correctly explains it: “ they have set out, set forth.” Many
expositors find the similarity with Cain to consist in this,
that whereas lie murdered his brother, these by seduction of
the brethren are guilty of spiritual murder; so Oecumenius,
Estius, Grotius (Cain fratri vitam caducam ademit; illi
fratribus adimunt aeternam), Calovius, Hornejus, Schott, and
others. But this conversion into the spiritual is arbitrary,
especially as the desire of seduction in these men is not
specially brought forward by Jude. Other expositors, adher-
ing to the murder committed by Cain, think on the per-
sceuting zeal of these falsc teachers against believers; so
Nicolas de Lyra: sequuntur mores et studia latronis ex
invidia et avaritia persequentes sincerioris theologiae studiosos.
As the later Jews regarded Cain as a symbol of moral
scepticisn, so Schneckenburger supposes that Jude would
here reproach his opponents with this scepticisin; but there
is also no indication of this in the context. De Wette stops
at the idea that Cain is named as “ the archetype of all
wicked men;” so also Arnaud® and ¥ofmanu ; but this is
too general. Driickner finds the point of resemblance in
this, that as Cain ont of ecazy, on account of the favour shown
to Abel, ivsisting the commandment and warning of God,
slew his brother, so these false teachers resisted God, and
that from envy of the favour shown to Dbelievers. But i
the context there is no indication of the definite statement
“from envy” 1t is more in correspondence with the context
to find the ferfiwin compar. in this, that Cain in spite of the
warning of Giod followed his own wicked lusts ; Ironmiiller :
“The point of comparison is acting on the sclfish impulses ot
nature, in contempt of the warnings of God.’-—«kai 73 7havy
100 Balaap picbod éfexifnoav] whdvy, as a sinful moral
error, denotes generally o vicious life averted from the truth;
comp. Jas. v. 20: 2 DPet. i, 18 (Fzek. xxxiil. 16, LXX,
translation of Y¥/9).  éryelobar in the middle, literally, to issuce
forth out of something, construed with efs 7¢; figuratively,

>
to rush inlo somcthiny, to give oneself wp with all his might tv

' Arnaud : J. compare seulement, d'une manitre trés générale, ses adver-
saires & Cain, sous le rapport de la méchanceté.
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somcthing (Clemens Alexandrinus, p. 491, 3; els %Sovyw
éxyvBévres ; several proof passages in Wall, Elsner, Wetstein) ;
it is less suitable to explain the verb according to Ds. Ixxiii. 2,
where the LXX. have éfexvfn as a translation of 8% = {0
slip (Grotius: crrare). The dative 7§ wAdvy is = els T
mAavyy; Schott incorrectly explains it as dafivus instru-
mentalis, since éfeydfnoar requires a statement for the com-
pletion of the idea. The genitive uiofot is, with Winer,
p. 194 [E. T. 258], to be translated : for reward (sce Grotius
7 loco) ; so that the meoning is: “they gave themselves up
for a reward (Zc. for the sake of earthly advantage, thus from
covetousness ; Luther: ¢for the sake of enjoyment’) to the sin
of Balaam ;” thns most interpreters, also Driickner, Wiesinger,
Iofmann.  De Wette, on the contrary, after the exawmple of
Erasmus, Vatablus, and others, explains Balady as a genitive
dependent on 7ot meoflot; the dative 7§ wAdvy, as =
by means of the error; and éfeydfnoav as an intransitive
verb = “to commit excesses, to give vent to.” Accordingly,
he translates the passage as follows: “ By (by means of) the
error (seduction) of the reward of Dalaam, they have poured
themselves out (in vice).” So also Hornejus: deceptione
mercedis, qua deceptus fuit Balaam, effusi sunt! But this
construction is extremely harsh, the ideas wAdvn and éEeyv-
Onoav ave arbitrarily interpreted, and the whole senteuce, so
interpreted, would be withdrawn from the analogy of the
other two with which it is co-ordinate.” Schott construes the
genitive with 7Adyy, whilst he designates it “as an additional,
and, as it were, a parenthetically added genitive for the sake
of precision,” and for this he supplies a wAdvy: “ the error of
Dalaam, which was an error determined by gain.” This cou-
struetion, it is true, affords a suitable sense, but it is not linguis-
tically justified : it is entirely erroneous to take peofo? as in
apposition to Batadp = &s piafov fydmnaey, 2 Tet. 1i. 15 (Fron-

! Calvin : dixit (Ap.), instar Bileam mercede fuisse deceptos, quia pietatis
doctrinam turpis lueri gratia adulterant ; sed metaphora, qua utitur, aliquante
plus exprimit ; dixit enim efusos esse, quia scilicet instar aquae difiluentis
projceta sit eorum intemperies.

2 ¢The parallelism of the three clauses requires that =7 wadwn iexidfnozs

should vemain togcther, accordingly the genitive is cquivalent to dvri mesdos”
(Stier).
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mitller, Steiafass), — De Wette, chiefly from Rev. ii. 14, finds
the point of resemblance in this, that “ Balaam as a false prophet
and a seducer to unchastity and idolatry, and contrary to the
will of God, went to Balak, and that he is also particularly
considered as covetous and wmercenary.” But there is 1o
indication that the men of whom Jude speaks enticed others
to idolatry., Hofmann observes that this clause calls the
sin of those deseribed as “a devilish conduct against the
people of CGod, the prospect of a rich reward being too
alluring to Dalaam to prevent him entering into the desires
of Balak to destroy the people of God;” but in this ex-
planation also a reference is intvoduced not indicated by the
context. That Jude had primarily in view the covetousness
of Balaam, pesfot shows; blinded by covetousness, Balaam
resisted the will of God; his resistance was his #Advy, in
which, and in the motive to it, the Antinomians resembled
him (Briickner, Wiesinger) ; whether Jude had also in view
the seduction to unchastity (comp. Num. xxxi. 16; Fron-
miiller), is at least doubtful ; and it is still more doubtful to
find the point of resemblance in this, that the Antinomians
“had in view a material gnin to be obtained Ly the rvin of
ihe church of God” (Schott). — kai 7§ avridoyle 70U Kopé
amorovTo] avTidoyla, condradiction ; here, seditious resistance.
amorovto does not mean that “ they lost themselves in the
avtd. of Koraly” but “that they pevishied;” accordingly,
75 avtidoyig is the instrumental dative. The point of re-
semblance is not, with Nicolas de Lyra, to e sought in this,
that the opponents of Jude formed propter ambitionem
honoris et glorlae sectas erroucas; or, with Hornejus, that
they assumed the munus Apostolorum eccclesiae doctorum;
or, with Hofinann, that they, as Korah (“whose resistance
consisted in his unwillingness to recognise as valid the law
of the priesthood of Aaron, on which the whole religious
constitution of Israel rested ™), “ desired to assert a liberty
not restricted ;” Dbut it consists in the proud resistance to
God and His ordinances, which the Antinomians despise.
By Schott’s explanation: “that they opposed to the true
holiness a holiness of their own invention, namely, the
holiness alleged to be obtained by disorderly excess,” a foreign
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reference is introduced.! The gradation of the ideas 06ds,
Thdvy, avridoyla, in vespect of definiteness, is not to be
denied ; but there is also a gradation of thought, for although
the point about which Cain, Balaam, and Koralh are named
is oue and the same, namely, resistance to God, yet this
appears in the most distinct manner in the case of Koral.
Ver. 12. A further description of these false teachers;
comp. 2 Pet. il. 13, 17. — od7ol elow [oi] év 7ais dydmais
sudv omihddes] Tu the reading o¢, dvres is cither, with de
Wette, to be supplied; thus: “these are they who arc
omihddes In your dydwais;” or ol is to he joined to suvveve-
xovpevor (comp. vv. 16, 19; so ITofmann). That by
aydmass the love-feasts are to be understood, is not to be
doubted. Trasmus incorrectly takes it as = charitas, and
Luther as a designation of alms.—The word omidades is
usually explained = ¢liffs (so also formerly in this conmientary).
If this is correct, the opponents of Jude are so called, inas-
much as the love-feasts were wrecked on them (de Wette-
Briickner, Wiesinger), 7.c. by their conduct these feasts ceased
to be what they ought to be; or inasmuch as they prepared
destruction for others, who partook of the love-feasts (Schott,
and this commentary). It is, however, against this interpre-
tation that emidds does not specially indicate cZiffs, hut has
the wore general meaning rocks (Hofmann : “ projecting inter-
yuptions of the plain ), and the reference to being wrecked is
not in the slightest degree indicated.” — Stier and Fronmiiller
take omiiddes as = omiroy, 2 Pet. il 13 ; this is not unwar-
ranted, as omedds, which 1is properly an adjective (comp.

