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Henry Alford (7 October 1810 - 12 January 1871) was an English churchman, theologian, textual critic, scholar, poet, hymnodist, and writer.

Alford was born in London, of a Somerset family, which had given five consecutive generations of clergymen to the Anglican church. Alford's early years were passed with his widowed father, who was curate of Steeple Ashton in Wiltshire. He was a precocious boy, and before he was ten had written several Latin odes, a history of the Jews and a series of homiletic outlines. After a peripatetic school course he went up to Trinity College, Cambridge, in 1827 as a scholar. In 1832 he was 34th wrangler and 8th classic, and in 1834 was made fellow of Trinity.

He had already taken orders, and in 1835 began his eighteen-year tenure of the vicarage of Wymeswold in Leicestershire, from which seclusion the twice-repeated offer of a colonial bishopric failed to draw him. He was Hulsean lecturer at Cambridge in 1841-1842, and steadily built up a reputation as scholar and preacher, which might have been greater if not for his excursions into minor poetry and magazine editing.

In 1844, he joined the Cambridge Camden Society (CCS) which published a list of do's and don'ts for church layout which they promoted as a science. He commissioned A.W.N. Pugin to restore St Mary's church. He also was a member of the Metaphysical Society, founded in 1869 by James Knowles.

In September 1853 Alford moved to Quebec Chapel, Marylebone, London, where he had a large congregation. In March 1857 Lord Palmerston advanced him to the deanery of Canterbury, where, till his death, he lived the same energetic and diverse lifestyle as ever. He had been the friend of most of his eminent contemporaries, and was much beloved for his amiable character. The inscription on his tomb, chosen by himself, is Diversorium Viatoris Hierosolymam Proficiscentis ("the inn of a traveler on his way to Jerusalem").

Alford was a talented artist, as his picture-book, The Riviera (1870), shows, and he had abundant musical and mechanical talent. Besides editing the works of John Donne, he published several volumes of his own verse, The School of the Heart (1835), The Abbot of Muchelnaye (1841), The Greek Testament. The Four Gospels (1849), and a number of hymns, the best-known of which are "Forward! be our watchword," "Come, ye thankful people, come", and "Ten thousand times ten thousand." He translated the Odyssey, wrote a well-known manual of idiom, A Plea for the Queen's English (1863), and was the first editor of the Contemporary Review (1866 - 1870).

His chief fame rests on his monumental edition of the New Testament in Greek (4 vols.), which occupied him from 1841 to 1861. In this work he first produced a careful collation of the readings of the chief manuscripts and the researches of the ripest continental scholarship of his day. Philological rather than theological in character, it marked an epochal change from the old homiletic commentary, and though more recent research, patristic and papyral, has largely changed the method of New Testament exegesis, Alford's work is still a quarry where the student can dig with a good deal of profit.

His Life, written by his widow, appeared in 1873 (Rivington).

Introduction

CHAPTER IV

THE SECOND EPISTLE GENERAL OF PETER

SECTION I

OBJECT, CONTENTS, AND OCCASION OF THE EPISTLE

1. I THINK it best to approach the difficult question of the genuineness of this Epistle, by a consideration of the internal characteristics of the writing itself.

2. Its general object is no where so distinctly declared, as that of 1 Pet. in 1 Peter 5:12 (ch. 1 Peter 3:1-2 being special). But the two concluding verses contain in them the double aim which has been apparent through the whole. In 1 Peter 3:17 we read, προγινώσκοντες φυλάσσεσθε ἵνα μὴ τῶν ἀθέσμων πλάνῃ συναπαχθέντες ἐκπέσητε τοῦ ἰδίου στηριγμοῦ, and in 1 Peter 3:18, αὐξάνετε δὲ ἐν χάριτι καὶ γνώσει τοῦ κυρίου ἡμῶν καὶ σωτῆρος ἰησοῦ χριστοῦ. These two, the prohibitory and the hortatory, are the objects of the Epistle. The former is the introduction to the latter, which, as might be expected, is the main and ultimate aim.

3. And this ultimate aim is apparent from the very beginning. Ch. 2 Peter 1:1-11 is devoted to fervent enforcing of it. Then 2 Peter 1:12-21, laying down the grounds on which the γνῶσις rests, viz. apostolic testimony and prophetic announcement, forms a transition to the description, ch. 2, of the false prophets and teachers who were even then coming in, and should wax onward in activity and influence. Then in ch. 3, the further error of false teachers in scorning and disbelieving the promise of the coming of the Lord is stigmatized and refuted, and the Epistle concludes with a general reference to the Epistles of St. Paul, as teaching these same truths, and as being perverted like the other Scriptures by the ignorant and unstable.

Throughout all, one purpose and one spirit is manifest. The ἐπίγνωσις τοῦ κυρίου ἡμῶν καὶ σωτῆρος ἰης. χρ. is ever the condition of salvation (ch. 2 Peter 1:8; 2 Peter 2:20; 2 Peter 3:18). Sometimes we have it on the side of knowledge of the Father who nath called us (2 Peter 1:2-3), sometimes on that of knowledge of the gospel as the way of righteousness (2 Peter 2:21; cf. 2 Peter 2:2). This ἐπίγνωσις is the central point of the Christian life, both theoretically and practically considered: it is the vehicle of the divine agency in us, and so of our highest participation of God (2 Peter 1:3-4): it is the means of escape from the pollutions of the world (2 Peter 2:20),—the crowning point of Christian virtues (2 Peter 1:8),—the means of access into Christ’s kingdom (2 Peter 1:11).

And the side of our Lord’s own Person and Office on which attention is fixed is not so much His historical life, as His δύναμις and ἐξουσία in His exalted state of triumph (2 Peter 1:16). The promises which are introduced refer to His second coming and kingdom (2 Peter 1:4; 2 Peter 3:4; 2 Peter 3:13).

4. And in this peculiar setting forth of the Christian life must we look for the necessary bringing out of the dangers of seduction by false teachers, and the placing of this knowledge and these promises over against it. The ψευδοδιδάσκαλοι (2 Peter 2:1; ἄθεσμοι, 2 Peter 3:17) are described partly theoretically, as denying the lordship of our glorified Saviour which He has won by Redemption (2 Peter 2:1, contrasted with δύναμις, 2 Peter 1:16), and His promise of coming again (2 Peter 3:1 ff., contrasted with παρουσία, 2 Peter 1:16),—partly practically,—as slandering God’s way of righteousness (2 Peter 2:2) and His majesty (2 Peter 2:10 ff.),—as disgracing their profession of Christian freedom (2 Peter 2:19),—as degraded by a vicious life (2 Peter 2:13),—full of lust and covetousness (2 Peter 2:14),—speaking swelling words (2 Peter 2:18), deserters of the right way (2 Peter 2:15 f.), traitors (2 Peter 2:17), seducing the unstable (2 Peter 2:14; 2 Peter 2:18),—the objeets of God’s inevitable judgment (2 Peter 2:3-9; 2 Peter 2:17),—preparing destruction for themselves (2 Peter 2:12; 2 Peter 2:19), and the more so, because their guilt is increased by the sin of apostasy (2 Peter 2:20-22).

5. In strong contrast and counterpoise against both sides of this heretical error stands their ἐπίγνωσις: against the former of them, in its theoretical aspect, as the right knowledge of the power and coming of Christ (2 Peter 1:16; see above): against the latter, in its practical, as insight into the ὁδὸς τῆς δικαιοσύνης. This latter contrast is ever brought up in the description of the false teachers in ch. 2. Noah, as δικαιοσύνης κήρυξ, is excepted from the judgment of the Flood (2 Peter 2:5): Lot, as δίκαιος, from that on Sodom (2 Peter 2:7-8): God knows how to punish the ἀδίκους, and rescue the εὐσεβεῖς (2 Peter 2:9): the heretics are described as having left the εὐθεῖαν ὁδόν (2 Peter 2:15), and the example of Balaam applied to them (2 Peter 2:15-16). And accordingly it is the ἐπίγνωσις ἰησοῦ χρ. which is to preserve the readers from φθορά (2 Peter 1:4; cf. 2 Peter 2:12), and from falling away (2 Peter 1:10).

6. This main subject of the Epistle, which not only occasions the minute depiction of the adversaries, but also keeps together the whole, is, notwithstanding the parenthetical allusions and polemical digressions, in close coherence. The later portions are all based on the earlier. Thus ch. 2 Peter 1:16 ff. is the foundation of 2 Peter 2:1 ff., 2 Peter 2:1 ff.: thus the conclusion is in intimate connexion with the opening, the same union of ( ἐπί) γνωσις, χάρις, and εἰρήνη being found in both (2 Peter 1:2; 2 Peter 3:14; 2 Peter 3:18): thus the ἵνα μὴ ἐκπέσητε τοῦ ἰδίου στηριγμοῦ, 2 Peter 3:17, refers back to 2 Peter 1:10; 2 Peter 1:12; thus the conditioning clause, ἀποφυγόντες … φθορᾶς, 2 Peter 1:4, is remembered in the warning φυλάσσεσθε.… συναπαχθέντες, 2 Peter 3:17; and the more detailed exhortation of 2 Peter 1:5-8 is compressed together in the shorter αὐξάνετε δὲ κ. τ. λ. of 2 Peter 3:18. Thus also the qualifying ἐν δικαιοσύνῃ of ch. 2 Peter 1:1 is borne in mind in 2 Peter 2:21 and 2 Peter 3:13. So again, 2 Peter 3:1 takes up again 2 Peter 1:13, and the ὑπὸ τῶν ἁγίων προφητῶν of 2 Peter 3:2 refers back to 2 Peter 1:19. In fact, the contents of this short Epistle are bound together by the closest and most intimate connexion and coherence.

7. The above notices will make sufficiently plain the occasion of the Epistle. It was, the prompting of a holy desire to build up and confirm the readers, in especial reference to certain destructive forms of error in doctrine and practice which were then appearing and would continue to wax onward.

8. If we seek to fix historically the heretics here marked out, we find the same difficulty as ever besets similar enquiries in the apostolic Epistles. They are rather the germs of heresies that are described, than the heresies themselves as known to us in their ripeness afterwards. These germs ever found their first expansion in the denial of those distinctive doctrines of the Gospel which most closely involve Christian practice and ensure Christian watchfulness. First came the loosening of the bands which constrained man by the love of Christ and waiting for Him; then, when true liberty was lost, followed the bondage of fanciful theological systems and self-imposed creeds. The living God-man vanished first out of the field of love and hope and obedience, and then His place was taken by the great Tempter and leader captive of souls.

9. So that when we enquire to which known class of subsequent heretics the description in our Epistle applies,—whether to the Carpocratians as Grotius believed, or to the Sadducees, as Bertholdt, or to the Gnostics, or Nicolaitans, as others, the reply in each case must be, that we cannot identify any of these precisely with those here described: that the delineation is both too wide and too narrow for each in succession: but that (and it is an important result for the question of the date of our Epistle) we are here standing at a point higher up than any of these definite names of sects: during the great moral ferment of the first fatal apostasy, which afterwards distributed itself into various divisions and sects.

SECTION II

FOR WHAT READERS IT WAS WRITTEN

1. The readers are no where expressly defined. By ch. 2 Peter 3:1, it would appear that they are identical with at all events a portion of those to whom the first Epistle was addressed. And to this the ἑκάστοτε of ch. 2 Peter 1:15, “on each occasion which offers,” seems also to point: besides appearing to refer to some previous personal connexion of the Writer with his readers. This latter has frequently been assumed from ch. 2 Peter 1:16; but without necessity; see note there. All that is there assumed is that which is also stated in ch. 2 Peter 1:1, the delivery of the truths and faith of the Gospel to them by competent eye-witnesses, of whom the Writer (in office, but not necessarily in connexion with themselves) had been one.

2. The address, ch. 2 Peter 1:1, is more general than that of the first Epistle: the words of warning and exhortation are for all who bore the Christian name. The dangers described were imminent throughout the then Christian world. And the expressions, whether of praise and encouragement, or of caution, must be taken as generally applicable to all believers in Christ, rather than as descriptive of the peculiar situation of any circle of churches at any one time.

3. Of necessity, the same general view must not be taken of the enemies of the faith here depicted. The city of God, with its bulwarks and towers, is ever the same: this was a special attack beginning to be made on it by a body of foes of a special character. The firmness and watchfulness which seem to be predicated of the readers (ch. 2 Peter 1:12, 2 Peter 3:17, 2 Peter 1:19) are rather assumptions, certain to be true of true believers, than statements of objective matter of fact: whereas the depravities and errors of the heretics, as far as spoken of in the present, were things actually occurring under the Apostle’s notice. This must be borne in mind, or we shall be liable to go wrong in our inference respecting those addressed.

4. On the other hand it must be borne in mind, that the Apostle’s field of view, as he looked over the church, would naturally be bounded by the lines which marked out the cycle of his own observation: that those to whom he had before written would be on this second occasion nearest to his thoughts: and by consequence, that when he seems to address these readers as in the main identical with those, this inference must not be carried too far, but allowance made for the margin which may fairly be granted to each Epistle: for expanding the apparent limited character of the former address towards that more general reference which was sure to have been in the Apostle’s mind: and for contracting the very wide address of this one merely by believing that in writing he would fix his thoughts on those whom he knew and especially cared for.

5. If it be said, as it has been, that we find no trace in the former Epistle of the peculiar kind of adversaries of the faith of whom so much is here said, and on the other hand nothing in this Epistle of the persecutions, which bore so considerable a part in the matters treated in the former one: the answer to both these is exceedingly easy. A very short time would suffice for the springing up, or for the becoming formidable, of these deadly forms of error. As the Apostles were one by one removed by death, on the one hand their personal influence in checking evil tendencies was withdrawn, on the other that coming of Christ, of which they had once confidently spoken as to be in their own time, became in danger of being disbelieved. This would be a sufficient reason for the one supposed difficulty: and as regards the other, it is quite answer enough to say, that this second Epistle being written on a special occasion and for a special object, is, as we have seen, coherently and consistently devoted to that object, and does not, in its course, travel out of its way to speak of things with which the first Epistle was concerned. It is obvious that, supposing the two to have been written by the same person, he is not likely to have dwelt again in his second letter on things already brought forward in his first.

6. Besides, it has been not unjustly thought that we can discover traces in our Epistle of the same characteristics as those which marked the readers of the former one, or of others which would be probably subsequent to them. We have there the caution to take care that none of them suffer as an evil doer, φονεύς, κλέπτης, κακοποιός, ἀλλοτριοεπίσκοπος (4:15); which seems to contain in it the seed of that further development of evil among Christians, which we find actual in this Epistle. Again, the neglect of the caution there, ἀναζωσάμενοι τὰς ὀσφύας τῆς διανοίας ὑμῶν, νήφοντες, τελείως ἐλπίσατε ἐπὶ τὴν φερομένην ὑμῖν χάριν ἐν ἀποκαλύψει ἰ. χ. (2 Peter 1:13), would lead exactly to the dissolute lives here described of those who had ceased to hope for His coming. There is close connexion between 1 Peter 2:16, ὡς ἐλεύθεροι, καὶ μὴ ὡς ἐπικάλυμμα ἔχοντες τῆς κακίας τὴν ἐλευθερίαν … and 2 Peter 2:19, ἐλευθερίαν αὐτοῖς ἐπαγγελλόμενοι, αὐτοὶ δοῦλοι ὑπάρχοντες τῆς φθορᾶς: between the cautions there given against pride (5:5–7), and the ὑπέρογκα ματαιότητος φθεγγόμενοι of our ch. 2 Peter 2:18. And the same analogies might be carried yet further, shewing that from the circumstances of the readers which respectively underlie the one and the other Epistle, this may well have been a sequel to, and consequent on, the former.

SECTION III

ON THE RELATION BETWEEN THIS EPISTLE AND THAT OF JUDE

1. It is well known that, besides various scattered resemblances, a long passage occurs, included in the limits Jude 1:3-19; 2 Peter 2:1-19, describing in both cases the heretical enemies of the Gospel, couched in terms so similar as to preclude all idea of entire independence. If considerations of human probability are here as every where else to be introduced into our estimate of the Sacred Writings, then either one saw and used the text of the other, or both drew from a common document or a common source of oral apostolic teaching.

2. Setting aside the supposition of a common documentary source, as not answering to the curious phænomena of concurrence and divergence, no one can say that the latter alternative may not have been the case: that a portion of oral teaching spoken originally in the power of the Spirit, may not, in its reproduction, have become deflected as we here see. Were the case in strict analogy with that of the three Gospels, we should have no hesitation in adopting this hypothesis. But the cases are not similar. For we have first to add to the phænomena of this passage the remarkable coincidences elsewhere, where no such common portion of teaching could have been concerned: and then to observe, that the coincidences and divergences in the passage itself do not entirely bear out the hypothesis. There is an intent and consistent purpose plainly visible in them, which is altogether absent, unless the wildest fancies be allowed to come into play, from the common text of passages in the three Gospels.

3. We have then to fall back on the supposition, that one of the Sacred Writers saw and used the text of the other. And if this is to be so, there can be but little hesitation in answering the enquiry, on which side the preference lies as to priority and originality. The grounds of that answer have indeed been amplified and exaggerated, beyond what we can fairly concede: but still in the main they are irrefragable. We cannot see, with De Wette and others, that St. Peter is less fresh or individual in his expressions and turns of thought than St. Jude: but, conceding to both Writers originality and individuality of thought, it is then for us to ascertain by inspection, which text bears the air of being the free outflow of the first thought, which the working up of the other for a purpose slightly differing.

4. The portion of the common matter which will best serve us for this purpose is that in which the traditional and historical examples are adduced, 2 Peter 2:1-16, Jude 1:4-11. In this passage, the object of St. Jude is to set forth the ἀσεβεῖς, τὴν τοῦ θεοῦ ἡμῶν χάριτα μετατιθέντες εἰς ἀσέλγειαν, καὶ τὸν μόνον δεσπότην καὶ κύριον ἡμῶν ἰ. χ. ἀρνούμενοι. The persons described by St. Peter are not the same, in however many common points the characters coincide. With him they are ψευδοδιδάσκαλοι, answering to the ψευδοπροφῆται ἐν τῷ λαῷ of old: like the others, they are described as τὸν ( ἀγοράσαντα αὐτοὺς) δεσπότην ἀρνούμενοι, with the two words in brackets characteristically inserted. In Peter (2 Peter 2:1) we have merely a reminiscence of the first historical notice in Jude (2 Peter 2:5), consisting in his specifying the false teachers as answering to the false prophets ἐν τῷ λαῷ, as contrasted with the true ones of whom he has been speaking (2 Peter 1:19-21). It was not to his purpose to mention the destruction of the unbelieving (Jude 1:5), and therefore he slightly passes this example with a mere allusion. I submit that this will not bear the converse hypothesis: that the weighty and pregnant sentence in St. Jude could not be the result of the passing hint ἐν τῷ λαῷ of St. Peter, nor can that hint be accounted for except as a reminiscence of St. Jude.

5. Passing to the next example, that of the sinning angels, we find the same even more strikingly exemplified. St. Jude is writing of apostates, and sets forth their fate by that of the angels, τοὺς μὴ τηρήσαντας τὴν ἑαυτῶν ἀρχὴν ἀλλὰ ἀπολιπόντας τὸ ἴδιον οἰκητήριον: in allusion (see note there) to Genesis 6:2, their going after strange flesh, a sin after the manner of which ( τὸν ὅμοιον τρόπον τούτοις) Sodom and Gomorrha also sinned in after time (Jude 1:6, note). This special notice, so apposite to St. Jude’s subject, is contracted in St. Peter into the mere mention of ἀγγέλων ἁμαρτησάντων. Here it is most natural to suppose, that the special notice preceded the general.

6. The next example in St. Peter is one exactly to the point for which he is adducing the whole series, viz., to shew God’s power both to punish and to deliver, but, on one side at least, inapposite to St. Jude’s purpose. It is found in St. Peter alone. But the reason why I adduce it here is, to remark, that, had St. Peter’s been the original, St. Jude would have hardly failed to insert in his examples that portion of this one which so exactly tallied with his purpose, ἀρχαίου κόσμου οὐκ ἐφείσατο, … κατακλυσμὸν κόσμῳ ἀσεβῶν ἐπάξας.

7. The next example, that of Sodom and Gomorrha, is found in St. Jude in strict connexion and analogy with that which has immediately preceded it, viz. that of the angels. This connexion is broken is St. Peter, no such particular as that on which it depends being found in his mention of the angels’ sin. These cities are adduced only as an example to the μέλλοντες ἀσεβεῖν, and, which is again noteworthy, the mention of the rescue of Lot is appended, conformably with that which we remarked in the preceding paragraph.

8. It is further to be noticed with respect to this same example, that St. Jude describes the cities as δεῖγμα πυρὸς αἰωνίου δίκην ὑπέχουσαι, whereas St. Peter has resolved this, which might seem to imply the eternity of the fire which consumed those cities, into a fuller and historical account, retaining the feature of their being a warning to the impious: τεφρώσας καταστροφῇ κατέκρινεν, ὑπόδειγμα μελλόντων ἀσεβεῖν τεθεικώς. Here again I submit that the converse hypothesis is inconceivable.

9. Again, in the description which follows in St. Peter (Jude 1:9), we have a characteristic continuation of his main subject, the rescue of the righteous united with the punishment of the wicked, and then, with a μάλιστα δέ, he returns to the particular characters here under description, and takes up the two traits which form the main subject in St. Jude, Jude 1:8; so that we have the original ὁμοίως μέντοι καὶ οὗτοι ἐνυπνιαζόμενοι σάρκα μὲν μιαίνουσιν, κυριότητα δὲ ἀθετοῦσιν, δόξας δὲ βλασφημοῦσιν replaced by μάλιστα δὲ τοὺς ὀπίσω σαρκὸς ἐν ἐπιθυμίᾳ μιασμοῦ πορευομένους καὶ κυριότητος καταφρονοῦντας. τολμηταί, αὐθαδεῖς, δόξας οὐ τρέμουσιν βλασφημοῦντες: where again I submit that none can doubt for a moment which sacred Writer preceded the other.

10. The next example even more strikingly shews the same. St. Jude cites at length from some apocryphal book, probably that called the ἀνάληψις or ἀνάβασις ΄ωυσέως (see Origen de Principiis iii. 2. 1, vol. i. p. 138), an instance of the different conduct of mighty angels in contending with God’s adversaries. St. Peter (Jude 1:11) merely asserts generally that such is the conduct of mighty angels, but gives no hint of an allusion to the fact on which the general assertion is based; nor does the great Adversary appear in his sentence, but in his stead are substituted these heretics themselves; ὅπου ἄγγελοι ἰσχύϊ καὶ δυνάμει μείζονες ὄντες οὐ φέρουσιν κατʼ αὐτῶν βλάσφημον καίσιν. This, standing as it does thus by itself, would constitute, were it not for the original in St. Jude being extant, the most enigmatical sentence in the N. T.

