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fhe acuteness of the Graek mind showed itself in
antinonian sophlstrys the 'liberty' from Jewish
aeremonial reostriotions claimed by Paul for Gentile
unrisbians was by some songtrued inko a goneral
license, and carried o a length which shooked not
asrely the soruples of fellow-beclievers uut the
Gonzon moral instinets (vi. 12 £f., viii, 9«13,
Xe 29 I.'f., xi. 19 b). :
“ais problea then had already been faced by Paul
defore Jude wrobte his Eplstle., It cannot be held, there=
fore, that Jude's Epistlo mst reoeive a late dating be-
cause of ais treataent of the "ungodly men."
Zne Relntion of the ipistle Lo 2 Peter
The obher blg factor ln deteraining the date of this
Epistle iz Ghe relation that i$ bearz to the scoond Epistie
of Peter. A quick glance at the two Epistlos will imug-
diately disolose a mariked roseablanse. The question comes
before us at onge, ¥id the one author borrow from the
other? Did thoy use a comion third souree from which they
drew Ghelr material? If one aublor drew froa the other,
witose was Lhe original work? These and other questions we
maet doteraine as wo study the striking similarities of those
tvo viorks., For the sake of ooavenicnoe and aoaparison we liast
the paseages Ghat are similar.
"dut sherc arose false pro= "For Ghere are certain zen
paets also.axong the people, oropt in privily, even they
as agong you also there shall who were of old sat forth
be false teschers, who shall unto this condecanation, une
privily bring in destructive godly men, denying our only
heresles, denying cvon the dastor anr.’l Lord, Jesus Christ"

daster that bought them" (Jude 4).
(3 Bot, 11, 1)

21, findlay, "Corinthians,” ia "The ixpositor's Grook Zesta-
‘;‘Jﬁnt. Vol 11. Pe 781,




"fFor LD God spared not angels
<hen Shey ainned, but onst
e down bo hell, and com=
aitted Gtiea to plts of dorke
ness to de preserved unto
Judgnent™ (2 Pet. 11.4)

"and Surning the cities of
Sodom and Gomorrah inbo ashes,
condemed bhem with an ovore=
Garow, aaving madc thea an
cxaanlie unto Shose tihnt should
Live ungodly" (2 Pob. ii. 8),

Tout ehiafly thea Ghat wallg
afser sac flocsh in the luab
of defileacnt, aod deaplse
doninion. Jaring, colf-~willed,
they Sromble nob to rail at
dilgnitics" (2 Pet. ii. 10}

"Whereas angels, though greater
in amight and power, hring not a
railing judgrent agalnst tGhom
before the Lord® (8 Pet.ii.ll)

"But these as oreatures with-
ou$ reason, bora mere anlmmls,
railing in wmatters whorcof
they arc ignorant, shall in
their destroying surely be
desbroyed” (2 Pebe 11. 18).

"Spots and bieaishes, revel=
ling in taeir love-feasts
while Gioy feast with you"
(2 Peli. il. 13).

"Foraaking tho right way, they
wend assray, heving followed
tliie way of Zalaan the son of
Boer, who loved the hire of
vrong-doing. (2 Poet. 1i, 195).

"and angols whigh keopt not
their own principality, mt
left Shelr proper habitation,
ho hath kXept in «verlanting
bonds andor darkaess uaso the
Judgaont of the great day"
{dude 8}«

“iven ns Sodom and Gozmorrah,
and the cities about then
esse 0OTQ sect Torth as an

. oxanple, suffcoring the pua-

iphnent of eternal five®
(Jﬂd& 7)0

Yol in liike mnaer Ghose also
in their dreaanings defile the
flosh, and sot at nought dom=
inion, and rall at digaitarica”
{Jude B). i

"3ut ilichnel the arghangel,
when contending with tho devil,
he disputed abont the body of
iioses, durst not bring against
hia a railing judgaent,”

(Jude Qe

#8nt these rall at whatsoover
taings Ghiey know not: and what
they understand naturally

like Gho oreaturss withou%
reason, in these Gtilngs are
thoy deostroyed. (Jude 10).

%" Theze are thoy wio are spots
in your love fcaste when shey
feast with you" (Jude 12),.