1 Ritschl finds the point of resemblance between the Antinomians and the
three named in this, ¢“ that they, as these, undertook to worship God in a manner
rejected by Him.” Dut it is erroncous that ‘¢ the Korahites exhibited their
assumption of the priesthood by the presentation of an offering rejected by
God ;7 it is incorrect that by 43 is indicated ¢ the religious conduct ” of Cain ;
and it is incorreet that the uttcrance of the curse willed by Balaam is to be
considered as a religious transaction.  Moreover, in the description of the
Antinomians there is no trace indicating that their view was directed to a
particular kind of worship.

2 The explanation of Arnaud: les rochers continuellement battus par les
flots de la mer ct souillés par son écume (after Stepl.: emirds), is unsuitable ;
since, when the Libertines arve called cliffs, this happens not because they are
bespattered and defiled by others, but because others are wrecked on them.
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amopds, uyds, hoyds), may be derived as well from onwihos =
filth (comp. 7% omras = clayey soil; so Sophocles, Trach.
672, without &%), as from omwilos = a rock (comp. morv-
omirds). In this case omiddSes may either be taken as a
substantive = what is filthy, spots (these are spots in your
aqgapé ; so Stier and Fronmiiller), or as an adjective, which, nsed
adverbially (see Winer, p. 433), denotes the mode and manner
of cwevwyeiclar (so Hofmann). The former construction
merits the preference as the simpler.— Apart from other
considerations, cmihor kat pdpor in 2 Poter are in favour of
taking omidddes here in the sense of owilor. — cvvevwyod-
pevor] The verb edwyeiocfac® has not indeed by itself a bad
meaning, signifying to cat wll, to feast wcll, but it obtains sucl
a meaning here by the refercnce to the agapd. The oww
placed Defore it may either refer to those addressed, with you,
see 2 Pet. 1i. 13, where dufy is added to the verb (Wiesinger,
Schott, Fronmiiller, Hofmann) ; or to those here described by
Jude, feasting togcther, i.e. with onc another.  Against the first
explanation is the objection, that according to it the edwyeiofat
in theiv e«gopé would render those addressed also guilty (so
formerly in this commentary); but against the second is the
fact that the Libertines held no special love-feasts with one
another, but participated in those of the church. The passage,
2 Tet i1. 13, is decisive in favour of the first explanation. —
The connection of d¢éBws is doubtful; de Wette-Driickner,
Arnaund, Schott, Fronmiiller unite it with cuvevwyovpero:;
Erasmus, Deza, Wiesinger, Hofimann, with éauTovs ToLualvovTes.
In this commentary the fixst connection was preferred,
“Dbecause the idea cwvevwy. would otlierwise be too bare.”
Thig, however, is not the case, heecause 1f the verse is construed,
as it 15 by Hofmann, it has its statement in what goes before ;
hut if emdddes is taken as a substantive, as 1t is by Stier and
Tronmiiller, then owwevewy. is more precisely determined by
the following &gbé,@ws‘ .. . worpaivovtes, whilst 1t is said that

! Au explanation of this word is found in Xenophon, Memorabilia, L. iii.:
iacy: (namely, Socrates) 3t xal &5 @0 cbwysiolus v 75 *Abavalwy yrdron teliuw
xdrave. To 3% tb wpooxsiclas, 1Qa, il o vavea iofiuv, drova pirs cav Juxhy, pirve
6 ghpx huzoln, uhre Bun'.f;swz dny dove xal 70 sdwygsicdas Tois xoomiws Jiirwptves
azzita. However, sdwysicfes somcetimes oceurs in classical Greek in a bad sense.
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they so participate in the egapé that their feasting was a
apoBws morpalvery éavrovs. Erasmus takes the latter words
in a too general sense: suo ductu et arbitrio viventes; Grotius,
BJengel, and others give a false reference to them after Ezek.
xxxiv. 2, understanding “ that these feed themselves and not
the church ” (comp. 1 Pet. v. 2), and accordingly Schnecken-
Durger thinks specially on the instructions which they engage
to give ; but this reference is entirely foreign to the context.
According to de Wette, it is a contrast to “whilst they suffer
the poor to want” (1 Cor. xi. 21); yet there is also here no
indication of this reference. — vedéhac dvvdpoc] is to be under-
stood no more of the agups (de Wette, Schott), but generally.
ved. dvvdp. are light clouds without watcr, which therefore, as
the addition Imé avéuwy mapagepéuevar makes promiuncut, are
driven past by the wind without giving out rain; comp. Prov.
xxv. 14, This figure describes the internal cemptiness of
these men, who for this reason can effect nothing that is good ;
but it seems also to intimate their deceptive ostentation'; the
addition serves for the colouring of the figure, not for adducing
a special characteristic of false tcachers; Nicolas de Lyra
incorrectly : (uae a ventis circumferuntur i e. superbiac moti-
bus et vanitatibus.— In the parallel passage, 2 Pet. 1i. 17,
two lmages arc united: wyyal dvvdpor xai opixhar vwo Aai-
Namos é\avvopevar. — According to the reading mepidepopcvar,
the translation would be: “ driven hither and thither ;” wapa-
depopevar denotes, on the other hand, driven past. A second
ficure is added to this first, by which the unfruitfulness (in
good works) aud the complete deadness of these men are
described; in the adjectives the gradation is obvious. —
8évdpa PpOwomwpivd] ave not a particular kind of trees, such
as only bare fruit in antumn, but trees as they arc in autwng,
namely, destitute of fruit (de Wette-Driickner, Wiesinger,
Schott, ete.). It is arbitrary to desert the proper meaning of
the word, and to explain ¢fwomwpwe according to the ctymo-
logy of ¢fivew by arbores quarum fructus perit illico = frugi-