11. I shall not treat at length every separate verse, but shall only remark, that as we pass on through 2 Peter 2:12 ff., while this view of the priority of St. Jude is at every step confirmed, we derive some interesting notices of the way in which the passage in our Epistle has been composed: viz. by the Apostle having in his thoughts the passage in St. Jude, and adapting such portions of it as the Spirit guided him to see fit, taking sometimes the mere sound of St. Jude’s words to express a different thought, sometimes, as we saw above, contracting and omitting, sometimes expanding and inserting, as suited his purpose. Thus while in St. Jude we have the comparison ὡς τὰ ἄλογα ζῶα simply introduced with reference to certain things which the persons under description know naturally ( φυσικῶς) and use corruptly, in St. Peter it is the heretics themselves who are ὡς ἄλογα ζῶα, the additional point of comparison is introduced, that they are γεγεννημένα φυσικὰ εἰς ἅλωσιν κ. φθοράν, and the φθείρονται of St. Jude is made to serve a very different purpose,— ἐν τῇ φθορᾷ αὐτῶν καὶ φθαρήσονται. So in 2 Peter 2:13, in the reminiscence of the passage, σπιλάδες of Jude 1:12 becomes σπίλοι κ. μῶμοι,— ἐν ταῖς ἀγάπαις ὑμῶν of St. Jude becomes ἐν ταῖς ἀπάταις αὐτῶν. So in 2 Peter 2:17, we have somewhat similar figures to those in Jude 1:13, but whereas originally it was “waves of the sea foaming out their own shame,” and ἀστέρες πλανῆται οἷς ὁ ζόφος τοῦ σκότους εἰς αἰῶνα τετήρηται, in the latter text it becomes, more suitably to St. Peter’s purpose of depicting false teachers, “wells without water,” and ὀμίχλαι ὑπὸ λαίλαπος ἐλαυνόμεναι, οἷς ὁ ζόφος τοῦ σκότους τετήρηται.

12. In Jude 1:11, St. Jude, fervidly borne along in his impassioned invective, collects together three instances of O. T. transgressors, to all of whom he compares those whom he is stigmatizing. They were murderers like Cain, covetous like Balaam, rebellious like Korah. But out of these St. Peter, dealing with false teachers, whom he is comparing with the false prophets of old, selects Balaam only, and goes at length (Jude 1:15-16) into his sin and his rebuke. Can any one persuade us that in the impetuous whirlwind of St. Jude’s invective he adopted and abridged the example furnished by St. Peter, prefixing and adding those of Cain and Korah?

13. I shall carry the comparison no further, but refer the student to some sources where he will find it elaborately treated. Of these the best worth consulting is Brückner’s Excursus on 2 Peter 2. in his Edition of De Wette’s Handbook, vol. i. pt. 3, pp. 163–170. There he impartially, and in a critical and scholarly manner, examines the whole question, and while he successfully maintains the priority of St. Jude, and St. Peter’s acquaintance with his Epistle, he sets in a very striking light the independence of our Apostle, and his coherence of purpose and language. The same is done, but less completely, and, unless the fault is in myself, with some little confusion, by Davidson, vol. iii. pp. 399–408. The same again is done very fairly by Huther, in the Anhang to his Commentary on the Epistle. I am sorry I cannot speak with praise of the work of Dietlein, Der zweite Brief Petri, Berlin, 1851, either as regards this, or other parts of the great question regarding our Epistle. It is a book with which I have been much disappointed both in point of scholarship and of logic, and the reader will find many notices of its mistakes scattered through my notes. On this part of the subject he is an unflinching advocate for the priority of St. Peter to St. Jude. The same side is taken by Schmid, Michaelis, Storr, Hengstenberg, Thiersch, Hofmann, and Stier.

SECTION IV

AUTHENTICITY

1. As regards the external grounds for or against the authenticity of this Epistle, we have very various opinions. Dietlein finds traces of its use in the earliest apostolic Fathers; in Polycarp, in Ignatius, in the Epistle of Barnabas, in Clement of Rome. Most of these however are very shadowy and fanciful: some of them even absurd(161). The explanation of the coincidence in these cases is generally to be sought in the fact that these writers had the same sources to draw from, in the main, as the Apostle, viz. O. T. prophecy, and the common-places of Christian teaching: and this being so, it would be strange indeed if we did not find such coincidence in insulated words and occasional phrases.

2. A few however of the instances adduced from the Apostolic Fathers are worth notice: not as by any means proving the use by them of this Epistle, but as remarkable in connexion with the question before us. Such are 1) Hermas, iii. simil. vi. 4, p. 968, ἄκουε ἀμφοτέρων τὴν φύναμιν, τῆς τρυφῆς κ. τοῦ βασάνου. τῆς τρυφῆς κ. τῆς ἀπάτης ὁ χρόνος ὥρα ἐστὶ μία· τῆς δὲ βασάνου ὥραι τριάκοντα ἡμερῶν δύναμιν ἔχουσαι. ἐὰν οὖν μίαν ἡμέραν τις τρυφήσῃ καὶ ἀπατηθῇ, μίαν δὲ ἡμέραν βασανισθῇ κ. τ. λ., as compared with a) ἐντρυφῶντες ἐν ταῖς ἀπάταις αὐτῶν and b) τὴν ἐν ἡμέρᾳ τρυφήν, 2 Peter 2:13, where see note: 2) Clement of Rome, ad Cor. c. 7, p. 225, νῶε ἐκήρυξεν μετάνοιαν, and c. 9, p. 228, νῶε πιστὸς εὑρεθεὶς διὰ τῆς λειτουργίας αὐτοῦ παλιγγενεσίαν κόσμῳ ἐκήρυξεν.…: ib. c. 11, p. 232, in speaking of Lot’s deliverance out of Sodom, πρόδηλον ποιήσας ὁ δεσπότης, ὅτι τοὺς ἐλπίζοντας ἐπʼ αὐτὸν οὐκ ἐγκαταλείπει, τοὺς δὲ ἑτεροκλινεῖς ὑπάρχοντας εἰς κόλασιν καὶ αἰκισμὸν τίθησιν: … εῖς τὸ γνωστὸν εἶναι πᾶσιν ὅτι οἱ δίψυχοι καὶ οἱ διστάζοντες περὶ τῆς τοῦ θεοῦ δυνάμεως εἰς κρῖμα κ. σημείωσιν πάσαις ταῖς γενεαῖς γίνονται, as compared with 2 Peter 2:5; 2 Peter 2:9.

3. Neither the Epistle of Barnabas, nor Justin Martyr, nor Theophilus of Antioch, nor Irenæus, can be fairly adduced as citing or alluding to our Epistle. This assertion may surprise the reader who is acquainted with the strong assertions and easy assumptions of Dietlein. But let him take them one by one and examine them strictly and impartially, and he will find them all in succession prove worthless, except as shewing that primitive Christianity had a Greek vocabulary of its own to express its doctrines and convey its exhortations, which the Apostles and their immediate successors used in common. Neither does the ancient fragment known as the canon of Muratori make any mention of our Epistle(162). Neither does Tertullian, nor Cyprian, nor Clement of Alexandria in any of his extant works.

4. There is a passage in Hippolytus de Antichristo, c. 2, p. 729, which seems to be an amplification of 2 Peter 1:21;—speaking of οἱ προφῆται, he says, οὐ γὰρ ἐξ ἰδίας δυνάμεως ἐφθέγγοντο, οὐδὲ ἅπερ αὐτοὶ ἑβούλοντο ταῦτα ἐκήρυττον, ἀλλὰ πρῶτον μὲν διὰ τοῦ λόγου ἐσοφίζοντο ὀρθῶς, ἔπειτα διʼ ὁραμάτων προεδιδάσκοντο τὰ μέλλοντα καλῶς, εἴθʼ οὕτω πεπεισμένοι ἔλεγον ταῦτα, ἅπερ αὐτοῖς ἦν μόνοις ἀπὸ τοῦ θεοῦ ( ἀποκεκαλυμμένα, τοῖς δὲ λοιποῖς) ἀποκεκρυμμένα. Still, striking as the similarity is, we cannot venture to affirm that the inference is really a sound one, any more than in the case of that place in Theophilus ad Autolycum, 1. ii. p. 87, οἱ δὲ τοῦ θεοῦ ἄνθρωποι πνευματοφόροι πνεύματος ἁγίου καὶ προφῆται γενόμενοι ὑπʼ αὐτοῦ τοῦ θεοῦ ἐμπνευσθέντες κ. σοφισθέντες ἐγένοντο θεοδίδακτοι.

5. Eusebius, H. E. vi. 14, reports of Clement of Alexandria, ἐν δὲ ταῖς ὑποτυπώσεσι, ξυνελόντα εἰπεῖν, πάσης τῆς ἐνδιαθήκου γραφῆς, ἐπιτετμημένας πεποίηται διηγήσεις. μηδὲ τὰς ἀντιλεγομένας παρελθών, τὴν ἰούδα λέγω καὶ τὰς λοιπὰς καθολικὰς ἐπιστολάς, τήν τε βαρνάβα καὶ τὴν πέτρου λεγομένην ἀποκάλυψιν. And Cassiodorus, in his de Instit. divin. præf., vol. ii. p. 538, says, “Ferunt itaque scripturas divinas veteris novique Testamenti ab ipso principio usque ad finem Græco sermone declarasse Clementem Alexandrinum.” But this testimony seems to be contradicted by another from Cassiodorus, ib. c. 8, p. 543;—“In epistolis autem canonicis, Clemens Alexandrinus presbyter, qui et Stromateus dicitur, id est in epistola S. Petri prima, S. Joannis prima et secunda, et Jacobi, quædam Attico sermone declaravit. Ubi multa quidem subtiliter, sed aliqua incaute locutus est, quæ nos ita transferri fecimus in Latinum, ut exclusis quibusdam offendiculis purificata doctrina ejus securior potuisset hauriri.… Sed cum de reliquis canonicis epistolis magna nos cogitatio fatigaret, subito nobis codex Didymi Græco stilo conscriptus in expositionem septem canonicarum epistolarum.… concessus est.”

6. The judgment between these conflicting testimonies must apparently be given on the side of Eusebius, and Cassiodorus’s first assertion taken literally. For Eusebius mentions expressly the Epistle of Jude, as one of those on which Clement commented, whereas by the last-cited statement of Cassiodorus it is excluded. Still even thus we have no express mention of our Epistle, but can only include it by inference among the ἀντιλεγόμεναι of which Eusebius speaks.

7. The testimony of Origen appears somewhat ambiguous.

Eusebius, H. E. vi. 25, reports it thus: πέτρος δέ, ἐφʼ ᾧ οἰκοδομεῖται ἡ χριστοῦ ἐκκλησία, ἧς πύλαι ᾅδου οὐ κατισχύσουσι, μίαν ἐπιστολὴν ὁμολογουμένην καταλέλοιπεν· ἔστω δὲ καὶ δευτέραν, ἀμφιβάλλεται γάρ(163).

On the other hand, in those works which are extant only in the Latin version of Rufinus, Origen again and again quotes our Epistle as Scripture: e. g. Hom. vii., on Joshua (cited above, ch. 3. § i. 7), “Petrus enim duabus epistolarum suarum personat tubis:” Hom. iv. on Leviticus (vol. ii. p. 200), “Et iterum Petrus dicit, Consortes, inquit, facti estis divinæ naturæ” [2 Peter 1:4]: Hom. xiii. on Numbers (vol. ii. p. 321), “Ut ait quodam in loco Scriptura: mutum animal humana voce respondens arguit prophetæ dementiam” [2 Peter 2:16].

8. Perhaps the solution of this is to be found, not by supposing that Rufinus interpolated the passages(164), but by remembering the loose way in which both Origen himself and others were found to cite the Epistle to the Hebrews(165): ordinarily, and currente calamo, speaking of it as St. Paul’s, but whenever they wrote deliberately, giving expression to their doubts respecting its authorship. We have only to believe that Origen acted similarly with regard to 2 Peter, and the mystery is at once solved.

In Origen’s extant Greek works, it is true, we no where find the Epistle quoted. Nay, it is more than once by implication excluded from the number of the Catholic Epistles. Thus in his Comm. on John (tom. vi. 18, vol. iv. p. 135) cited above, ch. 3 § i. 7, he cites 1 Peter 3:18-21, as being ἐν τῇ καθολικῇ ἐπιστολῇ: and in his passage on the Canon, Eus. H. E. vi. 25, δεύτερον δὲ τὸ κατὰ ΄άρκον ὡς πέτρος ὑφηγήσατο αὐτῷ· ὃ καὶ υἱὸν ἐν τῇ καθολικῇ ἐπιστολῇ.… ὡμολόγησε(166).

“… Der nächstliegende Sinn der Worte des Origines ist also: der unter den sogenannten catholischen Breifen besindliche Brief des Petrus. Sin eigentlicher Gegensaß gegen den Zweiten als nicht catholischen, liegt gar nicht darin:höchstens kann man fagen, er bliche daraus das hervor, das es nicht ganz ebenso gelausig und unangesochten war, den zweiten Bries unter den fog. katholischen auszusühren. wie dies beim ersten Statt hatte.”—p. 62.

9. Firmilian, bishop of Cæsarea in Cappadocia, a disciple of Origen (+ 270), certainly alludes to our Epistle, if his words are rightly given in the Latin version in which only we now have them:

Nothing is proved here by “epistolis suis” as to two Epistles of St. Peter being meant: but by the fact mentioned, this second Epistle must be intended, seeing that it is in this only that heretics are inveighed against by St. Peter.

10. The testimony of Didymus, whose commentary on the Epistle is extant in a Latin version only, is given at the end of his remarks on this Epistle (Migne, Patr. Gr. vol. xxxix. p. 1774):

“Non igitur est ignorandum, hanc Epistolam esse falsatam, quæ, licet publicetur, non tamen in canone est.”

Here the Latin expressions cause some little uncertainty, and can only be interpreted by conjecturing what they represent in the original Greek. Undue stress has been laid on the “igitur,” as if it were a ratiocinative conclusion from something preceding. But in all probability the sentence was a mere concluding notice, and ran thus, τοῦτο μὲν οὖν οὐκ ἀγνωστέον, ὅτι αὕτη ἡ ἐπιστολὴ νενόθευται …: the latter word meaning, “is accounted spurious.”

11. Euseb. H. E. iii. 3, says, πέτρου μὲν οὖν ἐπιστολὴ μία ἡ λεγομένη προτέρα ἀνωμολόγηται· ταύτῃ δὲ καὶ οἱ πάλαι πρεσβύτεροι ὡς ἀναμφιλέκτῳ ἐν τοῖς σφῶν αὐτῶν κέχρηνται συγγράμμασιν· τὴν δὲ φερομένην αὐτοῦ δευτέραν οὐκ ἐνδιάθηκον μὲν εἶναι παρειλήφαμεν, ὅμως δὲ πολλοῖς χρήσιμος φανεῖσα μετὰ τῶν ἄλλων ἐσπουδάσθη γραφῶν: and afterwards, ἀλλὰ τὰ μὲν ὀνομαζόμενα πέτρου, ὧν μίαν μόνην γνησίαν ἔγνων ἐπιστολήν, καὶ παρὰ τοῖς πάλαι πρεσβυτέροις ὁμολογουμένην, τοσαῦτα.

And in iii. 25, τῶν δʼ ἀντιλεγομένων, γνωρίμων δʼ οὖν ὅμως τοῖς πολλοῖς, ἡ λεγομένη ἰακώβου φέρεται καὶ ἡ ἰούδα, ἥ τε πέτρου δευτέρα ἐπιστολή(168).

12. Jerome, Script. eccl. i., vol. ii. p. 827, says of St. Peter, “scripsit duas epistolas quæ catholicæ nominantur, quarum secunda a plerisque ejus esse negatur, propter styli cum priore dissonantiam.”

But this dissonance he elsewhere accounts for: “Habebat ergo (Paulus) Titum interpretem, sicut et beatus Petrus Marcum, cujus evangelium Petro narrante et eo scribente compositum est. Denique et duæ epistolæ quæ feruntur Petri stilo inter se et charactere discrepant, structuraque verborum. Ex quo intelligimus, pro necessitate rerum diversis eum usum interpretibus.”

13. After the time of Eusebius the Epistle appears to have been very generally received as canonical. We have however the statement of Gregory of Nazianzum, Carm. ii. 8, ep. 75:310, καθολικῶν ἐπιστολῶν | τινὲς μὲν ἑπτά φασιν, οἱ δὲ τρεῖς μόνας | χρῆναι δέχεσθαι:—and of Cosmas Indicopleustes, Topogr. christ. lib. vii. (Migne, vol. lxxxviii. p. 292), παρὰ σύροις δὲ εἰ μὴ αἱ τρεῖς μόναι αἱ προγεγραμμέναι οὐχ εὑρίσκονται, λέγω δή, ἰακώβου καὶ πέτρου καὶ ἰωάννου. It confirms this notice to find, that this Epistle is not contained in the Peschito version. Ephrem Syrus notwithstanding received the whole seven catholic Epistles, and so the Philoxenian, or later Syriac version. Leontius of Byzantium(169) says that Theodore of Mopsuestia rejected our Epistle.

14. In the middle ages the Epistle was generally recognized and accounted canonical. At the time of the Reformation, the ancient doubts revived. Both Erasmus and Calvin express them. Cajetan, Grotius, Scaliger, Salmasius, question its genuineness. And in modern times, Semler, Neander, Credner, De Wette, Reuss, Mayerhoff, have ranged themselves on the same side.

15. On the other hand, there have not been wanting in our own days many defenders of the genuineness of the Epistle. The principal of these have been Michaelis, Pott, Augusti, Storr, Flatt, Dahl, Hug, Schmid, Lardner, Guericke, Windischmann, Thiersch. The same result is evidently to be supplied at the end of Brückner’s notices, though he himself hesitates to affirm it. From what has already been said of Dietlein’s book, it will be readily believed, that it is hardly worth quoting on this side. “Non tali auxilio, nec defensoribus istis.”

16. If we now come to review the course of ancient testimony, we shall find its tendency to be very much the same as we found it respecting the Epistle of St. James, with which indeed our Epistle is often classed among the ἀντιλεγόμενα. And as far as this portion of the subject of our present section is concerned, we might append to it the same conclusion as that with which we terminated the corresponding section on that Epistle, ch. 2. § ep. 75:15.

17. But another department of evidence in this case requires consideration. Weighty objections have, and that from early times(170), been brought against the Epistle on internal grounds. Some of these I have already dealt with by anticipation, in speaking on its occasion and object,—on the probability as to the same readers being partly in view as those in the former Epistle,—on the kind of use made of the Epistle of St. Jude. If our preceding remarks, which I have endeavoured to make fairly, and not in the spirit of a partisan, have been warranted by fact, then on all these points we have been gathering reasons by which those objections to its genuineness from supposed internal disqualification may be so far met.

18. But they extend to several other points besides those above mentioned. For instance, it is said, that the kind of mention of the coming of our Lord in the two Epistles could not have proceeded from the same person. In the former Epistle it is simply introduced as one of the great comforting assurances for God’s persecuted people: in the latter, it is defended against cavil and unbelief. Now would it not have been more just in this case to say, that the circumstances and persons in view cannot be the same, rather than that the Writers cannot? For surely there is nothing in this Epistle shewing a belief, on the part of the Writer himself, inconsistent with that professed in the other. Nay, it is evidently shewn by such passages as ch. 2 Peter 3:8; 2 Peter 3:10, that the firm persuasion expressed in 1 Peter 4:5 was that of our Writer also.

19. It is said, that the peculiarities with regard to certain uncommon points which we find in the first Epistle (e. g. 1 Peter 3:19, 1 Peter 4:6, 1 Peter 3:6; 1 Peter 3:21) are not found reproduced in the second. But, as Brückner has well observed, the very fact, that it was characteristic of St. Peter to adduce these mysterious and outlying points, would also account in some measure for their appearing, not always, but in a scattered and irregular manner, as illustrations by the way: just as they do appear in this second Epistle also (e. g. 2 Peter 3:5; 2 Peter 3:10). So that this is rather an argument for, than against the identity of the Writers. Besides which, it halts in two essential points. For 1) it is not altogether correct in its statement. We do find the Writer’s view of ancient prophecy continued from one Epistle (1 Peter 1:10-12) to the other (2 Peter 1:19-21; 2 Peter 3:2):—the new birth by the divine word, which in the first Epistle is alleged as a motive for putting off worldly lusts and passions (1 Peter 1:22 to 1 Peter 2:2), reappears in the second in 2 Peter 1:4, ἵνα διὰ τούτων (God’s ἐπαγγέλματα) γένησθε θείας κοινωνοὶ φύσεως, ἀποφυγόντες τῆς ἐν κόσμῳ ἐν ἐπιθυμίᾳ φθορᾶς: the ἀρεταί of Him who hath called them, 1 Peter 2:9, reappear in the same peculiar form, 2 Peter 1:3; if we read, 1 Peter 4:17, that judgment ( τὸ κρῖμα) is beginning at the house of God, and will proceed on to the disobedient, we read of the deceivers in the second Epistle, 2 Peter 2:3, that their judgment ( τὸ κρῖμα) is not idle. Other instances might be and have been produced(171), shewing that the allegation will not hold. And 2) it is forgotten by the objectors, that it would be only in a spurious Epistle imitating the first, that we should find such reproductions carefully carried out: the occasion and object of a second genuine Epistle being totally different, forms a very sufficient reason why they should not be found to any considerable extent.

20. It is again objected, that whereas in the former Epistle the sufferings and death and resurrection of Christ were brought forward frequently and insisted on,—in this, these facts of Redemption are altogether put into the background, and only the exalted Christ is in the view of the Writer. But it is to be remembered that 1) in that first Epistle we found the exalted Person of our Lord mainly before the Apostle’s eyes(172): that 2) the differing occasion and object would tend to produce just the diversity found here, where there is no longer any purpose of comforting under persecution, but only of warning against error and building up in knowledge: that 3) in the first Epistle, where σωτηρία was so conspicuous with its facts and consequences, our Lord is commonly found as χριστός simply (1 Peter 1:11; 1 Peter 1:19; 1 Peter 2:21; 1 Peter 3:15 ( κυρ. τὸν χρ.), 1 Peter 3:16; 1Pe_3:18; 1 Peter 4:1; 1 Peter 4:13 ( τοῦ χρ.), 14; 1 Peter 5:1 ( τοῦ χρ.)), or ἰησοῦς χρ. (1 Peter 1:1-3; 1 Peter 1:7; 1 Peter 1:13; 1 Peter 2:5; 1 Peter 3:21; 1 Peter 4:11), or χρ. ἰησοῦς (1 Peter 5:10); whereas in the second, where σωτηρία hardly appears (2 Peter 3:15), He is ordinarily ὁ κύριος (or θεὸς?) ἡμῶν καὶ σωτὴρ ἰ. χρ. (2 Peter 1:11; 2 Peter 2:20; 2 Peter 3:18), or ὁ κύριος ἡμ. ἰ. χρ. (2 Peter 1:2 ( ἰης. τ. κ. ἡ.), 2 Peter 1:8; 2Pe_1:14; 2Pe_1:16): but never simply χριστός, ὁ χρ., ἰης. χρ., or χρ. ἰης. This, which has been also alleged as against the identity of writers, is, I submit, strikingly characteristic of the different realms of thought of the two Epistles. In the first, it is community of suffering and glorification with Him, which is to give encouragement: His lordly and glorious titles are dropped, and His office ( χριστός) or combined Person and office ( ἰης. χρ. or χρ. ἰης.) is ever brought forward. But in this second, where warning, and caution against rebellion are mainly in view, we are ever reminded of His lordship by κύριος, and of what He did for us by σωτήρ: and without the former, or both titles, He never appears.