"They weat in Gthe way of Caln,
and ran riofously in the orror
of Balaaa for hire, and por=
ished in the galnoaving of
Korah" (Jude 11).




“iiheoo ave springs without
water, and aists driven by a
storay for whoa the blockness
of daricness hath beson roscrved"
2 Pobt, ii. l?)o

"Uttoring great swolllng words
of vaalsy' (2 Pet, il. 13),

*That yo ghould rexsiaber the
words waich were spoken before
by the holy nrophebs and the
ouanndaeat of the Lord and
Saviour Lhrough your apostles”
(2 Peb, 1i1.3).

"Raowiag this firat, that in
$ie laat days mockers shall
goic wlth moceikery, walking
after Gheir own lusts”

(3 Pcb.e 1i1. 5}.

"g3louds withous water, gare
ried by tho winds ..ee wander=
ing stars for whoa tho black-
ness of darigness hadh been
reserved forever" (Jude 13,135).

" Thelr asath speaicing great
swelling words" (Jude 15;.

"But yo, beloved, rexmemnber
the words whigh have boen
apoiken boefore by the apostles
of our Lord Jesus Christ?
(Judﬂ 17

"jlow that Ghoy said unto

you, In tne lazt tiae there
ahall be mogkers, walking

af ter thalragz-m ungodly luats”
{Jude 13).

Anobher couap:rigon that can boe made betwoen the two books is

that goncerning the judgments brought out iln the Two books.

g 2 Poter
&« The fallon angols
Se The flood (ioah)

4, Tae cities of the Plain (Lot}

Oe HSalaam

Jude
Israel in the vilderaess
fho fallen angcls

The oities of %heo Plain (Lot}
is not meationed).

Cain

Balaam

Korah 89

In addition to these cvident similarities, 3igg notes

that the oireumstances oalling forth the two letters are also

aneh alike.

Heithor sontions any distinot persons, or dog=
trines or facts. They do not give so :many dotails
aboul the errors wihich bhey doncunse as Jolossians,

23, I have taken Gais parallel froa dods, QD. ﬁ. pDei3iU=2

25, Pnis parallel nas been drawn by 31igs, op. 8

(1) De321,




or Ghe Festoral Eplotles or the Aposalypze. It ig
quite gertain thaf thoy would have done go if 4i% had
beea in Gholr powoer. If 5Shoy are vague, 16 Is for
the obvions reason that thoy are obliged £o bo vagzue.
Thogy deal with this new hercay just as 1 Pefter deals
with perseoution, There is as yet nothing dofinlte
o lay hold of3 the peril is ineohate, and thelr
wvariaing ia like an alara in thg night; it is only
acwn sant there is an eneay, <%

Frai these parallols, it iz eugy o discorn the similarity
debwren Ghe two books. Did the two auvthors bhorrow from a
Gosaun sourgec? we belleve we ozn answer &this with an emphae
bic ne;,-;:.tis::.w. idad they used an "original®, 1% would surcly
Rave appeared somowhere, beea meabioned by soaescne, or at
least been alluded to. Such an laportant annuserint conld
nob have boen overlooked by Lhe Lfatihors na Ghoy carefully
digested She m:verial at hand when they formmlated the ganon,
de believe Gho assertion that thereo was a $ilrd book, a coa=
mon source book, can be ruled cut eozpletely., o eritic that
we exaainod suggests the probabillity or even possibility of
& bhird dooument.

on the obther question, namoly wiich of the two ia the
original, bhere 1s great difference of opinlon. After ten
years of intensive atudy oa tais very iszue, Plunner says,

fae siailarity, both in sabstance and wording,

is so great that only two altornatives are posg-

ible - elther onc haz borrowed froa the other, or

both have borrowed from a colmon SoRroe. IThe seg=

ond alternabive is rarely, If ever, advooated; 1t

does =0t oxplain tho faols very satlsfactorily,

and oritics arc agreed in rcjooting it. But here

the agrecasnt endn. 0On the farthe: gquestion, 'as %o

waieh writer is the prior, there iz a vory greatb

diversity of opinion. One Siing, therefore is ocr-
tain, thas waiehcver writer has borrowed, he 1s no

24. 1hid.. n. &18.
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ordinary borrower. He knows how to assimilate for-
cign material so as to make 18 thoroughly his own.
He remains original, even while he appropriates

the words and thougﬁts of another. He gontrols
them, not they hin. Were this not so, there would
be 11ttle doubt about the matter. On any ordinary
case of appropriation, if both the original and the
copy are fortheoming, *eritios do not doubt long as
to which is the original. It is when the oopy it-
gelf is a masterpicoe, as in the case of Holbein's
dadonna, Ghat or:l.t:l.o:l.sm is baffled. Such would -
seem ta bo the case here; and the presen wr:l.ter
is free to coufess his own uncertainty.