1 (alvin : vanam ostentationem taxat, quia nebulores isti, quum multa pro-
mittunt, intus tamen aridi sunt. Bullinger : habent enim speciem doctorum
veritatiy, pollicentur daturos se doctrinam salvificam, sed veritate destituuntur
et quovis circumaguntur doctrinae vento.
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perdae (Grotius; so also Erasmus, Beza, Carpzov, Stier:
“which have cast off their fruit in an unripe state”). —
drapmra] not: “ whose fruit has been taken off” (de Wette),
but “which are without fruit” (Briickner). Whether they
have had fruit at an earlier period, and are now destitute of it,
is not said. “The impassioned discourse proceeds from marks
of wnfruitfulness to that of absolute nothingness” (de Wette).
Sis dmobfavévra] Beza, Noscumiiller, and others arbitrarily
explain 665 DLy plane, prorsus. Most expositors retain the
usual meaning ; yet they explain the idea fwice in different
ways ; cither that those trees are not only destitute of fruit,
but also of leaves (so Oecumenius, Hornejus, and others); or
that they bear no fruit, and are accordingly rooted out; or
still better, 8és is to be referred to the fact that they are not
only fruttless, but aclually dead and dricd up.' That Jude
has this in his view, the following éxpilwfévra shows.
Several expositors have incorrectly deserted the figure here,
and explained this word either of twofold spiritual death
(Beza, Iistius, Bengel, Schneckenburger, Jachmann, Wiesinger,
Schott), or of death here and hereafter (so Grotius: neque hic
bonum habebunt exitum, neque in seculo altero), or of oue’s
own want of spiritual life and the destruetion of life in others.
All these explanations are without justification. éxpilwfévra
is in close connection with Sis dmofavdvra ; thus, trees whicly,
because they are dead, are dug up and rooted out;® thus
incapable of recovery and of producing new finit (Erasmus :
quibus jam nulla spes est revirescendi). This figure, taken
from trees, denotes that those described are not only at present
destitute of good werks, but are incapable of producing them
in the future, and are “on this account rooted out of the soil
of grace” (Hofmann). It is incorreet when Hofmann? in the
application refers s amofavovra to the fact that those men

! Fronmiiller, incorrectly : ¢ trees which have at different times suffered fatal
injury by frosts or from inseets.”

* Fronmiiller, linguistically incorrect : *“ trees which still remain in the carth,
but which are shaken loose by their roots,”

# ¢¢Hf, when they became Christians, a fresh sap from the roots, by which they
were rooted in the soil of divine grace, appcared to cstablish them in a new life
out of their heathen death in sin, yet this new life was to them only a transition
into a seeond and now hopcless death.”
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were not only in their carly heathenism, but also in their
Christianity, without spiritual life. There is no indication in
the context of the distinction between heathenism and Chuis-
tianity. Arnaud observes not incorrcetly, but too generally :
tous ces mots sont des métaphores dnergiqnes pour montrer le
néant de ces impies, la Iégereté de leur conduite, la stérilité de
leur foi et I'absence de leurs bonnes oeuvres.

Ver, 13. Continuation of the figurative description of those
false teachers. The two images lere cmployed characterize
them in their erring and disordered nature. — xduata dypia
fardoons k7] Already Carpzov has corrvectly referred for
the explanation of these words to Isa. Ivii. 20 ; the first words
correspond to the Hebrew v 23; the following words:
éradpifovra Tas éavtdv aloyivas, to the Hebrew MM iy
L) 27, only Jude uses the literal word where Isaiah has
the figurative expression. — émappilew] properly: fo joain
ovcr.  Luther well translates it: which foam owt their owi
shame. — aloyvvas, not properly viccs (de Wette) ; the plural
does not necessitate this explanation, but their disgraceful
nature, namely, the shameful émBuuiar which they manifest
in their wild lawless life; not “ their self-devised wisdom ”
(Schott). — From the fact that the Hebrews sometimes com-
pared their teachers to the sea (see DMoses, theol. Samaz., ed.
Gesenius, p. 26), it is not to be inferred, with Schneckenburger
and Jachmann, that there is here a reference to the office ot
teachers; thisis tiic more unsuitable as the opponents of Jude
hardly possessed that office. — doTépes mravijrar] These two
words are to be taken together, wandering siars; that is, stars
which have no fixed position, but roam about. The analogy
with the preceding metaphors requires us to think on actual
stars, with which Jude compares his opponents; thus on
comets (Dretschneider, Arnaud, Sticr, de Wette, ITofmann) or
on planets (so most of the early commentators, also Wiesinger).
The latter opinion is less probable, because the miavidcOas of
the planets is less striking to the eye than that of the comets.
It is incorrect “in the explanation entirely to disregard the
fact whether there are such dorépes mhavfiTar in heaven or
not ” (so earlier in this commentary, after the example of
Schott), and to assume that Jude, on account of their ostenta~
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tion (Wiesinger, Schott), designates these men as stars, and by
m\avijrar indicates their unsteady nature. De Wette incor-
rectly assumes this in essentials as equivalent with mAavévres
xal mhavdpevor, 2 Tim. iii. 13. Bengel thinks that we are in
this figure chiefly to think on the opaguencss of the planets;
but such an astronomical reference is far-fetched. Jachmann
arbitrarily explains dorépes = pworipes, Phil. 1. 15, as a
designation of Christians. Secveral expositors also refer this
figure to the teaching of those wen, appealing to Phil. ii. 15
and Dan. xii. 3; so already Oecwnenius: &Soxofvres els
dryyehov pwTos petacynuatileaar . . . dmevavrias pdvov Tod
rvplov ¢épovrar Soyudrer (Homejus, and others); but the
context gives no warrant for this. — ols ¢ &oos Tod aroToUS
els aldva temjpyrar] This addition may grammatically be
referred either to what immediately precedes, thus to the
dorépes mhavijTat, or to the men who have been described by
the figwes used by Jude. It is in favour of the first refer-
cnce (Hofmann: “dJude names them stars passing into eternal
darkness, comets destined only to vanish”) that a more pre-
cise statement is also added to the preceding figure; thus the
addition 9mo avéuwr mapapepbuevar to vepélar dvudpor w.T.
Dut it is against it that the expression chosen by Jude is
evidently too strong to designate only the disappearance of
comets, thereforc the second veference is to De preferred
(Wicsinger; comp. ver. 6), which also the parallel passage
in 2 Pet. ii. 17 favowrs. The addition of the genitive Tob
ordTous to ¢ fodos serves to strengthen this idea.