21. Another objection has been found in the apparent anxiety of the Writer to shew that he is the Apostle Peter, thereby betraying that he was not that Apostle. But here again, we may surely say just as fairly, that this is in manifest consistency with the character and design of the Epistle, which cautions against, and stigmatizes, false teachers. Thus we find St. Paul, in those Epistles where his object is the same, most strongly asserting his Apostleship, and his personal qualification as a teacher and ruler of the church. Were the Epistle genuine, this is just what we might expect(173).

22. The supposed objection, that in the reference to an apostolic command, ch. 2 Peter 3:2, the Writer seems to sever himself from the Apostles, loses all weight by the reflection, that the words most naturally mean, as explained in the note on the passage, the Apostles who preached to you, much as in 1 Peter 1:12; the Writer himself forming one only of that class, and thus preferring to specify it as a class(174). Besides, I submit that such an objection is suicidal, when connected with that last mentioned. If the object of the (apocryphal) Writer was, elaborately to represent himself as St. Peter, how can the same view of the Epistle be consistent in finding in it a proof, by his own deliberate shewing, that he is not an Apostle? Forgers surely do not thus designedly overthrow their own fabrics.

23. The last objection which I shall notice is, the reference to St. Paul’s Epistles in ch. 2 Peter 3:15-16, as indicating a later date than is consistent with the genuineness of our Epistle. They are there evidently adduced as existing in some number: and as forming part of the recognized Scriptures ( τὰς λοιπὰς γραφάς). No doubt, these undeniable phænomena of our Epistle are worthy of serious consideration; and they present to us, I am free to confess, a difficulty almost insuperable, if the common traditions respecting the end of St. Peter’s life are to be received as matters of fact. But we are not bound by those traditions, though inclined to retain them in deference to ancient testimonies: we are at all events free to assume as great a latitude in their dates as the phænomena of the sacred writings seem to require. All therefore that we can say of this reference to the writings of St. Paul, is that, believing on other grounds this Epistle to be written by St. Peter, this seems to require for it a later date than is consistent with the usually received traditions of his death, and that our reception of such traditions must be modified accordingly.

24. At the same time it must be borne in mind, that it is an entirely unwarranted assumption, to understand by πᾶσαι ἐπιστολαί here, an entire collection of St. Paul’s Epistles as we now have them, seeing that the words can only represent as many of them as the Writer had seen(175): and that it is equally unjustifiable to gather from what follows, that the sacred canon of the N. T. was at that time settled. Those words cannot imply more than that there were certain writings by Christian teachers, which were reckoned as on a level with the O. T. Scriptures, and called by the same name (see note there). And that that was the case, even in the traditional lifetime of St. Peter, it would be surely unreasonable to deny(176).

25. The diversity of style in the two Epistles has been frequently alleged(177). But on going through all that has been said, I own I cannot regard it, considerable as it undoubtedly is, as any more than can well be accounted for by the total diversity of subject and mood in the two Epistles, and by the interweaving into this second one of copious reminiscences from another Epistle. Some of the differences we have already spoken of, when treating of the titles and names of our Lord appearing in the two Epistles; and have found them amply accounted for by the above reasons. The same might be said of the terms used for the coming of our Lord,— ἀποκάλυψις and ἀποκαλύπτειν in the first Epistle, παρουσία, ἡμέρα κυρίου, ἡμέρα κρίσεως in this(178): the same again of the prevalence of ἐλπίς in the former Epistle, and of ἐπίγνωσις in this. Some of the objections adduced on this head are without foundation in fact, e. g. that which Davidson admits, that whereas “in the first Epistle the Writer makes considerable use of the O. T., incorporating its sentiments and diction into his own composition; in the second there is hardly a reference to the Jewish Scriptures.” What then are we to say of ch. 2 Peter 1:19-21; 2 Peter 2:1; 2 Peter 2:5-7 f., 15 f., 22; 2 Peter 3:2; 2 Peter 3:4-5 f., 8, 13? May not it be said that although the second Epistle, from the nature of the case, does not require so many references to the new-begetting word, yet the mind of the Writer was equally full of its facts and sentiments?

26. Some of the points of resemblance between the two Epistles have been very fairly stated by Davidson (p. 434), and by Brückner (p. 130): and the latter writer has corrected the over-statements of Dietlein. Of these coincidences, ἀρετή, as applied to God, has been already noticed. Others are, ἀμώμου κ. ἀσπίλου, 1 Peter 1:19, compared with ἄσπιλοι κ. ἀμώμητοι, 2 Peter 3:14; which is the more striking from its independence in the connexion, being used in an entirely different reference. The sound of these two words again occurs in the midst of the adaptation from St. Jude, 2:13, σπίλοι κ. μῶμοι. Again the use of the word ἴδιος, 1 Peter 3:1; 1 Peter 3:5, cf. 2 Peter 1:3; 2 Peter 2:16; 2 Peter 3:17; the omission of the article, as before βασιλεῖ in 1 Peter 2:13, compared with that before θελήματι in 2 Peter 1:21, before ἀγγέλων, 2 Peter 2:4, ὄγδοον and κόσμου, 2 Peter 2:5, δίκαιον λώτ, 2 Peter 2:7, are points of similarity, which may be put in the balance against others of discrepancy.

27. It may be allowed us to remark some notes of genuineness which are found in our Epistle, which, though at first sight of small import, and lying beneath the surface, yet possess considerable interest. In ch. 2 Peter 1:17-18, we have a reference to the presence of the Writer at the transfiguration of our Lord. It is a remarkable coincidence, that close to that reference, and in the verses leading on to it, two words should occur, both of which are connected with the narrative of the Transfiguration in the Gospels. In 2 Peter 1:13 we have ἐφʼ ὅσον εἰμὶ ἐν τούτῳ τῷ σκηνώματι: let us remember that it was Peter who at the Transfiguration said ποιήσωμεν σκηνὰς τρεῖς. In 2 Peter 1:15 μετὰ τὴν ἐμὴν ἔξοδον. At the Transfiguration Moses and Elias ἔλεγον τὴν ἔξοδον αὐτοῦ ἣν ἔμελλεν πληροῦν ἐν ἱερουσαλήμ.

28. We have also very noticeable coincidences of another kind. Compare the use of λαχοῦσιν, ch. 2 Peter 1:1, with ἔλαχε in Peter’s speech, Acts 1:17; εὐσέβειαν, ch. 2 Peter 1:3; 2 Peter 1:6-7, with Acts 3:12, where, in Peter’s speech, it is only found, except in the Pastoral Epistles: θελήματι ἀνθρώπου ἠνέχθη, ch. 2 Peter 1:21, with βουλῇ … τοῦ θεοῦ … ἀνείλατε, Acts 2:23; ἐγκατοικῶν ἐν αὐτοῖς, ch. 2 Peter 2:8, with τὸ μνῆμα αὐτοῦ ἐστιν ἐν ἡμῖν, Acts 2:29; ἀνόμοις ἔργοις, ibid., with διὰ χειτῶν ἀνόμων, Acts 2:23; εὐσεβεῖς, ch. 2 Peter 2:9, with Acts 10:2; Acts 10:7, an account doubtless derived from St. Peter,—the only places where the word occurs in the N. T.: κολαζομένους, ibid., with Acts 4:21, another Petrine account, and also the only places where the word occurs: the double genitive ch. 2 Peter 3:2, τῆς τῶν ἀποστόλων ὑμῶν ἐντολῆς τοῦ κυρίου, with a very similar one, Acts 5:32, καὶ ἡμεῖς ἐσμὲν αὐτοῦ μάρτυρες τῶν ῥημάτων τούτων: ἡμέρα κυρίου, ch. 2 Peter 3:10, with the citation Acts 2:20, where only it occurs, except 1 Thessalonians 5:21. Such things are not to be despised, in estimating the probability of our Epistle being a supposititious document.

29. Our general conclusion from all that has preceded must be in favour of the genuineness and canonicity of this second Epistle: acknowledging at the same time, that the subject is not without considerable difficulty. That difficulty however is lightened for us by observing that on the one hand, it is common to this Epistle with some others of those called Catholic, and several of the later writings of the New Testament: and on the other, that no difference can be imagined more markedly distinctive, than that which separates all these writings from even the earliest and best of the post-apostolic period. Our Epistle is one of those latter fruits of the great outpouring of the Spirit on the Apostles, which, not being entrusted to the custody of any one church or individual, required some considerable time to become generally known: which when known, were suspected, bearing as they necessarily did traces of their late origin, and notes of polemical argument: but of which, as apostolic and inspired writings, there never was, when once they became known, any general doubt; and which, as the sacred Canon became fixed, acquired, and have since maintained, their due and providential place among the books of the New Testament.

SECTION V

TIME AND PLACE OF WRITING

1. These can only be set down conjecturally, in accordance with views and considerations previously advanced. Assuming the genuineness of the Epistle, St. Peter wrote it in his old age, when he was expecting his death(179). This, agreeably to what was said on the first Epistle, would be somewhere about the year 68 A.D., and the place of writing would be Rome, or somewhere on the journey thither from the East.

2. But all this is far too uncertain, and too much beset with chronological difficulties, to be regarded as any thing more than a hypothetical corollary, contingent on our accepting the tradition of St. Peter’s Roman martyrdom.

3. Several matters, which have formed the subject of sections in our other chapters, such as the character and style of the Epistle, have been already incidentally discussed.

01 Chapter 1 

Verse 1-2
πετρου β
——————

1, 2.] ADDRESS AND GREETING. Symeon (see var. readd. The form, as belonging to our Apostle, is found, besides here, only in Acts 15:14. Its occurrence is at all events a testimony in favour of the independence of the second Epistle. It was not adapted to the first: which, considering that it refers to the first, is a note, however slight, on the side of its genuineness) Peter, a servant (Romans 1:1) and apostle (an ingenious reason is given by De Wette for the occurrence of both these designations: that the Writer combined 1 Peter 1:1, with Jude 1:1) of Jesus Christ, to them that have obtained ( λαγχάνειν (with acc. as reff. Acts, 3 Macc.) shews, as Beng., that “non ipsi sibi pararunt:” as Huss in Huther, “sicut sors non respicit personam, ita nec divina electio acceptatrix est personarum”) like precious faith (faith,—i. e. substance of truth believed: faith objective, not subjective,—of equal value: not, as De W., which confers equal right to God’s kingdom, equal honour and glory: such a meaning would be unexampled. The E. V. has hit the meaning very happily by like precious. Cf. 1 Peter 2:7. Huther quotes from Horneius (similarly Estius); “dicitur fides æque pretiosa, non quod omnium credentium æque magna sit, sed quod per fidem illam eadem mysteria et eadem beneficia divina nobis proponantur”) with us (apparently, in the first place, the Apostles: but more probably, in a wider sense, the Jewish Christians, with whom the Gentiles had been admitted into the same covenant, and the inheritance of the like precious promises) in the righteousness of our God and (our) Saviour Jesus Christ (first, concerning ἐν δικαιοσύνῃ. Some Commentators, as Beza, Grot., Piscator, al., take δικ. for an attribute of God, and ἐν as instrumental, by the righteousness, goodness, truth, of God: others, as Estius, Horneius, al., understand δικ. as “justitia quam Deus nobis dat et Christus peperit” (Horn.), explaining ἐν as ‘cum’ or ‘per:’ but, as Huther well replies, this is objectionable, seeing that righteousness comes by faith, not faith by righteousness. De Wette would give two different meanings to δικ. as applied to the Father and to the Son, in the former case making it mean grace, in the latter love: but this is evidently quite arbitrary. Gerhard would confine it altogether to the “obedientia et satisfactio Christi,” against which is τοῦ θεοῦ ἡμῶν. The best explanation seems to me that of Huther, that δικαιοσύνη here betokens the righteous dealing of God, corresponding to His attribute of righteousness, as opposed to προσωποληψία: and that the words are to be taken in close connexion with the foregoing, τοῖς ἰσότιμον ἡμῖν λαχοῦσιν πίστιν, ἐν being used of the conditional element, in which the λαχεῖν πίστιν ἰσότιμον is grounded: so that the sense is, in His righteousness, which makes no difference between the one party and the other, God has given to you the like precious faith, as to us. De W.’s objection to this, that thus the Epistle must be regarded as written to Gentile Christians, is not valid, or proves too much: for at all events there must be two parties in view in the words ἰσότιμον ἡμῖν, whatever these parties be.

Next, as to the words τοῦ θεοῦ ἡμῶν καὶ σωτῆρος ἰησοῦ χριστοῦ. Undoubtedly, as in Titus 2:13, in strict grammatical propriety, both θεοῦ and σωτῆρος would be predicates of ἰησοῦ χριστοῦ. But here, as there, considerations interpose, which seem to remove the strict grammatical rendering out of the range of probable meaning. I have fully discussed the question in the note on that passage, to which I would refer the reader as my justification for interpreting here, as there, τοῦ θεοῦ ἡμῶν of the Father, and σωτῆρος ἰησοῦ χριστοῦ of the Son. Here, there is the additional consideration in favour of this view, that the Two are distinguished most plainly in the next verse):

Verse 2
2.] grace to you and peace be multiplied (so in ref.: but further specified here by what follows) in (as the vehicle, or conditional element of the multiplication) knowledge ( ἐπίγνωσις, “cognitio maturior:” but this can hardly be given in English without too strong a phrase) of God, and of Jesus our Lord (every unusual expression, like ἰης. τοῦ κυρ. ὑμῶν, occurring only Romans 4:24, should be noticed as a morsel of evidence to the independence of the Epistle).

Verse 3
3.] Seeing that (the connexion with the greeting which precedes must not be broken: it is characteristic of this Epistle, to dilate further when the sense seems to have come to a close. The sense of ὡς with a gen. absolute is, “assuming that,” “seeing that;” cf. Plato, Alcib. i. p. 10, οὐκοῦν ὡς διανοουμένου σου ταῦτα ἐρωτῶ, ἀφίημί σε διανοεῖσθαι: Xen. Cyr. iii. 1. 9, ἀλλʼ ἐρώτα, ἔφη, ὦ κῦρε, ὅτι βούλει, ὡς τἀληθῆ ἐροῦντος. See Matthiæ, § 568. 2. Winer, § 65. 9. The latter explains the usage thus, “ ὡς with a participle in the gen. absolute construction, gives to the idea of the verb a subjective character, of assumption, or intention”) His divine ( θεῖος, a word peculiar in N. T., as an adjective, to this Epistle: see reff.) power hath given ( δεδωρημένης, middle in signification, as perfect passives so often: so προσκέκλημαι αὐτούς, Acts 13:2; Acts 16:10; Acts 25:12; ὃ ἐπήγγελται, Romans 4:21; Hebrews 12:26; see Winer, § 39. 3) us all things ( πάντα is prefixed by way of emphasis) which are (requisite) for (reff.) life and godliness ( εὐσέβεια is a mark of the later apostolic period: reff.), through (by means of, as the medium of attainment: “Dei cognitio principium est vitæ (John 17:3) et primus in pietatem ingressus.” Calv.) the knowledge ( ἐπι γν. see above) of Him that called us (i. e. of God, who is ever the Caller in the N. T.: see e. g. 1 Peter 2:9) by (dat. of the instrument, as in Acts 2:33; Acts 5:31; James 3:7) His own glory and virtue ( αἱ ἀρεταί are predicated of God in ref. 1 Pet. However these words be read, whether as in text, or διὰ δόξης κ. ἀρετῆς, both substantives belong to God, not to us: still less must we render, as in E. V., “called us to glory and virtue,” of which meaning there is not a trace in either reading. Bengel seems to give the meaning well, “ad gloriam referuntur attributa Dei naturalia, ad virtutem ea quæ dicuntur moralia: intime unum sunt utraque” Cf. Galatians 1:15, καλέσας διὰ τῆς χάριτος αὐτοῦ),

Verses 3-11
3–11.] Exhortation to advance in the graces of the spiritual life: introduced (2 Peter 1:3-4) by a consideration of the rich bestowal from God of all things belonging to that life by the knowledge of Him, and the aim of His promises, viz. that we should partake in the divine nature.

Verse 4
4.] through which (His attributes and energies) He hath given to us ( δεδώρηται again middle in sense, see above: not as E. V., passive: the subject is ὁ καλέσας) the [or, His] greatest and precious promises ( ἐπαγγέλματα, as in ch. 2 Peter 3:13, promises: not, things promised (Est., Beng., al.), still less, as Dietlein, proclamations of Christian doctrine, which the word cannot mean. Benson’s idea, that by ἡμῖν are meant the Apostles, and that the second person γένησθε refers to the Gentile Christians, seems quite beside the purpose), that by means of these (promises: i. e. their fulfilment: not to be referred, as Calv., Benson, De Wette, to τὰ πρὸς ζωὴν κ. τ. λ. as the antecedent: nor, as Beng., to δόξη καὶ ἀρετή: τούτων shews pointedly that the last-mentioned noun is the antecedent) ye may become (aor., but not on that account to be rendered, as Huther, wurdet, that ye might be, adding, that the Writer assumes the participation to have already taken place: for the aor. is continually thus used of future contingencies without any such intent: e. g. πιστεύετε εἰς τὸ φῶς, ἵνα υἱοὶ φωτὸς γένησθε, John 12:36. The account of this usage of the aor. has not been any where, that I have seen, sufficiently given. It is untranslateable in most cases, but seems to serve in the Greek to express that the aim was not the procedure, but the completion, of that indicated: not the γίνεσθαι, the carrying on of the process, but the γενέσθαι, its accomplishment) partakers of the divine nature (i. e. of that holiness, and truth, and love, and, in a word, perfection, which dwells in God, and in you, by God dwelling in you: “vocat hic divinam naturam id quod divina præsentia efficit in nobis, i. e. conformitatem nostri cum Deo, seu imaginem Dei quæ in nobis reformatur per divinam præsentiam in nobis.” Hemming in Huther: which is only so far wrong, that it confounds our κοινωνία in the divine nature, of which the above would be a right description, with that nature itself), having escaped (not a conditional participial clause, but like ὀλίγον παθόντας in 1 Peter 5:10, merely a note of matter of fact, bringing out in this case the negative side of the Christian life, as the former clause did the positive:—‘when ye have escaped’) from (the construction, of ἀποφεύγω with a gen. is not very usual. Matthiæ gives a similar instance from Xen. An. i. 3. 2, ἐξέφυγε τοῦ μὴ καταπετρωθῆναι, and another from Soph. Antig. 488, οὐκ ἀλύξετον μόρου κακίστου. In Philoct. 1034 we have δοκοῖμʼ ἂν τῆς νόσου πεφευγέναι. These last instances shew that the gen. here is due, not to the preposition ἀπο, but to the idea of separation and distance implied in the sense of the verbs) the corruption (= destruction, of soul and body) which is in the world in (consisting in, as its element and ground) lust (Calvin: “hanc non in elementis quæ nos circumstant, sed in corde nostro esse ostendit, quia illic regnant vitiosi et pravi affectus, quorum fontem vel radicem voce concupiscentiæ notat. Ergo ita locatur in mundo corruptio, ut sciamus in nobis esse mundum”).

Verse 5
5.] And on this very account ( αὐτὸ τοῦτο, lit. “this very thing:” but just as τί, “what,” has come to mean “why?” “for what reason?” so αὐτό, or τοῦτο, or the strengthened demonstrative produced by the juxtaposition of both, has come to mean, “wherefore,” “for this reason.” See Winer in reff.: and cf. Xen. Anab. i. 9. 21, αὐτὸ τοῦτο οὗπερ αὐτὸς ἕνεκα φίλων ᾤετο δεῖσθαι, … καὶ αὐτὸς ἐπειρᾶτο συνεργὸς τοῖς φίλοις κράτιστος εἶναι,—‘for the very reason, for which he thought that he himself wanted friends.… he also tried to be’ &c.: and Plato, Protag. p. 310 E, αὐτὰ ταῦτα νῦν ἥκω παρά σε. The reason here being, ὡς.… δεδωρημένης κ. τ. λ., above: so that this forms a sort of apodosis to that sentence. The E. V. ‘beside this’ is entirely at fault. Nor can we, as Dietlein, make αὐτὸ τοῦτο the object after ἐπιχορηγήσατε) giving on your part ( παρεισενέγκαντες, lit. introducing by the side of; i. e. besides those precious promises on God’s part, bringing in on your part) all diligence (so σπουδὴν εἰσενέγκαι or εἰσενέγκασθαι in Libanius, Josephus, Antt. xx. 9. 2, Diod. Sic. p. 554, in Wetst.), furnish (from the original meaning of the verb, to provide expenses for a chorus, it easily gets this of furnishing forth: see reff. And the construction and meaning of the following clauses is not as Horneius and the E. V., “adjicite fidei virtutem &c.,” but the ἐν is each time used of that which is assumed to be theirs, and the exhortation is, to take care that, in the exercise of that, the next step is developed: “præsens quisque gradus subsequentem parit et facilem reddit: subsequens priorem temperat ac perficit,” Bengel) in your faith (Bengel remarks, “fides, Dei donum: ideo non jubemur subministrare fidem, sed in fide fructus illos, qui septem enumerantur: fide chorum ducente, amore concludente”) virtue (best perhaps understood with Bengel as “strenuus animi tonus ac vigor.” Œc. gives it τὰ ἔργα; but this seems too general: it is indeed that which produces τὰ ἔργα, without which faith is dead: and hence the connexion), and in your virtue, knowledge (probably that practical discriminating knowledge, of which it is said Ephesians 5:17, μὴ γίνεσθε ἄφρονες, ἀλλὰ συνίετε τί τὸ θέλημα τοῦ κυρίου: “quæ malum a bono secernit, et mali fugam docet,” Beng.: not as Œc., ἡ τῶν τοῦ θεοῦ ἀποκρύφων μυστηρίων εἴδησις),

Verses 5-7
5–7.] Direct exhortation, consequent on 2 Peter 1:3-4, to progress in the spiritual life.

Verse 6
6.] and in your knowledge, self-restraint ( ἐγκράτεια, τὸ μηδενὶ ἀποσύρεσθαι πάθει, as Œc. “Temperance” is now too much used of one sort only of self-restraint, fully to express the word. The Commentators compare Sirach 18:30, where under the head ἐγκράτεια ψυχῆς is said, ὀπίσω τῶν ἐπιθυμιῶν σου μὴ πορεύου, καὶ ἀπὸ τῶν ὀρέξεών σου κωλύου. The connexion is: let such discriminating knowledge not be without its fruit, of steady holding in hand of the passions and tempers), and in your self-restraint, patient endurance (in afflictions and trials), and in your patient endurance, godliness (i. e. it is not to be mere brute Stoical endurance, but united with God-fearing and God-trusting. Or it may perhaps be used without direct reference to God, as in Dio Cass. xlviii. 5, διὰ τὴν πρὸς τὸν ἀδελφὸν εὐσέβειαν: but the other is much more likely in the N. T.: especially as the social virtues follow),

Verse 7
7.] and in your godliness, brotherly kindness (not suffering your godliness to be moroseness, nor a sullen solitary habit of life, but kind and generous and courteous), and in your brotherly kindness, love (universal kindness of thought, word, and act towards all: a catholic large-heartedness, not confining the spirit of φιλαδελφία to ἀδελφοί only, Matthew 5:46-47. So that these two last correspond to the ἀγάπη εἰς ἀλλήλους καὶ εἰς πάντας of 1 Thessalonians 3:12.

Verse 8
8.] For these things (the above-mentioned graces) being in you ( ὑπάρχειν of previous subsistence, εἶναι of mere matter-of-fact being: see note on Acts 16:20) and multiplying (not merely as E. V. “abounding:” see reff.) render you (not pres. for future, but as expressing the habitual character and function of these virtues) not idle ( ἀργός = ἄεργος) nor yet ( οὐδέ introduces a slight climax: a man may be in some sense not unworkful, but yet unfruitful) unfruitful towards ( εἰς not = ἐν as E. V. after Luth., Calv., Grot., al.: these virtues are all regarded as so many steps in advancing towards the ἐπίγνωσις of Christ, which is the great complex end of the Christian life) the perfect knowledge (here, considering the place which it holds, it is well to give the full sense of ἐπί γνωσις) of our Lord Jesus Christ (in Him are hid, ethically as well as doctrinally, all the treasures of wisdom and knowledge: the knowledge of Him is the imitation of Him: for as it is true that hereafter the seeing Him as He is will ensure our being perfectly like Him, so it is true that here the only way in any degree increasingly to see Him as He is, is to become increasingly like Him. He only can declare Christ, who reflects Christ).

Verse 8-9
8, 9.] Reasons for the foregoing exhortations: 1. positive, the advantage of these Christian graces in bringing forth fruit towards the mature knowledge of Christ: 2. negative, the disadvantage of their absence from the character.

Verse 9
9.] For (negative reason: see above: and that, with reference not only to the exhortations of 2 Peter 1:5-7, but by this γάρ connected also with 2 Peter 1:8; the advantage of the presence is great, for the disadvantage of the absence indicates no less than spiritual blindness and oblivion) he to whom these are not present (contrast to ταῦτα ὑμῖν ὑπάρχοντα κ. πλεονάζοντα, 2 Peter 1:8) is blind (lacks discernment altogether of his own state as a member or Christ and inheritor of heaven), short-sighted ( μυωπάζειν λέγονται οἱ ἐκ γενετῆς τὰ μὲν ἐγγὺς βλέποντες, τὰ δὲ ἐξ ἀποστάσεως οὐχ ὁρῶντες· ἐναντία δὲ πάσχουσιν οἱ γέροντες τοῖς μυωπάζουσιν, τὰ γὰρ ἐγγὺς μὴ ὁρῶντες τὰ πόῤῥωθεν βλέπουσιν, Aristot. Probl. § 31. Hence some, e. g. Beza, Grot., Est., De W., Huther, interpret the word of not being able to see the heavenly things, which are distant, only earthly, which are close at hand. Perhaps, however, Horneius is right in characterizing this as an “interpretatio argutior quam ut Apostolo proposita fuisse videri possit.” The vulg. “manu tentans” (Luth., und tappet mit der Hand: “manu viam tentans,” Erasm.) seems to have come from the gloss ψηλαφῶν. Thl. explains it by τυφλώττειν, ἀπὸ τῶν ὑπὸ τὴν γῆν μυῶν τυφλῶν εἰς ἅπαν διατελούντων: but thus we should have a mere tautology. Wolf adopts the interpretation “shutting the eyes,” seeing that Hesych. and Suidas explain it by καμμύειν, and that μυωπάζειν is only μύειν τὰς ὦπας. “Itaque,” he proceeds, “ τυφλὸς μυωπάζων is dicitur qui ideo cæcus est, quia sponte claudit oculos, ut ne videat, aut qui videre se dissimulat, quod vel invitus cernit.” This was also the opinion of Bochart, Hieroz. i. 4, whose arguments will be found reproduced in Suicer sub voce. On the whole I prefer the interpretation “short-sighted,” without endorsing the ingenious explanation of Beza al. above), having incurred forgetfulness (reff. and Athen. xii. 5, p. 523, λήθην λαβόντες τῆς κρητῶν περὶ τὸν βίον εὐκοσμίας. See more examples in Kypke, Krebs, and Loesner, h. l. Bengel says, “participio nactus exprimitur quod homo volens patitur.” But surely this is very doubtful; certainly not upheld by the usage of the phrase) of the purification of his former sins (i. e. of the fact of his ancient, pre-Christian, sins having been purged away in his baptism. This, and not the purification of the sins of the world, and of his among them, by the cross of Christ, is evidently the sense, by the πάλαι and αὐτοῦ. And thus almost all the Commentators, καὶ γὰρ καὶ οὗτος ἐπιγνοὺς ἑαυτὸν διὰ τὸ καθαρθῆναι τῷ ἁγίῳ βαπτίσματι, ὅτι πλήθους ἁμαρτιῶν ἐξεπλύθη, δέον εἰδέναι ὅτι καθαρεὶς καὶ ἁγιότητα ἔλαβε, νήφειν ἵνα διαπαντὸς τηρῇ τὸν ἁγιασμόν, οὗ χωρὶς οὐδεὶς ὄψεται τὸν κύριον, ὁ δὲ ἐπελάθετο. Œc. and so Thl.).

Verse 10
10.] Wherefore the rather (“quæ cum ita sint, impensius.” διό referring to the two considerations urged in 2 Peter 1:8-9, and μᾶλλον making them reasons for increased zeal in complying with the exhortation), brethren (making the appeal more close and affectionate), give diligence (so the E. V. admirably. ‘Be earnest’ would express rather σπουδάζετε pres., whereas the aor. includes the whole σπουδάσαι in one lifelong effort) to make (not ποιεῖν, which lay beyond their power, but ποιεῖσθαι, on their side, for their part. But the verb must not be explained away into a pure subjectivity, ‘to make sure to yourselves:’ it carries the reflective force, but only in so far as the act is and must be done for and quoad a man’s own self, the absolute and final determination resting with Another. Calvin’s “studete ut re ipsa testatum fiat, vos non frustra vocatos esse” ( βεβαίαν ποιεῖσθαι?) is a very weak dilution of the sense. We must take the passage as we find it: and as it stands its simple and irrefragable sense is that by σπουδὴν παρεισενέγκαι ἐπιχορηγῆσαι ἐν κ. τ. λ. is the way βεβαίαν ποιεῖσθαι our κλῆσιν and ἐκλογήν. How this is to be reconciled with the fact, that our κλῆσις and ἐκλογή proceed entirely and freely from God, would not be difficult to shew: but it must not be done, as Calvin attempts it, by wresting plain words and context) your calling and election (as Grot., al., “vocatio quæ vobis contigit per evangelium, et electio eam secuta, qua facti estis Dei populus.” Both these were God’s acts, cf. 2 Peter 1:3 and 1 Peter 1:1-2) secure (‘ratæ,’ as Grot.: for both, in as far as we look on them from the lower side, not able to penetrate into the counsels of God, are insecure unless established by holiness of life. In His foreknowledge and purpose, there is no insecurity, no uncertainty: but in our vision and apprehension of them as they exist in and for us, much, until they are made secure in the way here pointed out): for, doing these things (act., ποιοῦντες, now, because these are works done. And the participle is conditional, carrying with it an hypothesis: as E. V. ‘if ye do these things’), ye shall never offend (reff. stumble and fall):

Verse 10-11
10, 11.] The exhortation is resumed, and further pressed, both on the preceding grounds, and on account of its blessed ultimate results, if followed.

Verse 11
11.] for thus (i. e. ταῦτα ποιοῦντες) shall be richly (the adverb πλουσίως is not, as Huther, surprising, but most natural and obvious with the verb ἐπιχορηγηθήσεται, which is one of furnishing and ministering; therefore of quantity. The adverb belongs to the figure latent in the verb: and must therefore be interpreted in and with the interpretation of the verb: in which case it will indicate high degrees and fulness of glory) furnished to you (the verb seems expressly chosen in order to answer to ἐπιχορηγήσατε, 2 Peter 1:5; “furnish forth your own lives with these Christian graces, so shall be furnished to you” &c.) the [or, your] entrance (which all Christians look for: not the fact of this entrance taking place, but the fact of its πλουσίως ἐπιχορηγηθῆναι, is that asserted) into the eternal kingdom of our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ.

Verse 12
12.] Wherefore (namely, because ταῦτα ποιοῦντες is the only way to a rich participation in the blessings and glories of Christ’s kingdom) I will be sure ( μελλήσω, ref., is of very rare occurrence. The expression is nearly equivalent to “I will take care” ( σπουδάσω, Hesych.): for (see Lexx. and esp. Palm and Rost) the original idea of μέλλω (akin to μέλω and the Latin “velle”) includes purpose; and the verb is very commonly used, by Homer, e. g., to signify intent: so Od. ν. 293, οὐκ ἄρʼ ἔμελλες λήξειν ἀπατάων, and in other examples in Palm and Rost. At the same time there is an objectivity in the word, of which it is not possible to divest it, implying that the thing intended is surely about to happen: and which I have tried to express as above) always to remind you concerning these things ( τούτων, the things just now spoken of: in the widest sense: it does not merely take up the ταῦτα of ταῦτα ποιοῦντες, nor merely, as De W., refer to the kingdom of Christ and His coming), although ye know them ( ἕκαστον ὑμῶν, καίπερ ἀκριβῶς εἰδότα, ὅμως ἐπαναμνῆσαι βούλομαι. Demosth. p. 74. 7) and are confirmed (firmly established) in the truth which is present with you (the words “the present truth,” E. V., give a wrong idea to the English reader: seeming to mean, the truth at present under notice. The meaning is exactly as in ref., τοῦ εὐαγγελίου τοῦ παρόντος εἰς ὑμᾶς:—‘which is (known and professed) among you.’ “Vos quidem, inquit, probe tenetis quænam sit evangelii veritas, neque vos quasi fluctuantes confirmo, sed in re tanta monitiones nunquam sunt supervacuæ, quare nunquam molestæ esse debent. Simili excusatione utitur Paulus ad Rom., 15:14.” Calvin).

Verses 12-15
12–15.] The Apostle holds it necessary to remind them of this truth, and will do so up to his approaching end.

Verses 12-21
12–21.] The above exhortations confirmed by the consideration of the certainty of the power and announced coming of Christ, as shewn, 1. by apostolic testimony, 2. by O. T. prophecy.

Verse 13
13.] But (notwithstanding this previously conceded fact, that you know and stand firm in the truth) I think it right (why, follows, 2 Peter 1:14) as long as ( ἐφʼ ὅσον, scil. χρόνον, see Romans 7:1 al.) I am in this tabernacle (see for the sense 2 Corinthians 5:1 ff.: and below), to stir you up in (not, “by:” in, as the medium in which I strive towards the stirring up, and in using which it has place) reminding (the same phrase occurs in ch. 2 Peter 3:1):

Verse 14
14.] knowing (as I do: reason for δίκαιον ἡγοῦμαι above) that rapid is (see below. ἔστιν, of that which is to be: the normal present) the putting off (the two figures, of a tabernacle or tent, and a garment, are intermingled, as in 2 Corinthians 5:1 ff.) of my tabernacle, even as our Lord Jesus Christ declared to me (the allusion is to John 21:18 ff., where a swift and sharp death is announced to St. Peter by our risen Lord. And the sentence does not mean to say, as commonly understood, that he must soon put off his tabernacle, but that the putting off, whenever it did come, would be sudden and quick; so vulg: “certus quod velox est depositio tabernaculi mei” (which can hardly be interpreted with Estius, “id est, brevi futura est”): so Bengel, “repentina est; præsens. Qui diu ægrotant, possunt alios adhuc pascere. Crux id Petro non erat permissura. Ideo prius agit quod agendum est.” So Eur. Hippol. 1044, ταχὺς γὰρ ᾅδης ῥᾷστος ἀνδρὶ δυστυχεῖ: Soph. Ajax 833, σὺν ἀσφαδάστῳ καὶ ταχεῖ πηδήματι πλευρὰν διαῤῥήξαντα: Mosch. iii. 26, σεῖο, βίων, ἔκλαυσε ταχὺν μόρον αὐτὸς ἀπόλλων. Missing this point, some have imagined that some other special revelation to St. Peter is implied: and such revelations are related by Hegesippus de excid. Hierosol. iii. 2, Ambros. Sermo de bas. trad. Ep. 21 (32), vol. iii., p. 867: see especially Corn.a-Lapide h. l. But even if ταχινή be understood ‘soon,’ ‘not far off,’ no such inference need be drawn. For it might well be that advancing old age might lead the Apostle to the conclusion that the end prophesied to him ὅταν γηράσῃς could not be far off. The Commentators quote Jos. Antt. iv. 8. 2, where Moses says, ἐπεὶ … δεῖ με τοῦ ζῇν ἀπελθεῖν.… δίκαιον ἡγησάμην μηδὲ νῦν ἐγκαταλιπεῖν τὸ ἐμὸν ὑπὲρ τῆς ὑμετέρας εὐδαιμονίας πρόθυμον).

Verse 15
15.] Moreover ( δὲ καί both serve for connexion with the foregoing) I will endeavour that ye may on every occasion have it in your power (reff.) after my decease (it is at least remarkable that, with the recollection of the scene on the mount of transfiguration floating in his mind, the Apostle should use so close together the words which were there also associated, viz. σκή νωμα and ἔξοδος: see Luke 9:28 ff. The coincidence should not be forgotten in treating of the question of the genuineness of the Epistle) to exercise the memory of these things ( μνήμην ποιεῖσθαι is almost always used for to make mention of: so Herodot. vi. 19, 55, vit. Hom. 14, and other examples in Wetst.: but such evidently is not its sense here. In Thucyd. (ref.) the sense is ambiguous, but from οὕτως ᾄσονται following, it would appear that to quote or make mention is also the sense there, though Palm and Rost give it as here. An interpretation has been given to this latter clause which the very position of the Greek words, μετὰ τὴν ἐμὴν ἔξοδον, after ἔχειν ὑμᾶς, ought sufficiently to have guarded against: viz. that St. Peter says σπουδάσω καὶ μετὰ τὴν ἐμὴν ἔξοδον, meaning, as Œc. and Thl. mentioning this view, ὅτι καὶ μετὰ θάνατον οἱ ἅγιοι μέμνηνται τῶν τῇδε, καὶ πρεσβεύουσιν ὑπὲρ τῶν ζώντων (but not with approval, merely stating that τοῦτό τινες ἐν ὑπερβάτῳ ἀκούοντες (per hyperbaton intelligentes) βούλονται παριστᾷν ἀπὸ τούτου ὅτι κ. τ. λ.). Many of the R.-Catholic interpreters take this view; so Corn. a-Lap., ἔχειν, “habere scilicet in mente et memoria mea (?) ut crebro vestri sim memor apud Deum, eumque pro vobis orem, ut horum monitorum meorum memoriam vobis refricet. Ita Œcumenius (compare above. The more candid Estius confesses, “Œc. etiam hujus meminit interpretationis, sed alteram præfert ut simpliciorem”), &c.” and he concludes: “Hinc patet S. Petrum et Sanctos vita functos curare res mortalium, ideoque esse invocandos.” And so Justiniani, but not so confidently: Feuardentius, doubtingly at first, but “vires acquirens eundo,” and ending with a vehement invective against the heretics who hold the interpretation which he himself had previously given. Estius, on the other hand, impugns this view, supporting the ordinary one, and ending “Jam quid attinet, statuere velle doctrinam certissimam argumento incerto, cum alia certissima nequaquam desint?” It is most instructive, especially in our days, to take up any of the texts, by which the abuses of Rome are supposed to be sanctioned, and to trace their interpretations through the R.-Cath. Commentators themselves. It will be most frequently found, as here, that the confident allegation of them has arisen at first out of some merely conjectural sense, impugned by the very authorities which they quote for it, or supported, as in this case (compare the citations in Corn. a-Lap. and Estius), by spurious writings attributed to the Fathers.

Verse 16
16.] For (reason for the zeal which he had just predicated of himself) not in pursuance of ( ἐξακολ., see reff. The preposition must not perhaps be pressed: certainly not as Bengel, “ τὸ ἐξ errorem notat, cap. ii. 2, 15.” If it is to be rendered, its sense may be much as in our expression, “following out,” i. e. “in pursuance of,” as given above) cunningly-devised fables (add to reff., Aristoph. Nub. 543, ἀεὶ καινὰς ἰδέας σοφίζομαι. They are, as Pott (in Huther), “fabulæ ad decipiendos hominum animos artificiose excogitatæ atque exornatæ.” The Commentators quote from the proœmium of Josephus, οἱ μὲν γὰρ ἄλλοι νομοθέται τοῖς μύθοις ἐξακολουθήσαντες κ. τ. λ. Such cunningly-devised fables would be the mythologies of the heathen, the cabalistic stories of the Jews; and these may be alluded to, and perhaps also the fables of the Gnostics, which could, it is true, only be in their infancy, but still might be pointed at by St. Peter, as by St. Paul in reff.: see Prolegomena, Vol. III. ch. vii. § i. 34) did we make known to you (the Writer of this Epistle, says De Wette, wishes to appear to stand in closer relation to his readers, than the writer of 1 Peter: cf. 1 Peter 1:12. But why so? May not the same Apostle in one place mean the actual preachers who delivered the Gospel to them, in the other, the Apostles, who were its first witnesses? For observe, that first Epistle is addressed to certain definite churches; this, to all Christians generally. Or again, why should it be regarded as absolutely impossible that the publication of some one or more of the existing Gospels may have taken place, and may be alluded to in these words?) the power (viz., that conferred on Him by the Father at His glorification, of which the following scene testified, and the actuality of which He himself asserted, when He said, Matthew 28:18, ἐδόθη μοι πᾶσα ἐξουσία ἐν οὐρανῷ καὶ ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς: in the strength of which He will come to judge the world) and coming (i. e., as ever, second and glorious coming: not, as Erasm. and many others, His first coming. Nor must the two words be made by hendiadys into “præsentissima majestas,” as Bengel) of our Lord Jesus Christ, but (in virtue of) having been admitted (the part., as so often, renders the reason,—the enabling cause of the act. The γενηθέντες may here be pressed to its passive sense, ‘having been admitted as:’ seeing that γενόμενοι would have been the more natural word, were no such meaning intended) eye-witnesses ( ἐπόπτης is a technical word, used of those who were admitted to the highest degree of initiation in the Eleusinian mysteries: and, considering the occasion to which allusion is made, there seems no reason for letting go altogether this reference here: “admitted as initiated spectators.” Still, in English, we have no other way of expressing this than as above. Any attempt to introduce the allusion would overcharge the Ianguage. The word “admitted” gives a faint hint of it) of His majesty (viz. on the occasion to be mentioned. The words must not be generalized, to reach to all occasions of such witnessing: but it is obvious that neither must the Transfiguration be regarded as standing altogether alone in such an assertion. It is indeed here that incident which marked, to the Apostle’s mind, most certainly the reality of Christ’s future glory: but it was not the only occasion when he had seen the exhibition of divine power by Him as a foretaste of His power at his return to judgment: cf. John 5:25-28, with John 11:40-44).

Verses 16-18
16–18.] Corroboration of the certainty of the facts announced by apostolic eye-witness.

Verse 17
17.] For (justification of the above assertion that we were admitted witnesses of His majesty) having received (the construction is an interrupted one, and seems rightly explained by Winer, as in reff.: “the construction is broken off by the parenthetical clause φωνῆς.… εὐδόκησα, and the Apostle continues, 2 Peter 1:18, καὶ ταύτην τὴν φωνὴν ἡμεῖς ἠκούσαμεν, instead, as he would have said, ἡμᾶς εἶχε ταύτην τὴν φωνὴν ἀκούσαντας (- οντας?), or the like.” So that the participle does not want supplying by ἦν or ἐτύγχανε, nor is it put for the finite verb) from God the Father (not τοῦ πατρός, or τοῦ π. αὐτοῦ, because θεὸς πατήρ was a term well known: cf. the same in Galatians 1:3; Ephesians 4:23; Philippians 2:11; 1 Thessalonians 1:1; 2 Timothy 1:2; Titus 1:4; 1 Peter 1:2; 2 John 1:3; Jude 1:1) honour and glory (honour, in the voice which spoke to him: glory, in the light which shone from Him), when a voice was borne to Him (the occurrence of a similar expression in ref. 1 Pet. is to be noticed. The dative is purely local) of such a kind (viz. as is stated in what follows: “purporting as follows”) by (uttered by: the ὑπό of agency after a passive verb. As Winer remarks, § 47, all other renderings are arbitrary) the sublime glory (the words seem to be a periphrasis of God Himself. In ref. Deut., God is called ὁ μεγαλοπρεπὴς τοῦ στερεώματος. So Gerh., De Wette, Huther. Others understand them of the bright cloud which overshadowed the company: others of the heaven: but ὑπό, in its only admissible meaning (see above), will not suit either interpretation), This is my beloved Son, in whom I am well pleased (the words are as in Matthew 17:5, where however we have ἐν ᾧ for εἰς ὅν, and αὐτοῦ ἀκούετε is added. In Mark and Luke the words εἰς ὃν κ. τ. λ. are wanting [and in the critical text of St. Luke. it is ὁ υἱός μου ὁ ἐκλελεγμένος]. It is worth notice, that the words are in an independent form here. εἰς ὅν is a pregnant construction,—“on whom my pleasure has lighted and abides.” εὐδόκησα, aor., but only to be given in Eng. by the present. If an account is to be given of the aoristic sense, it must be “my pleasure rested from eternity”).

Verse 18
18.] Substantiation of the personal testimony above adduced by reference to the fact. And this voice we (Apostles: Peter, James, and John) heard borne from heaven (not, as E. V. ungrammatically, “this voice which came from heaven” ( τὴν ἐξ οὐρ. ἐν.): we heard it borne, witnessed its coming, from heaven), being with Him in the holy mount (De Wette is partly right, when he says that this epithet “holy” shews a later view of the fact than that given us in the evangelistic narrative: but not right when he designates that later view wunderglaubigere. The epithet would naturally arise when the gospel history was known, as marking a place where a manifestation of this divine presence and glory had taken place. The place whereon Moses stood is said, ref. Exod., to be holy ground. So that really all we can infer from it is, that the history was assumed to be already well known: which is one entirely consistent with the probable date of the Epistle: see Prolegg. It is hardly necessary to refute Grotius’s idea, that Mount Sion is meant, and that the voice referred to is that related in John 12:28).