Vv. 14, 15. The threatening contained in the preceding
verses is confirmed by a saying of Euoch. — émpodritevae &¢
xal TovTors] xal refers cither to Tovrows: “of these as well as
of others;” according to Hofmann, of those who perished in
the deluge; or it is designed to rvender prominent émpod.
TovrTors in reference to what has been Dbefore said: “yea,
Enoch also has prophesied of them.” Hofmann, in an entirely
unwarrantable manner, maintains that there can be no ques-
tion that xai puts its emphasis on the word before which it
stands. — wpodnrederr generally with mepl here construed
with the dative, as in Luke xviii. 31, in r¢ference to these. —
&BSopos dmo "Abau Evdy] éBSopos has lardly here the
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mystical meaning which Stier gives it: “The seventh from
Adam is personally a type of the sanctified of the seventh age
of the world, of the seventh millennium, of the great earth
Sabbath.,”  Also in the Book of Enoch, he is several times
expressly designated as “the seventh from Adam™ (Ix. §,
xeiil. 3); not in order to characterize him as the oldest
prophet (Calvin, de Wette, and others), but to mark his import-
ance by the coincidence of the sacred number seven (Wiesinger,
Schott). The saying of Enoch here quoted is found, partly
verbally, at the begiuning of the Dook of Enoch (i. 9): “.And
beliold He comes with myriads of saints to exccute judgment
on them, and He will destroy the ungodly and judge all flesh
concerning all things which the simners and ungodly have
committed and done against IIim.”'  These words are taken
from a speech in which an angel interprets a vision which
Enoch has scen, and in which he announces to him the future
Jjudgment of God.

The question, from what source Jude has drawn these words,
is very differently answered by expositors. It is most natural
to conceive that he has taken them from the Bool of Enoclhi;
but then this presupposes that this book, although only accord-
ing to its groundwork, is of pre-Christian Jewish, and not of
Jewish Christian origin, which is also the prevailing opinion of
recent crities.  Hofmann, who denies the pre-Christian com-
position of the book, says: “Jude has derived it, in a similar
manper as the ineident between Michacl and Satan, from a
circle of myths, which has attached itsclf to Seripture, amplify-
ing its words” Yet, on the other hand, it is to be ohserved
that it is difticult to conceive that oral tradition should preserve
such an entire prophetic saying. F. Philippi thinks that Enoch
in Gen. v. 22 is characterized as a prophet of God, and as such
prophesied of the impending deluge; and that Jude, by reason
of a deeper understanding of Gen. v., could add the exposition
already become traditionary, and speak of a prophecy of Enoch,
the reality of which was confirmed to Iim by the testimony of the
Holy Ghost ; or that this prophecy of Enoch was imparted to the

' The passage thus stands in de Sacy’s version : et venit cum myriadibus
sanetorum, ut faciat judicium super eos et perdat impios et litigat cum omnibus
carnalibus pro omnibus quac fecerunt et operati sunt contra cum peccatores ct
impii.
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disciples by Christ limself, when the already extant tradition
concerning Enoch might have afforded them occasion to ask
the Lord about Enoch, perhaps when he was engaged in
delivering His eschatological discourses. DBut both opinions
of Philippi evidently rest on suppositions which are by no
mweaus probable. As an example of the method by which
the older expositors sought to rescue the authenticity of the
prophecy, let the exposition of Hornejus suflice: haec quae
Judas citat, abh Enocho ita divinitus prophetata esse, dubimin
non est; sive prophetiam illam ipse alicubi seripsit et scriptura
lla vel per Noam ejus pronepotem in arca, vel in columna
aliqua tempore diluvii conservata fuit sive memoria ejus tradi-
tione ad posteros propagata, quam postea apoerypho et fabulosa
illi libro autor ejus inseruerit, ut totum Enochus scripsisse
videretur.

€v aylars pvpiiaw] comp. Zech. xiv. 5; Deut. xxxiil. 2
IIeb. xii. 22; (uvptdow dyyedov) Rev. v. 11,— Ver. 15,

meujoar kpioww] sce Gen. xviii. 25; Jolm v. 27. — sods
aoeBeis] The pronoun adrdv, according to the Zec., would refer
to the people of Israel. — dv oéByoav] the same verb in

Zeph. iii. 11; 2 Det. ii. 6; here used as trausitive; comp.
Winer, p. 209 [E. T. 279]. The frequcat repetition of the
same idea is to be observed : doeBels, aoeBelas, joéByoav,
and finally again doefeis; a stroug intensification of ungodli-
ness. — 7OV ok pdv] exnpds, literally, dry, hard, rough;
liere in an ecthical sense, wngodly, not equivalent to suwrly
(Hofmann) ; in a somewhat diffcrent sense, but likewise of
sayings, the word is used in John vi. 60.— xa7’ adrod] is by
IHofmann in an unnecessary mauner attached not only to
éxdinaay, but also to oéBnoav, in spite of Zeph. iii. 11,
where it is divectly connected with %eéBnaav, whicl is not
liere the case. The sentence emphatically closes with auap-
TwMot daeBels, which is not, with Hofann, to be attracted to
what follows.