Verse 19
19.] And we have more sure the prophetic word (first, for the construction: βεβαιότερον is predicative after ἔχομεν: ‘we have more sure:’ either in the sense of, a. we hold faster, making βεβαιότερον quasi-adverbial: or, b. we possess, more secure.… Of these, the latter (see below) is the only one which suits the interpretation of the comparative which we prefer. And thus a double explanation is possible: 1. that the comparative alludes to what has gone before as its reason, as if it had been said διὸ ἔχομεν βεβαιότερον, or καὶ νῦν ἔχ.… or καὶ ἐκ τούτου ἔχ.: i. e. ‘on account of this voice from heaven which we heard, we have firmer hold of, or esteem (possess) more sure, the prophetic word, as now having in our own ears begun its fulfilment.’ So Œc., ἐπεὶ δὲ διὰ τῶν πραγμάτων ἔγνωμεν διὰ τὴς πείρας τὰ ὑπὸ τῶν προφητῶν προκατηγγελμένα, βεβαιότεραν κρίνομέν φησι διὰ τούτων τὴν προφητείαν αὐτῶν: the scholia, Grot., Bengel (“firmior fit sermo propheticus ex implemento”), al., and hesitatingly, De Wette. The great objection to such a view is, the omission of any such connecting particles as those above supplied. It is true the Apostle may have omitted them: but even supposing that, it is further against the view, that if such be the force of the comparative, the thought is not at all followed up in the ensuing verses. We come then to the other possible force of the comparative: 2. that it is used as comparing the prophetic word with something which has been mentioned before, as being firmer, more secure than that other. And if so, what is that other? The most obvious answer is, the voice from heaven: and this is at first sight confirmed by the consideration that one word would thus be compared with another, the φωνή with the λόγος. But then comes in the great difficulty, How could the Apostle designate the written word of God, inspired into and transmitted through men, as something firmer, more secure, than the uttered voice of God Himself? And our reply must be, that only in one sense of βεβαιότερος can this be so, viz. as being of wider and larger reference, embracing not only a single testimony to Christ as that divine voice did, but τὰ εἰς χριστὸν παθήματα, κ. τὰς μετὰ ταῦτα δόξας: as presenting a broader basis for the Christian’s trust, and not only one fact, however important. This is a modification of Huther’s view, which takes the comparison to be, that the testimony of the Transfiguration presented only the glory of Christ in the days of His flesh, whereas the prophetic word substantiates His future glory also. But this is insufficient, or rather is not strictly correct: for the Apostle clearly does regard the voice at the Transfiguration as a pledge of Christ’s future glory. Either of these is better than Calvin’s view:—“non difficilis est hujusmodi solutio, quia hic respectum habet gentis suæ Apostolus: … quum apud Judæos indubium esset, a Domino profectum quicquid Prophetæ docuerant, non mirum est si dicat Petrus, firmiorem esse eorum sermonem: jam vetustas quoque ipsa semper aliquid reverentiæ secum trahit.” Bede’(1) view is worth quoting: “si enim quispiam (inquit) nostro testimonio discredendum putaverit, quod in secreto gloriam Redemptoris nostri conspeximus divinam, quod vocem Patris ad eum factam audierimus, certe sermoni prophetico nemo contradicere, nullus de hoc ambigere audebit, quem divinis Scripturis jam olim insertum omnes verum esse testantur.” And so nearly, Estius. But in this case we should have expected ἔχομεν δὲ καὶ.… A modification of this view is found in Augustine, in Joan. Tract. xxxv. 8, vol. iii. pt. ii., “quia nos non ibi fuimus, et istam vocem de cœlo tunc non audivimus, ait ad nos ipse Petrus, Et habemus certiorem propheticum sermonem. Non audistis vocem de cœlo delatam, sed certiorem habetis propheticum sermonem” (see the same more fully expanded in his Serm. de Scripturis xliii. (xxvii.) 3, 4 (5), vol. v. p. 256). But then we should have expected ἔχετε. Of course, all attempts to shelve the comparative by making it into a positive (Wir haben ein festes prophetisches Wort, Luth.), or a superlative (“habemus firmissimum sermonem propheticum,” Beza), are out of the question. τὸν λόγον προφητικόν cannot be as Sherlock, Griesb., N. T. prophecies,—nor as Benson, al., O. and N. T. prophecies combined, on account of the subsequent expression in ch. 2 Peter 2:1, which confines it to O. T. times), to which ye do well in paying attention (cf. Joseph. in reff. προσέχοντες, sc. τὸν νοῦν, gives the idea of adherence, not merely of notice: compare Hebrews 2:1), as to a candle (the figure is taken from the lighting of a candle at night, and the imagery is as in Romans 13:12, ἡ νύξ προέκοψεν, ἡ δὲ ἡμέρα ἤγγικεν) shining in a dark place ( αὐχμηρὸς ( αὔω), lit. dry, arid: hence neglected, dirty, dark: “Aristoteles de coloribus opponit τὸ στίλβον κ. λαμπρὸν τῷ αὐχμηρῷ καὶ ἀλαμπεῖ.” Wetst. (which seems to answer Kypke, who questions if the sense “dark” can be proved except from Suidas and the grammarians). Suidas gives αὐχμηρόν, στυγνόν, ἤ σκοτεινόν: and so Hesych., ξηρόν, σκοτῶδες) until day shall dawn (aor. in the sense of ‘futurus exactus:’ the fact involved in the διαυγάσαι coming in upon and putting an end to the state indicated by the pres. participles above. The ἕως οὗ belongs more naturally to προσέχοντες than to φαίνοντι, because that which follows ἕως οὗ relates to the readers, not to the word of prophecy. For διαυγάζειν in the sense of dawning, see ref. Polyb. Plut. moral., p. 893 E, uses it of lightning, τῇ πληγῇ καὶ τῷ σχισμῷ διαυγάζει) and the morning-star shall rise in your hearts (it is said by the Commentators quoting from one another, that φωσφόρος is taken by Hesych. for the sun. But he merely says, φωσφόρος, φωτοδότης, λαμπρὸς ἀστήρ. And as there is no precedent, so also is there no occasion, for thus understanding it here. The dawn of the day is accompanied by the rising of the morning-star. It is not quite clear, what time is here pointed out by the ἕως οὗ. Gerhard says, “Petrus h. l. docet, scripta prophetica lucem quandam tenuem tempore V. T. exhibuisse, donec per verbum evangelii et operationem Spiritus sancti uberior, clarior et perfectior lux divinæ notitiæ in N. T. fuerit secuta.” But it is entirely against this view, that the pres. ᾧ καλῶς ποιεῖτε προσέχοντες makes it necessary, as indeed does the whole context, that the time spoken of, which the ἕως οὗ is to put an end to, should be present. De Wette modifies this last view by saying, that this O. T. darkness of the pre-Christian time still endures for those who have not yet embraced the Christian faith. But this would make the readers, who are said, 2 Peter 1:12, to be ἐστηριγμένοι ἐν τῇ παρούσῃ ἀληθείᾳ, to be still unconverted to Christianity. Bed(2), Calvin, al., understand it of the glorious day which is to come when the Lord shall be manifested. So Bed(3): “ad lucernam noctarnam pertinet quod ‘filii Dei sumus et nondum apparuit quid erimus.’ Et in comparatione quidem impiorum, dies sumus, Paulo dicente, Fuistis aliquando tenebræ, nunc autem lux in Domino. Sed si comparemur illi vitæ in qua futuri sumus, adhuc nox sumus, et lucerna indigemus.” So Calvin, “Ego hanc caliginem ad totum vitæ stadium extendo, ac diem tunc nobis illucere interpreter, quum facie ad faciem videbimus quod nunc cernimus per speculum et ænigmate:” so Dietlein, al. Others, as Grot., al., De Wette, Huther, think that some state in the readers themselves is pointed at, which is to supervene upon their present less perfect state: Grot. interpreting it of their attainment of the gift of prophecy: De Wette of their arriving at full conviction of the certainty of the coming of Christ: Huther, much the same, adding, “The writer distinguishes between two degrees of the Christian life: in the first, faith rests upon outward evidences, in the second, on inward revelations of the Spirit: in the first, each detail is believed separately as such: in the second, each is recognized as a necessary part of the whole. And hence the being in the former is naturally called a walking ἐν τόπῳ αὐχμηρῷ, in the light of a λύχνος, while the being in the latter is a walking in the light of the morning.” And this latter I believe to be nearly the true account. That which refers the words to the time of the Lord’s coming is objectionable, because thus, 1. the time of the Christian’s walk here, in which he is said to be light in the Lord, would, not comparatively (as Bede's(4) above), but absolutely, be described as a walking in darkness by the slender light of O. T. prophecy: 2. the morning-star arising in men’s hearts is not a description which can apply to the Lord’s coming. So that, whatever apparent analogy there may be with the comparison used in Romans 13:11 ff., the matters treated of seem to be different. At the same time it may well be, that the Apostle should have mingled both ideas together as he wrote the words; seeing that even in our hearts the fulness of the spiritual day will not have arisen, until that time when we see face to face, and know even as God knew us):

Verses 19-21
19–21.] The same—i. e. the certainty of the coming of Christ, before spoken of,—is further confirmed by reference to O. T. prophecy.

Verse 20
20.] Caution as to the interpretation of O. T. prophecy: to be borne in mind, while taking heed to it. This first knowing ( τοῦτο, viz. what follows, introduced by ὅτι. πρῶτον, not as Bengel, “prius quam ego dico,” but first and as most important in applying yourselves to prophetic interpretation γινώσκοντες, as in reff., being aware of, and bearing in mind: = εἰδότες, 1 Peter 1:18), that no prophecy of Scripture ( γραφή most probably here imports the O. T. only, from the ποτε, and indeed the aorists in the next verse.

πᾶσα … οὐ, in the Hebr. manner for οὐδεμία: see Romans 3:20; 1 Corinthians 1:29 al.) comes of private interpretation (how are these words to be understood? Two references seem to be possible: 1. to us, who try to understand written prophecies: 2. to the prophets themselves, as they spoke them. And of these the former, maintained by Bed(5), Erasm., Aret., Gerhard, Pott, Steiger, al., seems precluded by the context, the next verse assigning as a reason for the position in this, that the prophets spoke not of themselves, but as they were moved by the Holy Ghost. And though this might have been alleged as a reason why private interpretation cannot solve those prophecies, yet in that case we should expect not οὐ γάρ, which simply assigns the direct reason, but οὐδὲ γάρ, which assigns an analogical or remote reason. So that we seem driven to the conclusion that the saying regards, not our interpretation of prophecy, but its resolution, or interpretation, by the prophets themselves. And so Œc.: τουτέστιν ὅτι λαμβάνουσι μὲν ἀπὸ θεοῦ οἱ προφῆται τὴν προφητείαν, ἀλλʼ οὐχ ὡς ἐκεῖνοι βούλονται, ἀλλʼ ὡς τὸ κινοῦν αὐτοὺς ἐνεργεῖ πνεῦμα. καὶ ᾔδεσαν μὲν καὶ συνίεσαν τὸν καταπεμπόμενον αὐτοῖς προφητικὸν λόγον, οὐ μέντοι καὶ τὴν ἐπίλυσιν αὐτοῦ ἐποιοῦντο: and below, … καίπερ εἰδότες οὐ χρείαν εἶχον ἑρμηνεύειν τὰ ὑπʼ αὐτῶν, ἀλλʼ ἑτέροις διηκόνουν ταῦτα, ἡμῖν γάρ. Similarly Thl.: and De Wette, adding, that this is said to excuse the difficulty of the interpretation of prophecy, and to remove occasion of unbelief and scoffing (ch. 2 Peter 3:3). But as Huther well remarks, this last purpose is not only not indicated in the context, but is quite out of the question; the Apostle referring to prophecy not as difficult of interpretation, but as a candle shining in a dark place, nay, as being even more firm and secure than external proofs of the same truths. I believe Huther’s view to be the true one: which arises from this consideration, that ἐπίλυσις is not the subsequent interpretation of a prophecy already given, but the intelligent apprehension of the meaning of the prophecy, out of which (but not ἰδίας on the part of those by whom it is sent) the prophecy itself springs. And this is much confirmed by γίνεται, which with a gen. as here, is not = ἐστιν, but rather seems to denote origin. So that the sense will be, that prophecy springs not out of human interpretation, i. e. is not a prognostication made by a man knowing what he means when he utters it: but &c. Thus, and thus alone, the whole context coheres. And this appears to be Bengel’s view, though he does not express himself very clearly: “ut callide concinnatis fabulis opponitur spectatio apostolica: sic propriæ interpretationi opponitur φορά, vectura prophetica. Itaque ἐπίλυσις dicitur interpretatio qua ipsi prophetæ res antea plane clausas aperuere mortalibus. Prophetia nec primo humana est, nec a se ipsa unquam ita desciscit ut incipiat esse verbum propriæ, i. e. humanæ ἐπιλύσεως, sed plane divinæ patefactionis est, et in rebus exituque talis cognoscitur, imo etiam firmior fit”).

Verse 21
21.] Reason of the above position. For prophecy was never (at any time: ποτέ belongs to the negative, and though pointing, as do likewise the aorr., to a state of things passed away, and therefore not to be referred to N. T. prophecies, (see on ch. 2 Peter 2:1,) must not be rendered as E. V. (after Beza, as usual) “in old time”) sent (‘allata,’ vulg.: cf. above, 2 Peter 1:17-18) after the will (dat. of the cause; or rule, by or according to which: as in τίς στρατεύεται ἰδίοις ὀψωνίοις ποτέ; 1 Corinthians 9:7; cf. 1 Corinthians 11:5; Hebrews 12:18) of man: but men spoke from God (spoke as with the voice of, as emissaries from, God: the ἀπο of ἀποστέλλω and ἀπόστολος. Besides critical considerations, probability seems against the reading ἅγιοι, in that, on account of the repetition, ἁγίου.… ἅγιοι, the stress, in the latter part of the sentence, would be laid on the fact of ἁγιότης, which does not form any logical contrast to ἰδίας ἐπιλύσεως, instead of on the fact of the φορά and the λαλιά coming from God, which does), [being] borne (borne along, carried onward, as a ship by the wind, reff. Acts. “Impulsos fuisse dicit, non quod mente alienati fuerint (qualem in suis prophetis ἐνθουσιασμόν fingunt Gentiles) sed qui nihil a se ipsis ausi fuerint, tantum obedienter sequuti sint Spiritum ducem.” Calv. See besides reff., Jos. Antt. iv. 6. 5, οὐκ ὢν ἐν ἑαυτῷ, τῷ δὲ θείῳ πνεύματι κεκινημένος: Macrob. i. 23, speaking of the processions carrying the image of the Sun at Heliopolis,—“ferunturque divino spiritu, non suo arbitrio, sed quo deus ropellit vehentes”) by the Holy Spirit.

02 Chapter 2 
Verse 1
1.] Transition to the new subject. But (contrast to last verse) there were false prophets also (as well as the true prophets, just spoken of) among the people (of Israel. These words, more than any that have preceded, define the prophecies spoken of before as O. T. prophecies), as there shall be among you also ( καί with ἐν ὑμῖν. On ἔσονται, Bengel says “et jam esse cœperunt tunc.” It was so, see 2 Peter 2:9 ff.: still the future in ἔσονται is simple, and this first declaration a pure prophecy) false teachers (teachers of falsehood: cf. ψευδόλογος. In the case of ψευδοπροφῆται, the ψευδο- is ambiguous, whether subjective, pretenders to be prophets when they were not, or objective, prophesiers of false things: cf. for the latter Jeremiah 14:14, LXX, ψευδῆ οἱ προφῆται προφητεύουσιν …; ib. Jeremiah 14:15; Jer_23:25, al. fr.), the which ( οἵτινες, of a class: not simply identifying the individuals) shall introduce (shall bring in by the side of that teaching which ye have received. There is a hint of secrecy and unobservedness, but not so strong as in E. V. “shall privily bring in.” It is stronger in the παρεισέδυσαν of Jude 1:4) heresies ( αἱρέσεις here rather in the sense in which we now understand the word, new and self-chosen doctrines, alien from the truth: not sects (vulg.), which may be founded, but can hardly be said to be introduced) of destruction (whose end is destruction, Philippians 3:19. The expression is not to be resolved as E. V. (after Beza, as usual) by an adjective, “damnable heresies,” as it thereby loses its meaning, merely conveying the writer’s own [judgment of] condemnation), and denying (a remarkable word from St. Peter) the master (compare τὸν μόνον δεσπότην καὶ κύριον ἡμῶν ἰησοῦν χριστὸν ἀρνούμενοι, Jude 1:4) who bought them (reff. Ne, assertion of universal redemption can be plainer than this. “Ex hoc loco bene colligitur,” says Estius, endeavouring to escape the inference, “Christum redemisse quosdam reprobos, nimirum illos, qui redemptionis ejus secundum aliquos effectus facti sunt participes: cujusmodi erant hi, de quibus Petrus loquitur: utpote per fidem in baptismo regenerati, et peccatorum veniam consecuti, licet postea in veterem peccati servitutem lapsi.… Sed ne hino colligas, ad omnes omnino homines effectum redemptionis extendi.” Calvin passes it without a word. It may be noted that by the use of this particular predication for Christ here, those heresies seem especially to be aimed at, which denied or explained away the virtue of the propitiatory sacrifice of our Lord, by which He has bought us to Himself), bringing upon themselves (the construction is not very plain. Of the two participial clauses, … ἀρνούμενοι, and ἐπάγοντες …, one must be taken as equivalent to a finite verb, corresponding to παρεισάξουσιν above: unless indeed we understand καί to mean “even,” and make both participial clauses follow παρεισάξουσιν … as epexegetical of it. This, however, would leave the ἐπάγοντες awkwardly pendent, and requiring “and” to fill it up, as in E. V. As regards then the alternative before proposed, Huther thinks it most natural to regard ἐπάγοντες as a finite verb: “who, by denying &c., bring on themselves &c.:”—Winer, § 45. 6. a, prefers making both depend on παρεισάξουσιν, regarding them however not as co-ordinate, but ἐπάγοντες as a sequel added to the sentence οἵτινες.… ἀρνούμενοι. I much prefer taking καί as the simple copula, and regarding ἀρνούμενοι as standing in the place of a finite verb, co-ordinate with παρεισάξουσιν followed, as a consequence, by ἐπάγοντες κ. τ. λ.) swift (see note on ref., not speedy, but as Horneius in Huther, “inopinatam et inexspectatam”) destruction [cf. αἱρέσεις ἀπωλείας above]:

Verses 1-22
1–22.] DESCRIPTION OF ERRONEOUS TEACHERS WHO SHOULD ARISE: THEIR UNGODLY PRACTICES, AND CERTAIN DESTRUCTION. On the close parallelism with Jude 1:4-19, see in Prolegg. The fact will necessitate continual reference to that Epistle.

Verse 2
2. and many shall follow after (see on ch. 2 Peter 1:16) their licentiousnesses (the connexion of depraved moral conduct with erroneous doctrine was in the early ages of the church almost universal: see the Pastoral Epistles passim, and below 2 Peter 2:18-19. In (6) Jude, the two are expressed co-ordinately: τὴν τοῦ θεοῦ ἡμῶν χάριτα μετατιθέντες εἰς ἀσέλγειαν, κ. τὸν μόνον δεσπότην κ. κύρ. ἡμ. ἰ. χ. ἀρνούμενοι) on whose account (by reason of whom, i. e. from the ἀσέλγειαι of those who follow after the false teachers: for to these, and not to the false teachers themselves, is the οὕς most likely referable. It is those who, seeming to be in the way of truth, yet favour and follow false teachers, that cause most scandal to the way of truth itself) the way of truth (reff. and Ep. Barnab. 5, p. 734, “homo habens viam veritatis”) shall be evil spoken of (“ab iis qui foris sunt, discrimen ignorantibus verorum et falsorum Christianorum.” Bengel):

Verse 3
3.] and in (i. e. living in, girt about with, as their element, not as E. V. “through”) covetousness with feigned speeches (Wetstein quotes Artemid. i. 53, πλάσσειν δοκεῖ … ἀγαθὸν ῥήτορσι … καὶ πᾶσι τοῖς ἀπατεῶσι, διὰ τὸ τὰ μὴ ὄντα ὡς ὄντα δεικνύειν τὰς τέχνας ταύτας) they will make gain of you (“quæstum ex vobis facient, ad quæstum suum vobis abutentur.” Gerh. See ref., and Athenag. xiii. 569, ἀσπασία ἐνεπορεύετο πλήθη γυναικῶν: Philo in Flacc. § 16, vol. ii. p. 536, ἐνεπορεύετο τὴν λήθην τῶν δικαστῶν (Huther). Pott tries to give the word the classic meaning of lucrari, ‘to gain over:’ “sectæ suæ conciliare conantur:” and this is borne out by Proverbs 3:14, LXX, κρεῖσσον αὐτὴν ἐμπορεύεσθαι, ἢ χρυσίου κ. ἀργυρίου θησαυρούς: but the other meaning seems better here. These false teachers would care not for their sect, but for their gain), for whom ( οἷς is the dat. incommodi: its antecedents being the subjects of the verb ἐμπορεύσονται, viz. the false teachers) the sentence (of God, decreeing their ἀπώλεια) from long since ( ἔκπαλαι cannot surely, as De Wette, be joined predicatively with τὸ κρῖμα, ‘the sentence from of old decreed,’ cf. οἱ πάλαι προγεγραμμένοι εἰς τοῦτο τὸ κρῖμα, Jude 1:4; in this case we should at all events expect τὸ κρῖμα τὸ ἔκπαλαι. Rather, with most Commentators, should ἔκπαλαι be taken adverbially with the following verb. The word is found, besides ref., in Arrian, Exp. Alex. i. 9, εἰς λογισμὸν τοῦ ἔκπαλαι: Jos. Antt. xvi. 8. 4, ἔκπαλαι μὲν συνεδρεύων αὐτῷ προσέκειτο: Plut. Aristid. p. 328 E, ἀνὴρ θυμοειδὴς κ. φιλοκίνδυνος, ἔκπαλαι πρὸς τὴν μάχην σπαργῶν. Phrynichus, p. 45, condemns it: ἀπόπαλαι, ἔκπαλαι· ἀμφοῖν δυσχέραινε, ἐκ παλαιοῦ γὰρ χρὴ λέγειν: where see Lobeck’s note) is not idle (i. e. is working itself out, is living and in action), and their destruction slumbereth not (i. e. is awake, and ready to seize them: ἀπώλεια being personified: for the verb, see reff.).