Ver. 16. A further description of the false teachers attached
to the concluding words of the prophetic saying: 7@dv oxdppdv
v éxa\noav kat altod; comp. 2 Pet. il 18, 19.— of7ol
€oe] as in vv. 10 and 19 with special emphasis. —
yoyyvaTtal] &m. ey, in N. T.; the verb is of frequent occur-
rence ; Occunenius interpreis it: of im 88ovra kai dwappy-
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cudoTws TE SvoapecTovuéve émpendopevor.  Jude does not
say against whom they muwrmur; it is therefore arbitrary to
think on it as united to a definite special object as rulers (de
Wette), or, still more definitely, ecclesiastical rulers (Estius,
Jachmann). Briickner correctly observes that “the idea is
not to be precisely limited.”  Everything which was not
according to their mind excited them to murvmuring. The
epithet pepriuotpor (@m. Ney.), dissatisfied with their lot, gives
a more precise statement; denoting that they in their pre-
tensions considered themselves entitled to a better lot than
that which was accorded to themn. The participial clause,
kate Tas émbuplas avtdv wopevopevor, is added to the
substantive, whicly, whilst it unfolds the reason of their dis-
satisfaction and murmuring, at the same time expresses a kind
of contrast: they were dissatisfied with everything but them-
selves.  Calvin: qui sibi in pravis cupiditatibus indulgent,
simul difficiles sunt ac morosi, ut illis nuuquam satisfiat,
The view of Grotius is entirely mistaken, that Jude has here
in view the dissatisfaction of the Jews of that period with
their political condition.— xai 16 aTopa adTdy Aaket Imépoyxal
Umwépoyxa only here and in the parallel passage, 2 Det. ii. 18.
Luther: “proud words” (verba tumentia, in Jerom. cunlre
Joviea, 1, 24); comp, Dan. xi. 36, LXNX.: xai Aahijoe
Umepoyra; sueh words are meant which proceed from pride.
in whicli man exalts himself, in contrast to the humility of the
Clristians submitting themselves to God. To this the parallel
passage (2 Tet. i 18) also points, where the cxpression
Umepoyra refers to boasting of éxevfepla. A participial clause
is again added to this assertion, as in the former clause, like-
wise expressing a kind of contrast: favudfovtes mwpocwra
opexelas yapw. The expression favpdfew mposwma is in
the N. T. a=. Aey.; in the O. T. comp. Gen. xix. 21, LXX.:
é0adpacd cov 10 wpdcwmov; Heb, =D NI in other passages
the LXX. have AapfBavew 1o mp. In Lev. xix. 15 the LXX.
translate 22 83 by AapB. 70 mp.; ou the other hand, 22 V77
Dy favpalew 6 wpéocwmwor. Whilst in the first passage the
friendly attitude of God toward Abraham is expressed, in the
second passage it has the bad meaning of partiality. It has
also this wmecaning here: it is to be translated fo render
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admiraiion to persons (Herder: to esteem; Arnaud: “admirer,
honorer”). In this sense favudafew occurs in Xeclus. vii. 29
(comp. Lysias, Orat. 31, where it is said of death: ofre wap
Tovs Tovnpovs Umepopd, obre Tovs dyabuvs Oavudler, dA\
icov éavrov mapéyer waow). This partial treatment of
persons consisted in the flattering homage of those who hoped
for some advantage from them, as dperelas yapw shows. It
is unwarranted, with Hofmanu, to interpret favudlew mpé-
cota: “to gratify and to please a person.” Proud hoasting and
cringing flattery form indeed n contrast, but yet are united
together.  Calvin: magniloquentiam taxat, quod se ipsos fas-
tuose jactent: sed interea ostendit liberali esse ingenio, quia
serviliter se dimittant, — Bavpdforres is not parallel with
mopevouevor, hut refers in o loose construction to edrév; by
this constrnction the thonght gains more independence than if
Bavpalovtwy were written. — aderelas yapw] belongs not to
the finite verb, but to the participle.

Vv, 17, 18. Jude now turns to his readers, comforting '
and exhorting them in reference to the ungodly above
described ; see 2 Pet. il 2, 3.— Juels 8€] an emplatic con-
trast to those above mentioned. — pvijefyre] presupposes the
words meant by Jude known to the readers, as learned from
the apostles, — 7ér pypdTev Tdv Tpoepnuéver] phua; the
word as an expression of thought. The mwpo in wpoetpypévar
designates these words not as those which predict something
future, Dbut which were already spoken hefore (so also
Hofmann). — mo 7oy amootodwy x.1X.] Jude would haidly
have so expressed himself were he himself an apostle,
which several expositors certainly do not grant, explaining
this mode of expression partly from Jude’s modesty and
partly from the ecircumstance that, except himself and
John, the other apostles were already dead.— Ver. 18.
d1e éNeyov Tutv] ouiv liere renders it probable that Jude
weans such sayings as the rcaders bad lhecard from the
mouth of the apostles themselves; yet the words which follow
are not neeessarily to be considered as a literally exact ¢uota-

! Why Jude should not have intended to comfort his readers hy reminding

them of what the apostles had, at an earlier period, said of the appearance of
these men, as he here deseribes theny, cannot be perecived (against Hofmaun).
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tion, but may be & compression of the various predictions of
the apostles concerning this subject.! — én’ éoydrov [70D]
xpovov] a designation of the time directly preceding the advent
of Christ. In the reading Tod xpovov, éoyatov is the genitive
neuter, as in Heb. i. 1. — éoovrar éumaicra] only here and
in 2 Pet. iii. 3, o word occwring only in later Greek; the
LXX. have translated D‘?’b}{rj by éum., as they render S_L'/,'l}?;?? by
éumailew. Mockers, that is, men to whom the holy (uot
merely the zesurrcction, Grotius) serves for mockery. Aaley
tmrépoyka is o éumwailew of the holy (which Hofmann without
reason denies) ; this is natwrally united with a swrender to
their own lusts; therefore kata Tas éavrdv émfuplas mopevo-
pevor TGV aceBedv] Tdv doeBedr, an ccho of the saying of
Enocly, is placed emphatically at the close, in order to render
prominent the character and aim of émBupiar. — That the
apostles in their writings frequently prophesied of the cutrance
of heretical and ungodly men into the churcl, is well known ;
comp. Acts xx. 29; 1 Tim. iv. 1; 2 Tim. ili. 2 {ff; yet
éumailey i1s not elsewhere stated as a characteristic mark of
these men ; this is only the case in 2 Pet. iii. 3, where, how-
ever, the mockery is referred only to the denial of the advent
of Christ.

Ver. 19. TFinal description of the false teachers, not specially,
but according to their general nature. — od7ol eloew] parallel
with ver. 16. — of dmodiopifovtes] the article marks the idea
as definite : “ these are they who,” etc. — dmodeopilew, a word
which occurs only in Aristotle’s olit. iv. §. 9, is here very
differently explained; with the reading éavrods it would most
naturally be taken as equivalent to separaée; thus, “ who
separate themseclves from the church, whether internally or
externally ” (Wahl) ; without éavtods it is cxplained either as
=to sccede (Fronmiiller), or =to causc scparations and dive-
stons, namely, in the church (Luther: “ who malke factions ;”
de Wette-Driickner, Wiesinger ; so also in this commentary).

! Entirely without rcason, Sehott maintains that the intervening words: i-
fazyoy dpiv, prove that Jude will here give a verbal quotation, and that this must
be a writing earlier directed to the readers. &7 ia. oz simply introduces the
statement of the contents of the piuare, which were carlier spoken by the
apostles.  The plural is not to be referred to onc apostle, and the verb does not
in the least degree indicate that this word was written.
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Neither explanation is, however, justified from the use of the
word Seopifew. It is still more arbitrary, with Schott, to
explain it: “who make a distinction, namely, between the
pncumatical (Pneumatikern), as what they consider themselves,
and the psychieal (Psychikern), as what true Christians regard
them ;” for there is no indication of such a distinction made
by them. If we base the explanation on the significance of
Sopibery, the word may be understood as = to make definitions.
Dut in this casec what follows must be closely connected with
it, by which the mode and manner of their doing so is stated,
namely, that they do so as psychical men, who are without
the wvebpa. Hofmann gives to the verh the meaning: “to
determine (define) something exactly in detail,” and then
assumes that the preceding genitive Tév doeSBeiwr depends on
of amobiopifopevor, which may well he the case, because a
participle standing for a substantive may as well as a sub-
stantive govern the genitive. .According to this explanation,
Jude intends to describe those men as persons “wlho make
hmpieties the object of an exercise of thought exactly defining
everything, and so are the philosophers of impicties” This
explanation is condemmed by the harsh and artificial construe-
tion which it requires! — +Juyikoi, mvebpa py) Exovres)
wyedpa 1s not man’s natural spirit” for Jude could not deuny
this to his opponents ; and to explain py éyovtes in the sense:
“ T might say that they have no spirit at all ” (Fronmiiller), is
completely arbitrary. It is rather to be understood of i
Holy Spirit (de Wette-Driickner, Wiesinger, Hofmann); the
want of the article and of wn epithet, such as éyiov or Geab,

1 Certainly the dependent genitive may precede the governing substantive s
hut this union is here rendered impossible by the intervening sfre. A participle
also, taken as o substantive, may sometines govern a genitive ; but this is only
found with the neuter, and then only ravely. Add to this that efzel eloiw herc
corresponds to the odroi sicwv in vv. 16 and 12, and accordingly must stand at
the beginning of the sentenee.

 Bchott explains avidpa as ““spivitual life in the distinctlive charaeter of its
Deing, that it is self-controlled in personal sclf-onsciousness and self-determina-
tion,” and so equivalent to ¢‘ free personality of the spirit” (!); but this free
personality, Schott further observes, is not denied to them in the sensc as “¢if
they were actually deprived of it,” but only that it ““ does not attain permanence
and reality in actual performance.”  This distorted interpretation is contradicted
by the fact that Jude simply denies to them mvevue ¥xem,
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is no objection agaiust this interpretation, since the simple
word mredua is often used in the N. T. as a designation for the
ohjective Holy Spirit. It is erroneous to affirm that by this
interpretation the conclusion of the description is too flat, for
nothing worse can be said of a man who desires to be esteemed
a Christian than that he wants the Holy Spirit. Moreover,
only so understood does mvedua sy éyovres correspond to the
preceding ruyixol, to which it is added as an explanation;
Yruyerol they are, inasmuch as their natural spiritual life left
to itself is under the unbroken power of the oapf; see 1 Cor.
ii. 14, 15; Jas. iil. 15.

REMARK, — Schott attempts to prove that the three verses,
12, 16, and 19, beginning with cSrer, refer to the threefold
expression contained In ver. 11, namely, in this manner: that
the Antinomians, in showing thewmselves to be ex2.ddes in their
agapé (ver. 12), resembled Cain; that in being yoyyusrai
pepnpimorper, and out of greed for material gain indulging iu
mereenary flattery (ver. 16), they rescinbled Balaam; and that
in establishing a self-invented ungodly sanctity in opposition to
the divinely appointed and divinely effective Christian sanctity
(ver. 19), they resembled Korah. This juxtaposition, however,
13 anything but appropriate, resting, on the one hand, on
incorrect explanations; and, on the other haud, on the arbitrary
seleetion of separate points. 1t is incorrect to affirm that the
similarity of the Antinomians with Cain counsisted in this, that
what he did corporally they did spiritucdly ; there is contained
in this rather a distinction than a similarity. It is arbitrary to
bring forward only the last clause of ver. 16, which reproaches
the Antinomians with flattery, and which may also be found in
Balaam ; whereas the other expressions in the verse do not suit
in the least degree. And lastly, it is erroneous so to interpret
ver. 19 that the Antinomians were accused of the setting up of
a false sanctity ; even were this correct, yet the sanctity claimed
by them is of a totally different nature from that to which
Korah and his company laid claim.

Vv. 20, 21. Exhortation to the readers respecting then-
selves. — Juels O¢, dyamrnrol] as in ver. 17, in contrast to the
persons and conduct of those mentioned in the last verse. —
émoikobopoivres k.7 A] The chief thought is contained in the
exhortation éavrovs év aydmy Qeod Thpicare, to which the
preceding émowkobouodvTes . . . mpocevyouevor is subordinate,

JUDE. 2E
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specifying by what the fulfilment of that exhortation is condi-
tioned. Yet it is asked, whether mpooevyouevor is connected
with émroekoopoivTes, or is annexed as an independent sentence
to the following imperative; and whether év mv. dyiw is to
be united with émoixod. or with wpogevybuevor. These ques-
tions are difficult to decide with perfect certainty. Wiesinger
and Schott apparently correctly unite év 7v. dy. with wpogev-
yopevor, and these taken together with what follows. Hof-
mann, on the other hand, wnites év mveduate dylp with what
coes before, and spogevyduevor with what follows. In this
construction, however, the structure of the partieipial clause
becomes too clumsy; also €v 7. dy. becomes superfluous, as
émowodouety €avtovs caunot take place otherwise than év wrved-
pate ey, It is true, Hofmann observes that év mv. dry. is
superfluous with 7pogevyouevor, and that Jude could not intend
to say Zow they should pray, but tZ«t they should pray. Dut
this is erroncous, for Typeiv éavrovs liere mentioned depends
not only on this, that one should pray, but that one should
pray rightly, that is, év 7v. ay.  Wiesinger corveetly observes,
that the first clause gives the general presupposition; the
second, on the other hand, the more precise statement how
mypjoaTe has to be brought about.—77 aywrdry uev
mriored] Doth the adjective and the verb show that wiores is
here meant not in a subjective (the demeanour of faith,
Schott), but in an ohjective sense (Wiesinger : “appropriated
by them indeed as thelr personal possession, yet according
to its contents as wapadofeica ;” so similarly Ilofmann), —
émoixoBopoiivres éavrovs] When verbs compounded with éard
arc joined with the dative, as here, this for the most part is
used for émi 7i, more ravely for ém{ Tere (sce Winer, p. 400 £
[E. T. 5357). 1If the first is here the case, then éwowcodoueiy
T mwioTer is to be interpreted, with Wiesinger: « building on
mioTis, so that wioTes is the foundation which supports their
whole personal life, the soul of all their thinking, willing, and
doing ” (so also hitherto in this commentary);* comp. 1 Cor.
iiil. 12 : émowxodouety émi Tov Beuéhiov ToiTov. If, on the