Verse 4
4.] First historical proof: the punishment of the apostate angels. Cf. Jude 1:6. For (connect with the position immediately preceding, οἷς τὸ κρῖμα κ. τ. λ.) if God spared not angels having sinned (how, is not here specified; but Jude, 2 Peter 2:6, is more particular: see note there. ἁμαρτησάντων, anarthrous, is not = τῶν ἁμ., “that sinned:” but carries a ratiocinative force, giving the reason of οὐκ ἐφείσατο: “for their sin”), but casting them into hell (the word is no where else found: but its meaning must be plain by analogy. Tartarus is no where else mentioned in the N. T. or LXX: there can be no doubt that it is used as equivalent to γέεννα. It seems best to take the verb absolutely, by itself, and join σειροῖς ζόφου to παρέδωκεν, as is done in E. V. So Huther after Calov., Pott, Wahl, al., against De Wette, Dietlein, al. The aor. participle is contemporary with the aor. verb παρέδωκεν, as in ἀποκριθεὶς εἶπε) delivered (them) over (“ παρέδωκεν is here, as often, used with an implied idea of punishment.” Huther) to dens (so with the reading in txt: σειρός, the same as σίρος, or σιῤῥός, properly a cave where corn is stored, so Demosth. p. 100 ult., ὀλυρῶν τῶν ἐν τοῖς θρᾳκίοις σιροῖς, also p. 135. 5. The form σειρός is found (as a var. read. in Demosth. also) in Pollux ix. 49; Phot. p. 504. 23; Varro de re rust. i. 57. The word is used for a wolf’s den, by Longus i. 11. The other reading, σειραῖς, has perhaps come from the δεσμοῖς ἀϊδίοις of (7) Jude, and would seem to suit the sense better: see there) of darkness (if the reading σειραῖς be retained, the expression is remarkably illustrated by Wisdom of Solomon 17:17, ἁλύσει σκότους ἐδέθησαν: and will probably mean, as there, that darkness itself is the chain, gen. of apposition) in custody (pres.: “being kept.” The readings are in great confusion, from the combined influence of (8) Jude, and our 2 Peter 2:9) unto (with a view to: or merely temporal, until: but this is not probable here, as the want of μεγάλης ἡμέρας, Jude 1:6, removes all definite allusion to the time of the judgment) judgment:
Verses 4-11
4–11.] Argument, enforced by three historical proofs, that God will assuredly punish these wicked persons. The protases, εἰ γὰρ.… καὶ ἀρχ. κόσμ.… καὶ πόλεις, have no single apodosis, properly so called, to answer to them, but the apodosis when it comes, is complicated with an additional protasis καὶ δίκαιον λὼτ κ. τ. λ. which causes it to consist of two members, the deliverance of the righteous, and the punishment of the wicked.

Verse 5
5.] Second historical proof—the flood. Wanting in Jude—and spared not the ancient world, but preserved (here first comes in the idea of the preservation of the righteous, which is worked out further in the next verse) Noah the eighth person (i. e. with seven others: according to the well-known formula, generally found in Greek with αὐτός: so Thucyd. ii. 79, ἐστρατήγει δὲ ξενοφῶν ὁ εὐριπίδου τρίτος αὐτός, and passim. But the shorter phrase is not without classic example: e. g. Plato, Legg. iii. p. 695 C, λαβὼν τὴν ἀρχὴν ἕβδομος, and other examples in Winer, § 37. 2: and in Wetstein. The numeral adj. must be taken with νῶε, not with κήρυκα) preacher of righteousness (the obvious construction would be, “as a preacher of righteousness:” so Huther: but we should thus be introducing an element logically extraneous to the context, which treats not of the purpose why the righteous are preserved, but simply of their preservation. And in these later Epistles, all considerations based on stricter views of the usage of the article before substantives are exceedingly unsafe. The fact, that Noah was thus a preacher of (moral) righteousness to the depravity of his age, is found alluded to in Jos. Antt. i. 3. 1,— ὁ νώεος δέ, τοῖς πραττομένοις ὑπʼ αὐτῶν δυσχεραίνων καὶ τοῖς βουλεύμασιν ἀηδῶς ἔχων, ἔπειθεν ἐπὶ τὸ κρεῖττον αὐτοὺς τὴν διάνοιαν καὶ τὰς πράξεις μεταφέρειν: Bereschith Rabba xxx. 6, in Wetst. “ κῆρυξ generationis diluvii, id est, Noachus:” al. in De Wette), bringing (= “when He brought,” or, “and brought:” contemporary with the ἐφύλαξεν above) the flood (anarthrous, as well known; in the earlier written reff. Matt., Luke, the art. is expressed) on the world (again anarthrous) of ungodly men (Dietlein, in his commentary, attaching 2 Peter 2:4 to 2 Peter 2:5, and believing the crime of the angels to be that in Genesis 6:2 (see note on Jude 1:6), holds that only one example is furnished by them both, as declaring God’s dealings with the old world; 2 Peter 2:7-8 giving corresponding testimony with regard to the new. But his reasons, as Huther has shewn, will not hold: seeing that, 1. the sentences are strictly co-ordinate with each other, 2 Peter 2:6; 2 Peter 2:5; 2 Peter 2:5; 2 Peter 2:4, all being simply coupled by καί: 2. there is no mention of the new world at 2 Peter 2:6, as there is none of the old at 2 Peter 2:4. 3. the angels cannot be part of the κόσμος ἀσεβῶν. And Dietlein’s idea, that if we take three examples, both members of the apodosis 2 Peter 2:9, will not be represented in 2 Peter 2:4, proves nothing, because that apodosis answers not to each of 2 Peter 2:4-6, separately, but to 2 Peter 2:4-7 generally: the idea of rescuing the righteous coming in as secondary, by the way. And the repetition of οὐκ ἐφείσατο, 2 Peter 2:4-5, by which Dietlein tries to strengthen his position, is in fact against him: marking off, as it does, expressly, 2 Peter 2:5 from 2 Peter 2:4, as a second example of God’s unsparing vengeance):

Verse 6
6.] Third historical proof: the destruction of Sodom and Gomorrha, Jude 1:7. And burning to ashes (Suidas, τεφρώσας, ἐμπρήσας, σποδώσας. The aor. part. is contemporary with the aor. following) the cities of (gen. of apposition) Sodom and Gomorrha, condemned (them) ( κατέκρινεν, not imperf., but first aor. as παρέδωκεν and ἐφύλαξεν in the co-ordinate verses above) to (better than “with:” see reff.: not “eversione damnavit,” “funditus evertendo punivit,” as Gerh.: but “in cineres redigens damnavit ad eversionem,” as Pott, Wahl, Winer, De Wette, Huther) overthrow ( καταστροφή is the word used (ref. Gen.) in the history), laying down an example (cf. πρόκεινται δεῖγμα, Jude 1:7) of (i. e. that which might shew forth the fate of) those that should in after time live ungodly (so the E. V. well, but with “after”):

Verse 7
7.] and rescued (the contrast, the deliverance of the righteous, is here brought out at more length. This contrast is wanting in Jude, where only the punitive dealings of God are treated) righteous Lot ( δίκαιον, as repeating the δικαιοσύνη of 2 Peter 2:5; see also again, 2 Peter 2:8) distressed ( καταπονέω, properly to wear down or tire out by toil, as τῇ ἐνδείᾳ τῆς τροφῆς τὴν ἀλκὴν τοῦ θηρίου καταπονεῖν, Diod. iii. 37: ἡρακλῆς ὁ καταπονούμενος τῷ τῆς δηϊανείρας χιτῶνι, Pol. xl. 7. 3: hence to oppress, as in ref. Acts, or harass beyond bearing as here) by the behaviour of the lawless ( ἄθεσμοι, “homines nefarii, qui nec jus nec fas curant”) in licentiousness ( ἐν ἀσελγ. ἀναστροφή is to be taken together, as ἐν ἀσελγ. ἀναστρέφεσθαι; ἐν ἀσελγ. denoting the character of the behaviour or manner of life):

8] Explanation of καταπονούμενον. For by sight and hearing (these datives belong to ἐβασάνιζεν below, not as vulg., Erasm., al„ ungrammatically, to ὁ δίκαιος,—“adspectu et auditu justus erat,” nor as Gerh. to ἐγκατοικῶν: nor again are they to be understood of the Sodomites, as Wetstein,—“Lotus vultu eorum meretricio conspecto, et audita fama impudicitiæ eorum.…” It was by his own sight and hearing of what went on around him, that he ψυχὴν δικαίαν ἐβασάνιζεν.

βλέμμα is more usually of the look of a man from without: so in Demosth. Mid. in Wetst. τῷ σχήματι, τῷ βλέμματι, τῇ φωνῇ, and in numerous other examples in Wetst. The transition from this to the subjective sense is obvious) the righteous man, dwelling among them, day by day tormented his righteous soul with their lawless deeds (the form of the sentence is peculiar: that being represented as a deliberate act of Lot on himself, which was in fact the impression made on him by the lawlessness around him. The same way of speaking is common among us, when we say that a man “distresses himself” at any occurrence: cf. Isaiah 58:5, “a day for a man to afflict his soul,”— ἡμέραν ταπεινοῦν ἄνθρωπον τὴν ψυχὴν αὐτοῦ. The older expositors have curiously and characteristically missed the right sense: so Œc., πρὸς ζῆλον τῶν ἀσεβῶν αὐτῶν πράξεων ἡμέραν ἐξ ἡμέρας παρακαλούμενον, εἶτα βασανίζοντα τὴν ἑαυτοῦ ψυχὴν διὰ τῆς τούτων ἀποχῆς καὶ ἐγκρατείας (which he further expands afterwards): and similarly Thl.):

Verse 9
9.] (Apodosis; the last verse having been quasi-parenthetical, explanatory of καταπονούμενος. See above on 2 Peter 2:4) the Lord knoweth how (reff. The expression indicates both the apprehension of the manner of the act and the power to perform it) to rescue godly (men) out of temptation (as in ref. 1 Pet., where see note,—trials, persecutions, and the like), and to reserve unrighteous (men) under punishment (not as most, cruciandos: “to be punished,” E. V.: but as in 2 Peter 2:4, actually in a penal state, and thus awaiting their final punishment) to the day of judgment (the great final, doom: see reff.):

Verse 10
10.] but chiefly (cf. Jude 1:8) those who go after the flesh (more general here than in (9) Jude, where ἑτέρας defines the particular sin. Here, all following after unlawful carnal lusts is meant) in lust of pollution (lust, hankering after unlawful and polluting use of the flesh. The gen. is not to be resolved into an adjective, “cupiditas fœda,” as Wahl), and despise lordship (so in Jude 1:8, κυριότητα ἀθετοῦσιν: where see note). Darers (the construction suddenly alters to a description of the wicked persons who were the object in the former sentence. Cf. ref. and Thucyd. i. 70, where the Corinthians characterize the Athenians as καὶ παρὰ δύναμιν τολμηταί, καὶ παρὰ γνώμην κινδυνευταί), self-willed (see note on ref. Tit., where the word is explained. Both these plurals are used as substantives, in apposition with each other and with ‘they,’ the understood subject of the following verb), they tremble not (when) speaking evil of (this participial construction, meaning much the same as an infinitive, is common: see ref. and Acts 5:42; Acts 12:16; and Winer, § 45. 4. a) glories (what is meant by this, is somewhat doubtful: see on (10) Jude. We might take the word here, as there also, in its widest sense, as any dignities or glories, human or divine, were it not for the example there following. The vulg. has a curious rendering here: “sectas ( δόξας) non metuunt introducere blasphemantes:” whereas in Jude it renders “majestatem autem blasphemant:” on which Estius, “cur autem interpres eandem vocem hic sectas, apud Judam majestatem,—sun majestates transtulerit in sententia simili, seu potius eadem, mihi non liquet”);

Verse 11
11.] where (i. e. “in cases where:” nearly = whereas: so reff., and Thucyd. viii. 96, ὅπου γὰρ.… τοσαύτη ἡ ξυμφορὰ ἐπεγεγένητο, πῶς οὐκ εἰκότως ἠθύμουν) angels, being greater (than they) in strength and might (such is of necessity the meaning, and not the curious and hardly grammatical interpretation of Huther, “angels who are greater in strength and might than the other angels,” as, e. g., the archangel Michael in (11) Jude. This meaning would require ἄγγελοι οἱ ἰσχ. κ. δυν. μείζ. ὄντες. As it is, the ὄντες carries a slight ratiocinative force with it: “being,” i. e. “though they be:” and the thought is not, as Huther, a lame one, but shews forcibly the unbecomingness of their irreverence, seeing that even angels who are so far above them yet do not bring railing accusations against δόξαι), bring not against them (scil, δόξαι: in the interpretation, bad angels, fallen from their heavenly estate, but regarded here according to their essential condition as sons of glory. Cf. Milton’s “excess of glory obscured,” as descriptive of Satan,—an expression probably taken from the study of the original text in this place or in (12) Jude. The vulg. rendering, ‘adversum se,’ is clearly wrong: see below) before the Lord (“apud Dominum, judicem, eumque præsentem, reveriti, abstinent judicio,” Bengel. It is to me on the whole more probable that the words παρὰ κυρίῳ should have dropped out, as not occurring in (13) Jude, than that they should have been inserted owing to any idea of a contention in the divine Presence being there intended: for no such intention is apparent there, but rather the contrary) a railing judgment (= κρίσιν βλασφημίας, Jude 1:9. βλάσφημον, in allusion to βλασφημοῦντες above.

As a curiosity in the way of erroneous rendering and more erroneous exegesis founded on it, we may notice the vulg. here:—“ubi angeli fortitudine et virtute cum sint majores, non portant adversum se execrabile judicium:” and Lyra’s comment, “ubi, i. e. in pœna inferni: angeli, scil. mali: non portant, i. e. vix sustinent: execrabile judicium, i. e. pœnam.” Cf. Estius, h. l. and the extraordinary commentary of Feuardentius on this Epistle, in which he derives from this interpretation an argument à fortiori, “If angels cannot bear their punishment, how much less heretics, Luther, Calvin, Bucer, &c.”).

Verse 12
12.] Cf. Jude 1:10. In words this verse is very similar to that, but in meaning quite different: and this fact, so often occurring in the passage, strongly confirms the view of the common matter taken in the Prolegg., [ch. iv. § iii., and specially par. 11, p. 147.] See the separate sense of this verse and of Jude 1:10, in the notes on each verse. But (contrast to the angels, just mentioned) these, as irrational animals, born naturally (thus vulg. rightly, ‘naturaliter,’ according to the transposition in the text; φυσικά being nearly = ψυσικῶς. According to the other reading, φυσικά is a second epithet to ἄλογα ζῶα, as Œc.: κατʼ αἴσθησιν μόνον ζῶντα, οὐ κατὰ νοῦν κ. τὴν νοερὰν ζωήν) for (with a view to) capture and destruction (i. e. not to take and to destroy, but to be taken and destroyed. Wetst. quotes from the Rabbinical Bava Mezia, p. 85. 1, “Quidam vitulus, cum ad mactandum adduceretur, R. Judam accessit, caputque in ejus gremium reponens flevit. Sed ille, Abi, inquit, in hunc finem creatus es”), speaking evil (as they do: the part. includes the ground of their perishing) in the matter of things which they know not (thus, viz., by ἐν τούτοις, ἃ ἀγνοοῦσι, βλασφ. and not by ταῦτα, ἐν οἷς ἀγνοοῦσιν, βλ., I prefer to resolve the attraction. We have βλασφημεῖν εἰς as analogous to βλασφ. ἐν: on the other hand ἀγνοεῖν ἐν might be tolerated, as ἀγνοεῖν περί, 1 Corinthians 12:1; 1 Thessalonians 4:13. But the former construction seems better; because, it being almost necessary to suppose οἷς neuter, not masculine, it is not so natural to have a neut. accus. after βλασφημεῖν, as a neut. dative with ἐν), in their corruption (in their practising, and following out, of this corruption to which they have devoted themselves) shall even perish (shall go on till they perish; not only being found in it, living in it, advancing in it, but going on also to its final issue, viz. eternal perdition).

Verses 12-22
12–22.] Further description and denunciation of these persons.

Verse 13
13 b, 14.] These verses most probably, as to construction, form an independent participial sentence, connected by apposition with what precedes. This is better than to consider them as all belonging to ἐπλανήθησαν in 2 Peter 2:15, which clearly is confined in its reference to its own sentence,—or as giving the ground of φθαρήσονται above. Imagining a pleasure delicate living for a day (the interpretations of ἐν ἡμέρᾳ have been various. Œc. gives it, τὴν ἀληθῆ κ. ἐπέραστον εὐφροσύνην κ. ἡδονὴν ἐν τῇ καθʼ ἡμέραν τιθέμενοι τοῦ λαιμοῦ ἀπολαύσει. And similarly Thl., Beza, al. But this seems inadmissible for ἐν ἡμέρᾳ. Some, as Erasm., Benson, Moras, E. V, al., take it for “in the daytime,” as implying absence of all shame; but this would give a very lame and frigid sense, and is inconsistent with τρυφήν, which is not revelling or rioting, but delicate living, which those who practise carry on as much in the daytime as by night, being the habit of their lives. Bede’s(14) explanation is remarkable: he understands ‘voluptas diei’ to mean true pleasure, “qua sancti quoque delectantur in Domino,” and “voluptas noctu” to be the unlawful pleasure of the ungodly. Then he takes ἡδονὴν τὴν ἐν ἡμέρᾳ together as predicate, understanding, “cum deliciis … vacent …, has tamen ipsi optimas et quasi lucifluas judicent.” Few will accept this, though it is very ingenious. There can be little doubt that the true rendering is as vulg. “voluptatem existimantes diei delicias:” Grot., “in diem, id est ad breve tempus:” Calv., Est., “Felicitatem statuunt in præsentibus deliciis.” And so Corn. a-Lap., De Wette, Huther, al. With this also agrees the article τήν and its position: “that delicate living which is but for a day”), spots (but σπιλάδες, Jude 1:12, where see note) and blemishes (disgraces, disfigurements, causing shame: ἐθέλεις δέ κε μῶμον ἀνάψαι, Od. β. 86), luxuriating in their deceits (i. e. as explained by Huther, in those things or materials of luxury, which they have fraudulently gotten, the abstract for the concrete. But, granting that interpretation as the words stand, there seems to be considerable doubt and difficulty about both reading and meaning. In Jude 1:12 they stand οὗτοί εἰσιν ἐν ταῖς ἀγάπαις ὑμῶν σπιλάδες συνευωχούμενοι ἀφόβως, instead of, as here, σπῖλοι καὶ μῶμοι ἐντρυφῶντες ἐν ταῖς ἀπάταις αὐτῶν συνευωχούμενοι ὑμῖν. It seems hardly possible to imagine that there has not been some error in reading which has now become inveterate. And to this conclusion tends very much the testimony of C, which reads ἀπάταις in both places, and is thus nearly neutralized here. While therefore reading ἀπάταις, in deference to the weight of MSS, combined with critical principles, I have the strongest suspicion that ἀγάπαις is the original reading. The αὐτῶν is no witness against it, as De Wette thinks: the ἀγάπαι become αὐτῶν by their perversion of them while they συνευωχοῦνται ὑμῖν. And on this supposition, the meaning will be, that in their love-feasts (see on (15) Jude) they find occasion of luxuriating and delicate living, while feasting with you. This view is favoured also by the emphatic position of ἐντρυφῶντες. On the verb, Loesner says, “Philo de Jos. (34, vol. ii. p. 70), Josephum ait epulas quibus fratres exceperit jussisse fieri modicas, quod noluerit ταῖς ἑτέρων ἀτυχίαις ἐντρυφᾷν, inter aliorum penuriam dellciis uti”) while they feast with you (this at all events refers to the love-feasts, whatever be read above. See on (16) Jude),

Verse 14
14.] having eyes full of an adulteress (“quasi dicat, tam libidinosos eos esse, ut in ipsorum oculis quasi adulteræ habitent, seu ut adulteras semper in oculis ferant.” Horneius, in Huther) and that cannot be made to cease from sin (cf. ὁ παθῶν ἐν σαρκί, πέπαυται ἁμαρτίας, 1 Peter 4:1. Kypke quotes from Jos. B. J. vii. 37 (10. 2), ἀκατάπαυστον νεωτεροποιΐαν), laying baits for (Demosth., p. 241. 2, speaks of τῇ καθʼ ἡμέραν ῥᾳστώνῃ κ. σχολῇ δελεαζόμενοι) unstable souls (ref. The word occurs in Musæus, 295: βένθεα δʼ ἀστήρικτα καὶ ὑγρὰ θέμεθλα θαλάσσης: the signification, as here, unstable, unfixed, “in fide et pietatis studio nondum satis fundatus et formatus”), having a heart practised in covetousness (this construction, a gen. after γυμνάζεσθαι, is not without example: see Thomas Magister sub voce, and Hemsterhuis’s note. So some in Acts 22:3 (see note there), cf. Hom.-Clem. iv. 7 (vol. ii. p. 123, Migne), πάσης ἑλληνικῆς παιδείας ἐξησκημένος. The phrases, τόξων, οἰωνῶν, πολέμων, εἰδώς, are common in Homer: so οὐ πρὶν εἰδυῖα τόκοιο, Il. ρ. 5: διδασκόμενος πολέμοιο, π. 811: οὔτε τι ναυτιλίης σεσοφισμένος, Hesiod. ἔργ. κ. ἡμ. 649. The true account of such genitives seems to be, not, as Hemst. that the participles are taken as nouns, but as in ἀκούειν, αἰσθάνεσθαι, τινός, that they are partitive genitives), children of curse (i. e. as in ref. 2 Thess., ὁ υἱὸς τῆς ἀπωλείας, John 17:12, persons devoted to the curse, accursed. But the E. V., “cursed children,” does not give the meaning, τέκνα being used in the original simply with reference to κατάρας.