1 irzis is the foundation, the f:uixios on which Christians should build them-

selves (more and morce), by which the representation at the hottom is that they
are not yet on all sides of their life on this foundation.
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other hand, the second is here the case, then it is to be
explained, with Hofmann, ¢ their faith is the foundation which
supports their life; and accordingly, in the further develop-
ment of their life it should ever be their care that their life
rests upon this foundation;” comp. Eph. ii. 20: émotkodoun-
Oévres éml 76 Bepedip Tdv amootérwr. The first is, however,
to be preferred, because, as already remarked, with these
verbs the dative mostly stands for ém( 7.. Doth explana-
tions come ecssentially to the same thing. — éavtods is not
here = d\Ajhovs ; the discourse is indeed of a general, but
not precisely of a mutnal activity; éavrovs with the second
person crcates no difficulty; comp. Phil. ii. 12. — év wved-
pate dyle mpooevyopevor] The expression mwposevy. év . @y,
it is true, does not elsewhere occur, but similar combinations
are uot rare (Aakeiv év . ay., 1 Cor. xil. 3; sce Meyer in
Joc.) 5 it means so to pray that the Holy Spivit is the moving
and guiding power (Jachmann, unsatisfactorily : “praying in
consciousness of the Holy Ghost”); comp. Rom. viil. 26. —
éavtods €v aydmy Oecol Tymjcate] Oeot may either be the
objective genitive (Vorstius: charitas Del passiva 1. e. qua nos
Dewmn dilighmus ; so also Jachmann, Arnaud, Hofmanu, and
others), or the subjective genitive, “ the love of God to us™ (so
de Wette, Schott, Wiesinger, IFrommiiller); in the latter case
the thought is the same as in John xv. 9, 10 ; this agreement
is in favour of that interpretation, nor is the want of the
article opposed to it (against Hofmann). This keeping them-
selves in the love of God is combined with the hope of the
future mercy of Christ, which has its ground, not in our love
to God, but in God’s love to us ; comp. Rom. v. 8 ff. — mpos-
Sexouevor 76 Exeos Tob wuplov k.7 N.] On mwpoadey., Tit. ii. 15.
— 70 é\eos Tob xvplov Huev is the mercy which Christ will
show to His own at His coming. Usually the idea éAeos is
predicated not of the dealings of Christ, but of God; in the
superscriptions of the Pastoral Epistles and of the Second Epistle
of Johm, it is referred to God and Christ. — eis Loy aldviov)
may be joined either with éxeos (de Wette), or with wpoo-
Seyouevor (Schott), or with Tpmjoare (Stier, Hofmann) ; since
the imperative clause forms the main point, the last-mentioned
combination deserves the prefereice, especially as both in
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mpocdéyeabfar and in &eos Ino. Xp. the reference to w3
alwvios is already contained. The promincnce here given to
the Trinity, wvedpa dyiov, Oecs, Inaois Xpiotos, as frequently
in the N. T., is to be observed. With the exhortation con-
tained in vv. 20, 21, Jude has accomplished what hLe in
ver. 3 stated to be the object of his writing,

Vv. 22, 23. The exhortations contained in these verses
refer to the conduct of blelievers toward those who are
exposed to seduction by the aceBeis (ver. 4) (de Wette); not
toward the false teachers themselves (Reiche), for these are of
such a kind (ver. 12) that the church should have nothing to
do with them. The best attested text is that which codex A
affords: xal ols uév éXéyyete Siakpivopévous ods 8¢ odlere éx
wupos apmafovres, obs 8¢ éheeire (Lachmann and Tischendorf,
éxedre) év PpofBw; see critical remarks. — ods pév . . . ods 8¢
instead of Tovs pev . . . Tols 8¢, sce Winer, p. 100. Accord-
ing to this reading, three classes of the seduced are distin-
guished, and toward each a special conduct is preseribed. It
is, however, asked whether, as Driickner, Wiesinger, Schott,
Reiche, and others assume, there is a gradation from the
curable to the incurable (a dubitantibus minusque depravatis
ad . . . insanabiles, quibus opem ferre pro tempore ab ipsorun:
contumacia prohibemur: Reiche); or conversely from the in-
curable to the curable. Tu reference to the first class it is
said: obs pév é\éyyere Suarpwopévovs] The verb énéyyew
denotes to rebule somce onc's sins by punishing him. The object
for which this is done is not indicated in the word itself; it
may be to lead the sinner to the acknowledgiment of his sins,
and thus to repentance, comp. 1 Cor. xiv. 24; 2 Tim.
iv. 2 Tit. i. 13; or it may also be condemnation, comp.
particularly Jude ver. 15 (John xvi. 8; Tit. i 9). The ex-
planation of Occumenius is incorrect: ¢avepoire Tols mwacw
v dgéBeiav avtiv. Those who are to Le punished are
denoted Swakpivopévovs. Both the translation of the Vul-
gate: gudicatos, and the interpretation of Oecumenius :
kakelvovs €l pév dmodifoTavrar Updv éNéyyete, are incorrect.
Suaxplvecfar signities in the N. T. either ¢o confend, which is
here unsuitable, or to doudt, and is opposed to moTevew ; comp.
Matt. xxi. 21; Mark xi 23; Rom. iv. 20; especially Jas. i. 6.
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This last passage shows that, although not equivalent to
amoreiv, it denotes the condition in which amioria has the
preponderance over migrs, the latter being a vanishing point.!
It is evident that Jude does not consider the Scaxpivéuevor as
weal: believers (Schott), because, with reference to them, he
will employ no other method than éAéyyew (not maparaieiv,
or something similar); those seduced are in his view such as
(punishment apart) are to be left to themsclves.? In reference
to the sccond class it is said: ods 8¢ cwlere éx mvpos dpmd-
tovres] Their condition is not stated, but it is to be inferred
from the conduct to be observed towards them. Toward those
belonging to this class a odlew is to be employed, but of such
a nature as is more precisely stated by éx mvpos dpmdalovres.
éx mupds is not from the fire of fufure judgment (Oecumenius,
Fronmiiller), but wdp 1s the present destruction, in which they
already are (Briickner, Wiesinger, Schott); dpmalerv denotes
hasty, almost violent, snatching out, and indicates that those
are already in extreme danger of perdition; comp. Amos
iv. 11; Zech. 1il. 2. Distinguished {rom the Siaxpivouévors, the
second class are to be considered as those who have not yet
lost the faith, but have, through fellowship with the Anti-
nomians, been enticed to their licentious life; these are to be
rescued.  owlere is evidently in contrast to énéyyere, and
denotes them to Le such as one may certainly hope to rescue,
provided one snatches them with violence, and tears them out
of this fellowship. In reference to the third class, Jude pre-
scribes é\eeiv (on the form éledre, see Winer, p. 32 [E. T.
104]). This verb in the N. T. ncver means only “to have
compassion” (Schott), but always to compassionate onc with
Lelpful love, as also €eos is always used only of active com-
passion; so that with é\eetre the exact contrary is said to
what Luther finds expressed, when he explains it: “let them
2o, avoid them, and have nothing to do with them.” By this

1 When Hofmann says, ““that 3mzxpiveedas cannot have this meaning requires
no proof,” he makes an entirely groundless assumption.