Verse 15
15.] The last clauses, from ὀφθαλμούς to τέκνα, have no representatives in Jude. Now again the parallelism begins, cf. Jude 1:11; but the sentiment is more expanded here. The construction is altered, and becomes direct and regular, καταλιπόντες … ἐπλανήθησαν. Which have forsaken the right way (ref.) and are gone astray (the aor. part. and aor. verb are contemporary: and both require, as so often, to be rendered by our English perfect; the English bare past not involving any present consequence, but rather leaving it to be inferred that the state predicated is over now), following out (this seems to be all that the ἐξ- implies; see on ch. 2 Peter 1:16. It is noticeable, that in (17) Jude the expression is ἐξεχύθησαν) the way of Balaam ( τῇ ὁδῷ, not merely figuratively, the way (of life), but literally, seeing that it was by a journey that Balaam displeased God: cf. the frequent repetition of the word in Numbers 22:23, and the words of the angel in ib. Numbers 22:32, οὐκ ἀστεία ἡ ὁδός σου ἐναντίον ἐμοῦ) (the son) of Bosor (Grot, supposes Bosor to be a corruption of the name פְּתוֹרָה, “Pethor,” Numbers 22:5 ; Vitringa, Observ. Sacræ, vol. i. pp. 936 f., maintains rightly that τοῦ βοσόρ rather signifies parentage than habitation, and that βοσόρ is a way of writing בְּעוֹר, Beor, owing to a peculiar pronunciation of the ע, which he traces in the formation of salio from עָלָה, and in the case of other sibilants from aspirates, as sal from ἅλς, septem from ἑπτά, sisto from ἵστημι . And he conjectures that, coupled with an intimation that the Galileans gave a softer sound than others to the ע, this may have been connected with the Galilean dialect which betrayed Peter on a memorable occasion, Matthew 26:73 . So far well: but he goes on also to say, that the Apostle had a mystical reason for choosing this form, in allusion to the temptation which Balaam cast before Israel, because בָּשָׂר signifies flesh, “elegante hoc lusu subinnuens, Bileamum, suadendo voluptatum carnalium exercitium, merito dicendum esse filium βοσόρ, id est, carnis.” It certainly is not beyond possibility that a Hebrew ear may have found such an allusion obvious: but the reference seems here rather to be to Balaam’s attempt to curse Israel, than to his subsequent temptation of them), who loved the wages of unrighteousness (viz. Which he vainly thought he might get by disobeying the command of God. See Bp. Butler’s masterly sermon on the character of Balaam, in his well-known volume),

Verse 16
16.] but had a rebuke for his own iniquity (what sort of a reproof, is shewn below. If any force can be given to ἰδίας, it will be found in the fact that the reproof came from an animal which was part of his own substance: he himself furnished the conviction of his own iniquity, from the animal on which he rode): a (or, “the:” we are never sure of our ground with anarthrous substantives in these later Epistles) dumb beast of burden ( ὑποζύγιον is apparently used as synonymous with ὄνος in ref. Matt. If so, the universal practice of riding on the ass in Palestine must be regarded as the reason) speaking (aor. part. contemporary with aor. verb following) in man’s voice (not, “by speaking in man’s voice:” the participial clause brings into notice the miraculous character of the incident) hindered (not in matter of fact, for Balaam went on his way: but subjectively, more as the imperfect is often used: “withstood,” or as E. V. “forbade”) the madness of the prophet (a discrepancy has been discovered between this and the Mosaic account, seeing that it was the angel, and not the ass, from whom the rebuke came, the ass having merely deprecated ill-treatment at Balaam’s hands. But the Apostle evidently regards not so much the words of rebuke uttered, as the miraculous fact, as being the hindrance. It was enough to have prevented his going onward, when the dumb animal on which he rode was gifted with speech to shew him his madness).

Verse 17
17.] These are wells without water (in (18) Jude, clouds without water. Œc. understands this, ἐπεικάζει αὐτοὺς πηγαῖς ἀνύδροις, ὡς ἀπολωλεκότας τὸ τῆς ζωῆς ὕδωρ, τουτέστι, τὸ τοῦ κηρύγματος καθαρὸν κ. πότιμον ὕδωρ. But this is going too far into specialities: the comparison, in both Epistles, is simply to that which may be expected to yield water, and yields none. In this case the πηγή seems to be the spring itself, which ought to send forth water but does not), and mists ( οὐκ εἴσι, φησί, διαυγεῖς ὥσπερ οἱ ἅγιοι οἱ ὄντες νεφέλαι, ἀλλʼ ὀμίχλαι, τουτέστι σκότους καὶ γνόφου μεστοί, ὑπὸ τοῦ πονηροῦ πνεύματος ἐλαυνόμενοι. Comm. in Catena) driven along by a whirlwind ( λαῖλαψ, according to Aristotle de mundo, is πνεῦμα βίαιον καὶ ἐλούμενον κάτωθεν ἄνω), for whom the blackness of darkness is reserved (see (19) Jude. It is obvious that no just charge of inappropriateness can be brought against our passage because this clause occurs in a different connexion from that in Jude. There it is said of wandering stars, here of driven clouds: of each, with equal appropriateness: darkness being predicable of clouds, as well as of stars extinguished).

Verse 17-18
17, 18.] Further designation of these false teachers, and justification of it. Cf. Jude 1:12-13, which is here much abridged.

Verse 18
18.] Justification of the description. For, speaking great swelling things ( ὑπέρογκος is a classical word, occurring in Plato and Demosth., generally signifying excessive magnitude, as in μεγάλαι οὐσίαι κ. ὑπέρογκοι, Plut. Ep. iii. p. 317 C. δύναμις ὑπέρογκος as opposed to ταπεινή, Dem. p. 46. 16. Xen. Hell. v. 4. 58, uses it in the literal sense, γενομένης δὲ τῆς κνήμης ὑπερόγκου: and Plut. Lucull. 21, in a figurative,— φρόνημα τραγικὸν κ. ὑπὲρογκον ἐν ταῖς μεγάλαις εὐτυχίαις) of vanity (whose characteristic is ματαιότης: as in the genitive σῶμα τῆς ἁμαρτίας, Romans 6:6, and the like: see Winer, § 30. 2. β) they allure (above, 2 Peter 2:14) in lusts ( ἐν ἐπιθ. describes the state of the tempters, and the element in which their laying of enticing baits is situated) by licentiousnesses ( ἀσελγ. are the instrument, the bait itself. Far better so, with Huther, than with De Wette to regard ἐν as = διὰ, and ἀσελγ. as in apposition with ἐπιθυμίαις. Œc. inverts this construction, δελεάζουσι διὰ τῆς σαρκικῆς ἐπιθυμίας ἐν ταῖς ἀσελγείαις) of the flesh those who are scarcely ( οὐκ ὀλίγως occurs in the Anthol xii. 205, in the sense of “not a little:” and as a var. read. in Plato, Alcib. ii. p. 149 A. It may signify here, by degrees, = κατʼ ὀλίγον: but the other,= ὀλίγου, seems more generally accepted as the sense [with very little space, or very little time, for such escape]) escaping from them who live in error (some take τοὺς ἑν πλ. ἀναστρ. as a clause co-ordinate and in apposition with τοὺς ὀλίγως ἀποφεύγοντας: but the other rendering is far better: these unhappy persons who are but just escaping from the influence of those who live in error (the heathen), are then laid hold of by these deceivers, enticing them with licentiousness),

Verse 19
19.] promising them liberty (these are the great swelling things which they speak; holding out a state of Christian liberty, which proves to be the bondage of corruption) while they themselves are (all the while: ὑπάρχω, of previous entity: see on Acts 16:20) slaves of corruption (cf. the same words occurring together in ref. Rom., αὐτὴ ἡ κτίσις ἐλευθερωθήσεται ἀπὸ τῆς δουλείας τῆς φθορᾶς εἰς τὴν ἐλευθερίαν τῆς δόξης τῶν τέκνων τοῦ θεοῦ: which it is very likely St. Peter had in view: cf. ch. 2 Peter 3:15. They promise that liberty of the sons of God, being themselves in the bondage of corruption. φθορά here, moral decay of sin, ending in perdition): for by what (ever) a man is overcome, by the same he is also enslaved (cf. ref. John, πᾶς ὁ ποιῶν τὴν ἁμαρτίαν, δοῦλός ἐστιν τῆς ἁμαρτίας: and ref. Rom., ᾧ παριστάνετε ἑαυτοὺς δούλους εἰς ὑπακοήν, δοῦλοί ἐστε ᾧ ὑπακούετε. These passages were certainly in the Apostle’s mind. ἡττάομαι, generally found with a gen. of the agent, has here a dat. The classical rendering here would be “in whatever a man is overcome (by another), in that particular he is also enslaved (by that other).” But the context makes it clear that the datives are intended to designate the agent, not the mode).

Verse 20
20.] For if, having escaped (it might seem at first sight as if the ἀποφεύγοντας of 2 Peter 2:18 were meant: but on close inspection it is plain that this is not so, but that we are continuing the description of the δοῦλοι τῆς φθορᾶς, viz. the deceivers themselves: the ἥττηται and ἡττῶνται marking the identity) the pollutions (reff.) of the world, in (element and condition of their escape) knowledge ( ἐπιγνώσει, genuine and accurate knowledge: shewing that he is treating of men who have not been mere professors of spiritual grace, but real possessors of it) of the Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ (expressed at length, to set forth more solemnly that from which they fall), but having again become entangled in these, they are overcome (the construction is ordinarily regarded as broken by the δέ, placed as if ἀποφύγωσιν and not ἀποφυγόντες had preceded: “if, after they have, &c., they are again entangled and overcome,” as E. V. But it is better to regard ἡττῶνται as the apodosis to both the participial clauses, and δέ as coupling them to each other), their last state is (we cannot say in English “has become,” for we thereby convey an idea that it was not always so, but has undergone a change) worse than the first ( αὐτοῖς, dat. incommodi. The saying is our Lord’s own: see reff. Matt. (20) L.).

Verses 20-22
20–22.] Further description of these deceivers as apostates from Christ, and designation of their terrible state as such.

Verse 21
21.] Reason of these last words. For it were (that use of the imperfect without ἄν, answering to the Latin “faciebam, ni:” see on Romans 9:3) better for them not to have known the way of righteousness (viz. the Christian life: cf. ἡ ὁδὸς τῆς ἀληθείας, 2 Peter 2:2) than, having known it (dat. instead of accus. by a very common attraction), to turn back (not perf., but aor.: now implying merely the final character of the act) from (out of, as out of a way) the holy commandment (the moral law of the gospel: here so designated, because it is of moral corruption that the Apostle is treating) delivered to them (cf. ref. Jude, τῇ ἅπαξ παραδοθείσῃ τοῖς ἁγίοις πίστει: where the arrangement of words is the same as here: παραδοθείσῃ being thrown forward and having the emphasis).

Verse 22
22.] Further description of their state by two proverbial expressions. There hath happened to them that of the true proverb (for construction, see reff.: and Lucian, dial. mort. viii. 1, τοῦτο ἐκεῖνο τὸ τῆς παροιμίας, ὁ νεβρὸς τὸν λέοντα), The dog gone back (i. e. “which has gone back:” ἐπιστρέψας is not a finite verb, but simply a predicate of κύων) to his own vomit (in ref. Prov. we have ὥσπερ κύων ὅταν ἐπέλθῃ ἐπὶ τὸν ἑαυτοῦ ἔμετον καὶ μισητὸς γένηται, οὕτως ἄφρων τῇ ἑαυτοῦ κακίᾳ ἀναστρέψας ἐπὶ τὴν ἑαυτοῦ ἁμαρτίαν. It may seem however somewhat doubtful, whether the proverbs, as here cited, be meant to be taken from Scripture, or rather not both of them from the popular parlance, as here expressed.

ἐξέραμα seems hardly to be found elsewhere than here (Schleusner cites Dioscorides vi. 19: adding “et alii,” but qu.?): the verb ἐξεράω occurs in ref., and Aristoph, Vesp. 993, Hippocrates, al. See Lobeck on Phryn. p. 64: and Schleusner in voce): and, The sow after washing (the middle sense must not be pressed: it is the word commonly used of men, transferred to an animal) to ( ἐπιστρέψασα is generally understood before εἰς. But it seems better, with Huther, to understand the proverb as self-contained, and elliptical, as in “Sweets to the sweet”: so, “The washed sow to the mire”) wallowing in the mire (if we read κύλισμ α, we must render “the place of wallowing.” In either case, the gen. βορβόρου imports that which characterizes the wallowing, and is a possessive gen. It is of, belongs to, mire).

03 Chapter 3 
Introduction
CHAP. 3. The general subject: THE CERTAINTY OF CHRIST’S COMING ESTABLISHED AGAINST CERTAIN SCOFFERS WHO SHALL CALL IT INTO DOUBT. EXHORTATIONS are intermingled, and follow as a CONCLUSION.

Verse 1
1.] This Epistle now, beloved, a second, write I unto you (or, “This second Epistle now write I unto you:” but the position of δευτέραν seems rather to shew that the emphasis of the sentence is on it): in which Epistles (E. V. well, “in both which:” viz. this and the first, implied in δευτέραν) I stir up your pure (see ref. Phil., note) mind ( διάνοια is that aspect of the spiritual being of man, in which it is turned towards the outer world; his mind for business and outer interests, guiding him in action: see Beck, Umriss der biblischen Seelenlehre, p. 58. And this may be said to be εἰλικρινής, when the will and affection being turned to God, it is not obscured by fleshly and selfish regards: the opposite being ἐσκοτωμένοι τῇ διανοίᾳ, Ephesians 4:18. It seems impossible to reproduce in English these distinctions; we can only give them a general rendering, and leave all besides for explanatory notes) in reminding (see the same expression and note, ch. 2 Peter 1:13);

Verse 2
2.] that ye should remember (= εἰς τὸ μνησθῆναι:—compare the infinitives ποιῆσαι and μνησθῆναι abruptly introduced in a similar manner in Luke 1:72) the words spoken before by the holy prophets (i. e. the O. T. prophets, as referred to above ch. 2 Peter 1:19 ff. The vulg. has curiously misrendered: “eorum quæ prædixi verborum a sanctis prophetis”), and the commandment of the Lord and Saviour given by your apostles (as commonly taken, this sentence is made to contain a violent inversion, τοῦ κυρ. κ. σωτ. being taken out of its place after ἐντολῆς and attached to τῶν ἀποστόλ. ὑμῶν. Any how, the construction is harsh, the double gen. being unavoidable: but it is surely much better to take ἐντολῆς in its most obvious connexion, and make τῶν ἀποστόλων ὑμῶν the second genitive—the command originating in our Lord, and given you by the Apostles who preached to you: τῶν ἀπ. ὑμῶν meaning “your Apostles” as we call St. Paul ἀπόστολον ἐθνῶν. It is quite impossible that ἡ μῶν can stand: and difficult, even if it did, to render as E. V. “of us the Apostles.” It is obvious, from the constant independence even in very similar sentences, of the two Epistles, that the (21) place in St. Jude, where it stands ὑπὸ τῶν ἀποστόλων τοῦ κυρ. ἡμ. ἰης. χριστοῦ, is no guide here, nor reason why the same words should be joined together):—

Verse 3
3.] knowing this first (cf. ref., where the same phrase occurs. The nom. γινώσκοντες is joined loosely with μνησθῆναι. Jude introduces the same prophetic fact with ὅτι ἔλεγον ὑμῖν, 2 Peter 3:18), that there shall come in the last of the days (see note on Hebrews 1:1; and 1 Peter 1:20. It slightly differs from ἐπʼ ἐσχάτου τῶν ἡμ., at the end of the days, as extending, by the plur., the expression, though perhaps not the meaning, over a wider space: = ἐπʼ ἐσχάτου [ τοῦ] χρόνου, Jude 1:18) scoffers in (their) scoffing (scoffers making use of scoffing: cf. Revelation 14:2, κιθαρῳδῶν κιθαριζόντων ἐν ταῖς κιθάραις αὐτῶν: 2 Kings 20:22, ἐλάλησεν ( ἡ γυνὴ ἡ σοφὴ) ἐν τῇ σοφίᾳ αὐτῆς: Daniel 1:4 Theod., συνιέντας ἐν πάσῃ σοφίᾳ, κ. γινώσκοντας γνῶσιν, κ. διανοουμένους φρόνησιν.

On the sense, cf. Jude 1:18), walking according to their own lusts (so Jude 1:18; Jude 1:16, here combined),

Verse 4
4.] and saying, Where is the promise of His coming ( ποῦ ἐστιν, implying that it is no where, has passed away and disappeared: cf. reff. αὐτοῦ, of Christ: whose name would be understood as of course)? for from the day when ( ἀφʼ ἧς, sc. ἠμέρας: reff.) the fathers fell asleep, all things continue thus from the beginning of creation (the assertion is not easy to apportion grammatically. One thing is certain and may be first cleared away, that we cannot after οὕτως supply ὡς ἦν, “as they were,” E. V.: οὕτως simply referring to the present; as they are, as we now see them, and ἀπʼ ἀρχῆς κτίσεως belonging only to the verb, διαμένει. This being so, we still have two predicatory clauses following the verb: ἀφʼ ἧς οἱ πατ. ἐκοιμ., and ἀπʼ ἀρχῆς κτίσεως. The way of explaining this must be, that the time of waiting for the promise necessarily dates from the death of the πατέρες, and the duration of things continuing as they are now extends back beyond the death of the fathers: so that the meaning will be, ever since the death of those to whom the promise was made, things have continued as we now see them (and as they have ever continued even before those fathers) from the beginning of creation. So that πάντα οὕτως διαμένει ἀπʼ ἀρχῆς κτίσεως is a general proposition applicable to all time: ἀφʼ ἧς οἱ πατέρες ἐκοιμήθησαν, the ‘terminus a quo’ this general proposition is taken up and applied to the case in hand. And now we have cleared the way to enquiring, who are meant by οἱ πατέρες. And the answer is plain: largely and generally, those to whom the promise was made: the same as are indicated Romans 9:5, ὧν οἱ πατέρες: yet not exclusively these, but simultaneously with them any others who may be in the same category,—e. g. those who bear to the N. T. church the same relation as they to that of the O. T. The assertion, as coming from the ἐμπαῖκται, must not be pressed to any particular date, but given that wide reference which would naturally be in the mind of one making such a general charge).

Verse 5
5.] For (i. e. they speak thus, because) this (viz. this fact which follows) escapes them (passes unnoticed by them) of their own will (i. e. they shut their eyes to this fact. So we have θέλων in Od. γ. 272, of Paris and Helen, τὴν δʼ ἐθέλων ἐθέλουσαν ἀπήγαγεν ὅνδε δόμονδε; l1. δ. 300, al. Some, among whom are Rosenmüller, Pott, Bretschneider, Huther, take τοῦτο to refer to the saying of 2 Peter 3:4, and render θέλοντας ‘meaning,’ ‘supposing,’ as in Herodian, v. 3. 11, εἰκόνα τε ἡλίου ἀνέργαστον εἶναι θέλουσι. But besides that this would introduce an unusual meaning for θέλω, and that meaning not in its usual application to an hypothesis or assumption, but to an asserted fact,—a stronger objection is, that thus the sentence becomes a very flat one, and quite out of place among the sharp and nervous denunciations of the passage. The other is the rendering of almost all Commentators and versions. The vulg. is ambiguous, “latet enim eos hoc volentes”), that the heavens ( οὐρανοί = οἱ οὐρανοί, see Winer, § 19. 1) were from of old (ref.: “jam inde a primo rerum omnium initio,” Gerh.) and the earth ( ἦσαν, above, serves for γῆ also) formed ( συνεστῶσα, ‘consistent,’ see reff.) out of water and by means of water ( ἐξ ὕδατος, because the waters that were under the firmament were gathered together into one place and the dry land appeared: and thus water was the material, out of which the earth was made: διʼ ὕδατος, because the waters above the firmament, being divided from the waters below the firmament, by furnishing moisture, and rain, and keeping moist the earth, are the means by which the earth συνίσταται. This is the simplest rendering, and very nearly that given by Huther. De Wette goes ‘in omnia alia’ after traces of far-fetched cosmogonical references, Indo-Ægyptian and Greek: but the whole interpretation of our passage lies in the book of Genesis. Œc., without mentioning the reference to the waters above and beneath the firmament, gives a similar explanation of the ἐκ and διά‚ ἐξ ὕδατος μέν‚ ὡς ἐξ ὑλικοῦ αἰτίου· διʼ ὕδατος δέ‚ ὡς διατελικοῦ) by the word of God (not of its own will, nor by a fortuitous concurrence of atoms),

Verses 5-7
5–7.] First refutation: from the biblical history of the creation.

Verses 5-10
5–10.] Refutations of this their scoffing inference.

Verse 6
6.] by means of which (two) (viz. the waters under the firmament and the waters above the firmament: for in the flood (1) the fountains of the great deep were broken up, and (2) the windows of heaven were opened, Genesis 7:11. The interpretations of διʼ ὧν have been very various. Œc. understands ὧν to refer to the heavens and the earth, τῆς μὲν τὸ ὕδωρ ἐπικλυσάσης, τῶν οὐρανῶν δὲ τοὺς καταῤῥακτὰς αὐτῶν ἐπαφέντων: and so Bed(22) (but giving a curious meaning to διʼ ὧν: not, as Huther states, ‘in quibus partibus,’ but grammatically, though strangely, ‘by means of which (its parts perishing), the world, which was made up of heaven and earth, perished:’ “per hæc enim perdita mundus qui in his constiterat, periit”), Beza, Wolf, Horneius, De Wette, al. Again Grot., Piscator, Dietlein, al., take διʼ ὧν for ‘quamobrem,’ i. e. because the world was ἐξ ὕδ. κ. διʼ ὕδ., or because it was τῷ τοῦ θεοῦ λόγῳ. Luther renders wrongly, dennoch¸ nevertheless. Calvin, Pott, al. and recently Huther, understand διʼ ὧν of waters; and account for the plur. by the ὕδωρ as material and the ὕδωρ as medium, above, or as Gerhard by understanding “things,” and taking in also the word of God as comprehended) the then world (i. e. the whole state of things then existing. The Apostle’s argument is, as against the assertors of the world’s endurance for ever, that it has once been destroyed, so that their assertion is thereby invalidated. The expression ὁ τότε κόσμος must neither be limited, as Œc., τὸ ἀπώλετο μὴ πρὸς πάντα τὸν κόσμον ἀκουστέον, ἀλλὰ πρὸς μόνα τὰ ζῶα, ἃ τὸν ἅπαντα κόσμον οἱονεί εἰδοποιεῖ: nor strictly pushed to its utmost extent, as Huther, who maintains that it must be exactly identical with οἱ οὐρανοὶ καὶ ἡ γῆ below. The analogy is not exactly, but is sufficiently close: and κόσμος, as an indefinite common term, takes in the οὐρανοὶ κ. γῆ, which were then instrumental in, and purified by, the destruction, if not altogether swept away by it. Nay the analogy is closer than this: for just as Noah stepped out of the Ark on a new world, the face of the heavens clear, and the face of the earth renewed, so we look for a new heavens and earth (2 Peter 3:13), yet like these others constructed out of the materials of the old) being inundated with water, perished ( ἀπώλετο, see last note; not, was annihilated, but lost its then form and subsistence as a κόσμος, and passed into a new state. Only thus, as Huther observes, does the verse come in logically as a contradiction to the saying of the scoffers, πάντα οὕτως διαμένει ἀπʼ ἀρχῆς κτίσεως):

Verse 7
7.] but the new heavens and earth (contrast to ὁ τότε κόσμος: the postdiluvian visible world) by His (God’s: if αὐτ ῷ be read, it must not be pressed to signify any one saying, but must refer generally (as with αὐτοῦ) to the prophetic word, which has announced that which comes to be mentioned) word are treasured up (perf. “have been, and are still,” kept in store, put by, against a certain time: see especially ref. Rom. Dietlein fancies that the idea of θησαυρός must be kept hold of, the οὐρανοὶ κ. γῆ being the stored-up material for wrath to be exercised on: but this is mere fancy, and is contradicted by Romans 2:5, where the reference is the same), being kept (present, denoting that it is only God’s constantly watchful Providence which holds together the present state of things till His time for ending it) for fire ( πυρί, dat. commodi) against the day of judgment and perdition of impious men ( τῶν ἀσεβῶν ἀνθρώπων does not, as Dietlein imagines, import that οἱ ἄνθρωποι, mankind, are ἀσεβεῖς: but = τῶν ἀσεβῶν ἐν ἀνθρώποις).