? In the reading of the Rec.: ol pir tresime Jiwxpivipsvar, we are obliged to
explain Jizxpiviclas as = distinguished. Luther : ‘‘and make this distinction,
that ye compassionate some;” or, more exactly, ‘‘compassionate the onc,

making a distinction,” namely, from others, But 3:zxpivipsses must be passive,
since not diaxpivielas, but only Jizxpivuy, has the meaning to distinguish,
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is denoted rather the helpful and saving benevolence by which
the erring are again to be brought back to the right way.
As this é\eetv makes a fellowship necessary with those upon
whom it is exercised, Jude defines the same more precisely by
é ¢oBw; accordingly, they must not be wanting in foresight,
lest they suffer injury themselves,! and he adds the participial
sentence as an explanation of this év ¢oBw: wmoolvres ral
«rA?  This exhortation shows that Jude considers the third
class as those who are indeed already involved, but who, by
active compassion, may again be re-established; it is mnot so
had with them as with those toward whom only é\éyyew is
to be employed; but also it is not yet so bad as with those
who can only be rescued by hastily snatching them.

ITofinann considers the reading of N1 zai ob: utv S.cdwe dranpro-
pious ous 0f cwleTe in muphs apmdlovrez, obg 03 frsdire dv ¢é3w, as the
correct one.  In his explanation of this reading he distinguishes
not three, but only two classes, assuming that only the first, but
not the second ob; 8¢ stands opposed to obs uiv; and that this
Iatter oiz 8¢ is to be comsidered rather as a resumption of the
object wentioned in ¢z pén. This opinion is, however, erron-
cous, since, according to it, the third ¢d5 is understood difterently
from the first and second g, namely, as a pure relative pro-
nour; and since, in a highly arbitrary manner, “d ¢iBe is
explained as o consequence, united with an imperative é.sére
to be taken from of; irezre:” “whom ye compassionate, themn
compassionate with fear.”  Alse the cxplanation of the first
member of the sentence: “the readers are to compassionate
the one with distinetion,” is to be rejected, since it has against
it N. T. nsage, according to which duxpivzedes is never used as
the passive of arzzpivery in the sense of “ to distinguish.”

Y .. -~ Ay A k] N ~ \ b !
The addition gioodvres kai Tov amwo Tijs CAPKOS ETTEAWDUEVOY

1 Schott is entirely mistaken when he says that ia::iv denotes lere ““a com-
passion which has, and may have, its definite peculiarity no longer in an impulse
to help, but only in a fear of acting wrongly, and in consequence of receiving
injury ;” in other words, 2 compassion which is no compassion.

? According to the reading of the Rec. iv @sf» belongs to ewlers.  Some
expositors (Grotiug, Stier, and others) incorrectly explain it of the fear of the
persons to he rescued ; correetly Arnaud : c'est & dire, prenant garde (ue, tout
en cherchant o les convertir, ils ne vous séluisent pas vous-memes,  lieiche
incorrectly, with the reading A, separates v @ifw from ixe@e:, and juins it with
awobyres, whilst it would attract to it a very superfluous addition,



VERSES 24, 9. 439

xerdve ! is cofrectly explained by Occumenius: wpoociap-
Bdveole . . . adrols . . . pere doBov, mepioreTTOMEVOL PITTS
%) WPoTAYrs ToUTWY . . . AUpns Uplv yévnTar altia. — Kali,
cren, gives greater emphasis to the thought.  The expression
Tov yetova is to be understood in a literal, and not in a
ficurative scuse (Bullinger: exuvias veteris Adami, concupi-
scentias et opera carnis). yeraw is the under garment worn
next the skin, and which, by means of its direct contact
with the flesh unclean by unchastity, etc, is itsell sotled
(omidéw only here and in Jas. iil. 6); comp. Rev. iil. 4, —
This garment is to the author the symbol of whatever, by
means of external contact, shares in the moral destruction of
those men. Calviu: vult fideles non tantum cavere & vitiorum
contactu, scd ne qua ad cos contagio pertingat, quicquid affine
est ac vicimun, fugiendum esse admonet.

Vv. 24, 25, Conclusion of the Ipistle by a doxology. ——
7 &8¢ Swwapevo] The same commencenment of the doxology in
Tom. xvi. 28. — vpas] Were al7ods the correct reading, we
could hardly do otherwise than refer it to the last-mentioned
ods 8, to which it is unsuitable, as they are not dwratoTor,
who, as such, require only ¢vidgosoew. That Jude actually
wrote adTods: “in the flicht of devotion may have tumed
from his readers, and spoke of them in the third person” (de
Wette), is highly improbable.— awraioTovs]| am. Aey., literally,
who strikes not against; then figuratively, who stumbles not,
does not offend ; here in the moral scuse as wraiw, Jas. i1 10,
iii. 2; Vulgate : sine peccato. — rai orijoat xaTevomiov Tis
dofns alrod dpdpovs] Schott correctly remarks on wad: The
second effect is the ultimate result of the fivst, so that xai
might be rendered by and so, and accordingly. 86€a is here
the glory of God, as it will be manifested at the day of judg-
ment. On ovijoar duwpovs, comp. 1 Cor. i. 8; Col. 1. 22
1 Thess. iii. 13. The nicaning is: “who can effect it that
ve may appear as duwpor before His judgment-seat,” — év
ayadieaaer] mentions the condition in which Christians will

} Both in the reading of the Ree. and in the reading of C this addition is
surprising ; one may regard it, with Jachmann, as the adversative reason of
#&Zers (though ye hate); or, with de Wette, as the real reason (since ye hate,
{or which de Wette appeals to 1 Cor. v. 6!).
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then be found; comp. 1 Pet. iv. 13.— Ver. 25. pove Oegd)
see ver. 4; Johm v. 44; Rom. xvi. 27; 1 Tim. i 17.
— coTijpt Hudv] marks, in connection with &z ’Inood
Xp., the essential Christian element in the idea of God; on
gwtjp as a designation of God, comp. 1 Tim. i. 1. Schott
incorrectly joins pove @ed with cwtijpe judv, as if it meant:
“to Him who alone is God, in such a manner that He is our
Saviour ;” and the reason which he assigns : “ because wévos
Ocos is never used by itself, but always occurs as a desig-
nation of God relative to other attributes,” is contradicted by
John v. 44; also by 1 Tim. i. 17 and Jude ver. 4.— &ia "Ino.
Xpiorod] belongs to cotipe Hudv (Schott), not to 8ééa x.r.\.
(Wiesinger) ; in this latter case it would be put after éfovoia.
— 86&a, peyarwaiyy k1)) Soka and kpdaros occur frequently
in the New Testament doxologies (sce 1 Det. iv. 11} ; ueya-
Awotry and éfoveia ouly lere; peyarwovyy corresponds to
the Hebrew °1; comp. Deut. xxxii. 3, LXX.: 8re peya-
Awatvny 16 Oed judy. — wpd Tavtos Tob aildvos] By
these words, wanting in the Zrc, the idea of ecternity is
expressed in the most comprehensive mianner.  Not éorw,
but éori (de Wette, Schott), is to he supplied; comp. 1 Tet.
iv. 11, — aup] the usual conclusion of doxologies, as in
Rom. i. 15; 1 Tet. iv. 11, etc.; it stands in the Epistles to
the Galatians and Hebrews, probabl+ also in 2 Teter, as here,
at the end of the Epistle.
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