Verse 8
8.] But let this one thing not escape you, beloved ( ἓν τοῦτο, as especially important: λανθανέτω ὑμᾶς, in allusion to 2 Peter 3:5), that one day is with the Lord as a thousand years, and a thousand years as one day (the saying is the completion of that in Psalms 90 (reff.), setting forth also in a wonderful way, that one day may be in God’s sight as productive of events as a millennium: in other words, when both clauses are considered, placing Him far above all human limits of time. “Summa: Dei æonologium (sic appellare liceat) differt ab horologio mortalium. Illius gnomon omnes horas simul indicat in summa actione et in summa quiete. Ei nec tardius nec celerius labuntur tempora, quam Ipsi et œconomiæ ejus aptum sit. Nulla causa est cur finem rerum aut protelare aut accelerare necessum habeat. Qui hoc comprehendemus? Si comprehendere possemus, non opus foret a Mose et Petro addi, apud Dominum.” Bengel).

Verses 8-10
8–10.] Second contradiction to the scoffers: we are not to judge God, in the case of delay, as we do men, seeing that His thoughts are not as our thoughts.

Verse 9
9.] The Lord (i. e. God, the Father, as so often in this and in the first Epistle) is not tardy ( βραδύνειν, not merely to delay, but to be late, beyond an appointed time; so Gerh.: “discrimen est inter tardare et differre: is demum tardat, qui ultra debitum tempus quod agendum est differt”) concerning his promise (so, connecting the gen. with the verb, and not with ὁ κύριος, must the words be taken. The gen. is one of partition, as in ὑστερεῖν τινος, 2 Corinthians 11:5; 2 Corinthians 12:11,— παύεσθαί τινος, 1 Peter 4:1,—&c., the being late implying a falling short) as some (viz. the scoffers in question, who are pointed at) account (His conduct) tardiness (better thus, making βραδυτῆτα predicate, than to render νομίζουσιν “think concerning,” “define,” “explain,” and make βραδυτῆτα object only): but He is long-suffering towards you ( μακροθυμεῖν with εἰς here only: with ἐπί, Matthew 18:26; Matthew 18:29; Luke 18:7; James 5:7; with πρός, 1 Thessalonians 5:14 :— ὑμᾶς, the readers of the Epistle; not as a separate class, but as representing all, cf. πάντας below), not willing that any should perish, but (willing) that all should go forward (reff.) to repentance (Calvin is quite wrong in his rendering, “omnes ad pœnitentiam recipere:” equally wrong, in his alternatives, “aut colligi, vel aggregari.” Plutarch has the very expression, De flum. p. 19 (Wetst.), ὀλίγον δὲ σωφρονήσας, καὶ εἰς μετάνοιαν ἐπὶ τοῖς πραχθεῖσι χωρήσας).

Verse 10
10.] Assertion of the conclusion as against the scoffers—the certainty, suddenness, and effect of the day of the Lord. But (notwithstanding the delay) the day (the art. is not needed for definiteness in the later Epistles, cf. 2 Peter 3:7; Philippians 1:6; Philippians 1:10; Philippians 2:16) of the Lord (= τοῦ θεοῦ, below, 2 Peter 3:12) shall come ( ἥξει has the emphasis, as opposed to all the doubts of the scoffers. It is more than merely “shall come,” though no one word will give the exact force in English: “shall be here,” “shall be upon you”) as a thief (ref. 1 Thess.: from which place probably the expression is taken, as reference is made below to the Epistles of St. Paul); in which the heavens shall pass away (reff. Matt.; and Revelation 21:1) with a rushing noise ( ῥοιζηδόν, τὸ μετὰ ἤχου· ἴδιος δὲ ὁ τοιοῦτος ἦχος πυρὸς ἐν τοῖς ὑπὸ πυρὸς καταβοσκομένοις, Œc. ῥοῖζος is the rush of a bird, ref. Wisd., of an arrow, Il. π. 361, of the music or a shepherd’s pipe, Od. ι. 315: and, see Palm and Rost’s Lex., of any thing rapidly moving. Some understand it of the actual noise of the flames which shall consume the heavens: others, as De W., of the ‘ruina,’ or crash with which they shall fall: “magno impetu,” vulg.; “in modum procellæ,” Calv.: “cum stridore,” Beza: alii aliter), and the heavenly bodies ( στοιχεῖα, according to Bed(23), the four elements, fire, air, earth, and water: but he is obliged to modify the meaning or λυθήσονται, inasmuch as fire cannot dissolve or consume fire: according to Bengel, the sun, moon, and stars, defending it by this word being often used in that sense by Theoph. of Antioch and others in Suicer sub voce. Certainly Justin Martyr so uses the word several times: cf. Apol. ii. 5, p. 92, τὰ οὐράνια στοιχεῖα εἰς αὔξησιν καρπῶν κ. ὡρῶν μεταβολὰς κοσμήσας: and Dial. Tryph. 23, p. 122, Epist. ad Diognet. 7 (Migne, Patr. Gr. vol. ii. p. 1177), and Otto’s notes. And considering that this clause, on account of the δέ, followed presently by the καί when we come to speak of the earth, necessarily belongs to the heavens,—considering also that the mention of the heavenly bodies as affected by the great Day is constant in Scripture, cf. Matthew 24:29; Isaiah 13:9-10; Isaiah 24:23; Isaiah 34:4, &c., I should be inclined on the whole to accept this interpretation, feeling that the above-named reasons overbear the objection alleged by De Wette, that the word does not bear this sense in any other passage of Scripture. This objection is also weakened by remembering, 1. that it occurs in a physical sense here only: 2. that in Galatians 4:3, where it is clearly not in a physical sense, the Greek interpreters give it this meaning: see in Suicer sub voce, and mine and Bishop Ellicott’s notes on Gal. l. c., and note on Matthew 24:29) being scorched up ( καυσόομαι, classically, to suffer from excessive heat: to be in a burning fever. The pres. part. gives the ground and reason of the following verb) shall be dissolved (not literally, melt [that is expressed by τήκεται below]: cf. λυομένων next verse, and reff. here), and the earth and the works in it ( ἔργα may mean either the works of men, buildings and the like,—or, the works of the Creator: perhaps both of these combined, “opera naturæ et artis,” Bengel. Estius’s sense, “opera peccatorum,” is out of the question: nor does 1 Corinthians 3:15 &c. apply here, any further than that the same purifying fire is spoken of) shall be burned up (the var. readd. are very curious. That of (24) (25)(1869), Monumenta Sacra, vol. iii. [vi.]">(26) 27], εὑρεθήσεται, has plainly arisen from the Latin urentur. That it has so arisen, is a most instructive fact, and leads to inferences which cannot be here followed out).

Verse 11
11.] These things being thus to be dissolved ( τούτων, this heaven and earth which surround us. According to the reading in the text, there is no particle of inference: but the inference is all the more vivid. οὕτως: viz. in the manner just described. λυομένων, the present implying destiny, as ὁ ἐρχόμενος, He that should come: cf. Winer, § 40. 2. a. It might be, with οὖν, a present proper, “are in course of dissolution;” but οὕτως forbids this: for they are not in course of dissolution by fire ῥοιζηδόν &c.), what manner of men (if we take ποταπούς interrogatively, we must not, as some (Pott, Meyer in his translation), put our interrogation at ὑμᾶς, or as others (Griesb., al.) at εὐσεβείας: far better carry on the question to the end of 2 Peter 3:12, as more like the fervent style of our Epistle. But (reff.) ποταπός seems in the N. T. never directly to ask a question, but always to belong to an exclamation. Certainly reff. Luke are close approaches to the interrogatory sense, so that I would not, as Huther, altogether exclude it, but only protest against dividing the sentence. Still I prefer the non-interrogatory form, as in the other reff. On the word, see note, 1 John 3:1) ought ye to be (when the event comes: ὑπάρχειν seems to imply some fact supervening upon the previously existing state: see Acts 16:20-21; Acts 16:37 and notes) in holy behaviours and pieties (the plurals mark the holy behaviour and piety in all its different forms and examples. The words may be referred to ὑπάρχειν: but thus the strong ποταπούς would only be weakened, and it stands far better alone. So that I would join ἐν ἁγίαις κ. τ. λ. with what follows)

Verses 11-13
11–13.] In direct reference to what has just been said, waiting and eager expectation is enjoined.

Verses 11-18
11–18.] EXHORTATIONS WITH REFERENCE TO THE APPROACH OF THE DAY OF GOD.

Verse 12
12.] looking for and hastening (the older Commentators mostly supplied εἰς after σπεύδοντας. So E. V., “hasting unto:” but there seems no reason for this. Two meanings are possible, regarding the accus. as in direct government by the participle: 1. ‘busied about:’ so in reff.; also Pind. Isthm. v. 22, σπεύδειν ἀρετάν. But in each of these, the object of σπεύδειν seems more properly to belong to the action than here. In Isa., and in Pind., it is an abstract substantive: in Hom., it is ταῦτα, matters within the power and personal employment of the speakers. And so in the numerous other examples in Palm and Rost. Whereas the παρουσία κ. τ. λ., a future thing, no matter of human practice, does not appear with equal propriety to be in this sense an object of σπεύδειν. 2. We have the other and cognate meaning of σπεύδειν transitive, to “hasten,” “urge on:” which I agree with De Wette in adopting, and in understanding as he does, “They hasten it by perfecting, in repentance and holiness, the work of the Gospel, and thus diminishing the need of the μακροθυμία, 2 Peter 3:9,” to which the delay of that day is owing. Huther’s objection to this is not difficult to answer. It is true, that the delay or hastening of that day is not man’s matter, but God’s: but it is not uncommon in Scripture to attribute to us those divine acts, or abstinences from acting, which are really and in their depth, God’s own. Thus we read, that “He could not do many mighty works there because of their unbelief,” Matthew 13:58 compared with Mark 6:5-6; thus repeatedly of man’s striving with, hindering, quenching, God’s Holy Spirit) the advent ( παρουσία elsewhere commonly used of a person, and most usually of the presence or advent of the Lord Himself) of the day of God (= ἡμέρας κυρίου above. De W. compares Clem.-rom. Ephesians 2 ad Cor. 12, p. 345, οὐκ οἴδαμεν τὴν ἡμέραν τῆς ἐπιφανείας τοῦ θεοῦ. See also Titus 2:13), by reason of which ( διʼ ἥν, scil. ἡμέραν; or, but not so well, παρουσίαν, on account of, for the sake of, which) the heavens being on fire (the pres. part. gives the reason of the fut. verb following) shall be dissolved, and the heavenly bodies being scorched up are to be melted ( τήκεται, the pres. of destiny: see above on λυομένων, 2 Peter 3:11. De Wette thinks the meaning is not to be literally pressed, as if the στοιχεῖα were a solid mass which would actually liquefy: but why not? The same liquefaction has actually taken place in the crust of the earth wherever the central fires have acted on it. All our igneous rocks have been in a liquid state: why should not that day, in its purifying process, produce a similar effect on the earth again, and on her cognate planets, if they are to be included?

In this recapitulation, the Apostle mentions that part only of the destruction of that day which concerns the heavens: arguing à majori. The similarity to Isaiah 34:4 can hardly escape notice, καὶ τακήσονται πᾶσαι αἱ δυνάμεις τῶν οὐρανῶν. See also Micah 1:4).

Verse 13
13.] The positive result of that day, as regards the church. But (contrast to the destructive effects of the day lately dwelt on: not “nevertheless” as E. V., which looks as if the two effects were in antagonism, and the earth were to be annihilated, of which idea there is no trace. The flood did not annihilate the earth, but changed it; and as the new earth was the consequence of the flood, so the final new heavens and earth shall be of the fire) according to His (God’s) promise (viz., that written in ref. Isa.) we (no stress, as is almost unavoidable in the E. V. “Nevertheless we, according to his promise:” there is no ἡμεῖς, nor is the distinction drawn between us and any other class of persons) expect new heavens and a new earth, in which (heavens and earth, plur.) righteousness dwelleth (ref. Isa., cf. also οὐκ ἀδικήσουσιν, … ἐπὶ τῷ ὄρει τῷ ἁγίῳ μου, λέγει κύριος, of Isaiah 65:25).

Verse 14
14.] Exhortation founded on this expectation. Wherefore, beloved, expecting (as ye do) these things (the pres. part. gives the reason of the verb following: and does not, as Huther and Dietlein, belong to the exhortation, προσδοκῶντες σπουδάσατε: for the Apostle has just assumed προσδοκῶμεν as a patent fact), be earnest ( σπουδάσατε, aor.: not the daily habit so much, as the one great life-effort which shall accomplish the end, is in the Apostle’s mind) to be found (at His coming. This word shews plainly enough that a personal coming of the Lord, as in 2 Peter 3:4, is in the view of the Apostle throughout, as connected with the proceedings of the great Day. The form of expression reminds us forcibly of Matthew 22:11 ff.) spotless (reff.) and blameless (cf. 2 Corinthians 6:3; 2 Corinthians 8:20; also σπῖλοι κ. μῶμοι, the contrast, above, ch. 2 Peter 2:13. From the connexion there with a feast, it seems very probable that in both passages the parable of the wedding garment was floating before the Apostle’s mind) in His sight (so, and not, “by Him,” or “of Him,” as E. V., must we render: see reff.) in peace (second predicate after εὑρεθῆναι: the ἄσπιλοι κ. ἄμωμοι were with reference to God ( αὐτῷ); this, in reference to your own state and lot: in peace among yourselves, in peace with yourselves, in peace for yourselves, with God. But perhaps an expression so familiar to the Eastern tongue as ἐν εἰρήνῃ, may have an onward as well as a present meaning, as in πορεύεσθαι ἐν εἰρήνῃ and εἰς εἰρήνην (reff. and Luke 7:50; Luke 8:48): and be taken of that eternal peace, of which all earthly peace is but a feeble foretaste):

Verse 15
15.] and account the long-suffering of our Lord ( τοῦ κυρίου ἡμῶν, thus expressed, is hardly to be dissevered from Him who is expressly thus named below, 2 Peter 3:18. And if so, then, throughout this weighty passage, the Lord Jesus is invested with the full attributes of Deity. It is He who waits and is long-suffering: He, in His union and co-equality with the Father, who ruleth all things after the counsel of His own will) salvation (contrast to βραδυτῆτα ἡγοῦνται, 2 Peter 3:9): even as also (besides myself) our beloved brother (this term is probably used in a closer sense than as merely signifying fellow-Christian: our beloved fellow-Apostle) Paul according to the wisdom given to him (cf. 1 Corinthians 3:10, κατὰ τὴν χάριν τοῦ θεοῦ τὴν δοθεῖσάν μοι, ὡς σοφὸς ἀρχιτέκτων κ. τ. λ. Also Galatians 2:9; Ephesians 3:2; Ephesians 3:7-8; Colossians 1:25) wrote to you (What? Where? to whom? By some the reply to the first has been found in the preceding clause, τὴν τοῦ κυρίου ἡμῶν μακροθυμίαν σωτηρίαν ἡγεῖσθε: which, in sense, is almost identical with Romans 2:4, ἀγνοῶν ὅτι τὸ χρηστὸν τοῦ θεοῦ εἰς μετάνοιάν σε ἄγει. So Œc., Grot., al., and more recently Huther, Dietlein. But surely the reference is too narrow to satisfy what follows here, λαλῶν ἐν αὐταῖς περὶ τούτων, where the reference must be to ταῦτα, which we Christians προσδοκῶμεν, viz. to the coming of the day of the Lord. Thus then we should interpret the καθὼς καί &c. of some particular passage in which St. Paul had exhorted to readiness in expectation of that day, and the ὡς καὶ ἐν πάσαις κ. τ. λ., 2 Peter 3:16, of the frequent mention of that day in his other Epistles. In searching then, 2. for some passages which may fulfil the above condition, it seems to me that we need not go beyond the earliest Epistle of St. Paul, viz. 1 Thessalonians. There, in ch. 1 Thessalonians 4:13 to 1 Thessalonians 5:11, we have a passage on this very point, and the more satisfactory, because St. Peter seems, in our 2 Peter 3:10, to have had 1 Thessalonians 5:2 before his mind. And as to, 3. ὑμῖν, there seems no need to press it as identifying any particular church, seeing that this our Epistle is addressed to all Christians alike: cf. ch. 2 Peter 1:1. All that follows from ὑμῖν is what may also be gathered from 2 Peter 3:16, that our Epistle belongs to a date when the Pauline Epistles were no longer the property only of the churches to which they were written, but were dispersed through, and considered to belong to, the whole Christian Church. What date that is, I have discussed in the Prolegomena. There have been very various opinions as to the passage and Epistle meant: Estius, Calov., Spanheim, Bengel, Gerhard, al., think it to be the Epistle to the Hebrews, on account of ch. Hebrews 9:26 ff., Hebrews 10:25; Hebrews 10:37 (see on these in the Prolegg. to the Hebrews, § i. par. 6): Jachmanu, the Epistles to the Corinthians, especially 1 Corinthians 1:7-9, finding an allusion to 1 Corinthians 2:1 ff. in κατὰ σοφίαν κ. τ. λ.: Benson, the Epistles to the Gal., Eph., Col., being addressed to Asia Minor churches, as he holds this to be; Augusti, referring ἐν εἰρήνῃ to the difference between Paul and Peter, the Epistle to the Gal.: Pott, and Morus, some Epistle which has not come down to us),

Verse 16
16.] as also in all (his, but not expressed: with the ταῖς it would mean, in all his Epistles as a finished whole: without it, in all Epistles which he writes, leaving room for the possibility that the number of those Epistles was not complete, but still being added to) Epistles, speaking in them (as he does: the pres. part. contains the justification of the assertion: not as Huther, “when he speaks”) of these things (viz. the coming of our Lord, and the end of the world), in which (Epistles, if αἷς be read: if οἷς, “in which sayings of his:” not, “in which things,” “in which subjects,” as some (e. g. Bengel) have rendered by way of escape from the supposed difficulty: for οἷς is correlative with τὰς λοιπὰς γραφάς, and must therefore designate some writings previously mentioned: or else the sentence is stultified) are some things difficult to understand (De W. especially refers to 2 Thessalonians 2:1 ff.: and it is not improbable that this may have been particularly in the Apostle’s mind. See note on 2 Timothy 2:18. Grot. is clearly wrong in extending the list to difficulties about faith and works, &c.), which the ignorant (unintelligent, uninformed: hardly, as De W., with an understood meaning of rebellion and unbelief: for that would be too much here. ἀμαθία may arise from many causes: but the misunderstanding of difficult Scriptures is common to the ἀμαθεῖς in general) and unstable (ref.: those who, wanting firm foundation and anchorage, waver and drift about with every wind of doctrine. Such persons are stirred from their Christian stability by every apparent difficulty: are rendered anxious and perplexed by hard texts: and shewing more anxiety to interpret them somehow, than to wait upon God for their solution, rush upon erroneous and dangerous ways of interpretation) distort ( στρεβλόω, properly, to twist with a handscrew or windlass, στρέβλη: σκάφος στρέβλαισι ναυτικαῖς προσηγμένον, Æsch. Suppl. 441. Hence to torment with the στρέβλη: and then met., to distort, pervert, strain, in meaning. Œc. gives for it ἐνδιαστρόφως ἐξαγγέλλειν), as also the other Scriptures (or, passages of Scripture having reference to this great subject: as we have ἑτέρα γραφὴ λέγει, John 19:37, πᾶσα γραφὴ θεόπνευστος (see note) 2 Timothy 3:16. Whichever be understood, it is plain, 1. that by these words St. Paul’s Epistles are reckoned among the Christian scriptures: 2. that there were at this time besides those Epistles, other writings holding a similar place, known as γραφαί; probably, at least, the three Gospels (and Acts?), and some of the earlier written catholic Epistles. That by τὰς λοιπὰς γραφάς should be meant the O. T. scriptures, is not probable: these would have been more fully designated than by being placed in the same category with the inspired writings of recent or living men), to (as a contribution to—towards,—so as to help towards) their own perdition ( τὴν ἰδίαν αὐτῶν, more strongly reflective than with one of these merely).

Verse 17
17.] Ye therefore, beloved, knowing (as ye do) beforehand (viz. the whole announcement of which this chapter has been full; the certainty that such false teachers will arise, and the course which they will take), take heed (be on your guard) lest ( ἵνα μή aft. φυλάσσομαι, here only. In Xen. Mem. i. 2. 37, we have, in Charicles’s famous answer to Socrates, φυλάττου ὅπως μὴ καὶ σὺ ἐλάττους τοὺς βοῦς ποιήσῃς) being led away together with (it is a remarkable coincidence, that St. Peter, well acquainted as he was with St. Paul’s writings, should have written this word, which is the very one used by that Apostle (ref. Gal.) of Barnabas, at Antioch, when he συναπήχθη with the hypocrisy of Peter and the other Jews) the error (not, the deceit, act., deceiving others: but the aberration, wandering out of the right way, so as to follow it and become partakers with it) of the lawless (reff.) ye fall from (reff.: aor., because the fall would be one and decisive) your own steadfastness (contrast to ἀστήρικτοι above: see note there):

Verse 17-18
17, 18.] Concluding exhortation: conveyed first in the form of a caution (2 Peter 3:17), then in that of a positive exhortation to increase in grace and wisdom.

Verse 18
18.] but (contrast to the fall just predicated as possible) grow (not only do not ἐκπέσητε τοῦ στηριγμοῦ, but be so firmly rooted as to throw out branches and yield increase. “Hæc unica est perseverandi ratio, si assidue progredimur.” Calv.) in the grace and knowledge of our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ (the gen., τοῦ κυρ. κ. τ. λ., belongs to both χάριτι and γνώσει, as is sufficiently shewn by the preposition extending over both. The common rendering, “in grace and in the knowledge of …” would more naturally be ἐν χάριτι καὶ ἐν γνώσει. Taken as above, the genitive stands in somewhat different relation to the two datives. As regards χάριτι, it is a subjective gen.,—the grace of which Christ is the author and bestower; of which it is said, ἡ χάρις διὰ ἰησοῦ χριστοῦ ἐγένετο: as regards γνῶσις, it is an objective genitive,—the knowledge of which Christ is the object).

Concluding doxology: “hymnus Christo quasi Deo,” as Pliny’s letter. To Him [be, or is] the glory (the glory—i. e. all glory that is rendered: the sum total of glory) both now and to the day of eternity ( ἡμέρα αἰῶνος, the day which shall dawn at the end of time, and being eternal, itself know no end: “tota æternitas una dies est,” as Estius. Bengel takes it to mean “dies sine nocte, merus et perpetuus:” and so Calov.: but this idea does not seem so congruous here, as that of mere duration. Grot., Beza take ἡμέρα for time. But considering how frequent ἡμέρα has been in this chapter, we have no right to seek for an unusual meaning, when the common one suits so well). [Amen (cf. Jude 1:25).]