From Pluanser'!s words we can readily see what a esontro=-

versial matter we have bofore us. At the outset we mst say

“again that all the evidence presented is internal and there-

fore subjesctive. We should like to present some of the op=
inlons and arguacnts of the orities, gxnd then suaasarize thea
and draw our cwn conclusions. ;
For the Priority of Jude.
liany Jritios favor the priority of Jude. iiayor says,
" The impresslion whioh they leave on :r.w.n:lnd is that in Jude
we have the firast thoaght, in Peter the seoond thought; that
we 6an generally see a reason why Peter should have altered
Jude, tut very rarely a reason why what we read in Pefter
should have been altered to what we read in Jude. Pater is
more reflective, Jude more epontaneoua." 29
Archdcacon Farrar is also in favor of the priority of

25. Plunaner, op. git., p. 991.
86. dayor, qx?:'%ed—ﬁ Woffatt, op. eit., p. 351.



Jude.

Aftor careful conslderation and comparison of the
two doouaents 1t seeas to my own aind lmpossible to
doubt that Jude was the earlier of the two writers....
I msat confess my inability to see how anyone who
approaches the inquiry with no ready-aade theories
can fail to sone to the conclusion that the priority
in this instance belongs to St. Jude. It would have
been impossible for such a withering and burning
blast of defiance and inveotive as his brief 1ebtera,i;
to have been viritton on modification and addition.

Hng presents three arguaents for his position in vhich
i1 olalas priority ian Jude. He notes that Jude is too short
a bock to have been the aopy of another book. In the second
place hie notes that Jude's language 1s simple, while Peter's
15 wore eleganb, flouriehing with partloiples and rhetorie.
His arguaent is then, that Peter enlarged on Juda's vocabu=-
lary. In the third place, Hng holds that the refercnce to
the fallen angels in'32 Pet. 1i. 11 could not be understood
without Jude 4. The argnient is taen, that Peter assumed that
Jude's Epistle was in the hands of his readers, and therefore
eonld mke his point merely by alluding to the angels. le
says, "The language of Peter is so gentral and lndefinite
that we' gould not mow what he mant unless we had Jude in
onr posaesaion."ga

A. H, Strong also conours in this opinion. He writes,

It appears that Jude was the original; for there
is a certain terseness, vigor, and coherensce about

27. Arohdeagon Farrar, The Early Days of Ghristianity,
quoted in Pluaner, op. ait., pﬁﬁ—%g
28, Barne. Op. _&Eoi Pe 385-86..
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the Epistle of Jude which marks it as an original.
No one oen read the Epistle of Jude without feel=-
ing that 1% is a unit, that 1t is the work of one
0anN.

On the other hand, when you read the Second
Epistlo of Peter, you find that the secoond chapter
is not in Petor's ordinary style; that thore are
expressions which are diverse from Pefer's manners
and whayou ooapare those divergent oxpressions
with Ghe Eplstle of Jude, you find that, in the
Eplastle of Jude some of them are there, almost
viord for wordeeos

There i1s another reason why we should bo led
to think that Peter was the transoriber and not
Jude, viz.: That the Epistle of Peter is the long-
er, and the Epistle of Jude is the briefer. It 1s
the big fish that eat up the little fish, and not
vice vorsa. It was easler for Peter to take Jude
and to incorporato what Jude had written than it
vas for Jude to take a plece out of 801;91', and
meke his whole Epistle out of that.2

Holtgmann is uoted by Bigg as saying, "It 1s not nec-

essary asain to refute this hypothesis (of the priority

of 2 Peter), whioh at the present day is practically aban=-
doned." ;
' Ve see from these notations that «there is strong in-
olination toward the pricrity of Jude. ie shall not coamnent
on the argnaents presented until we have given the opinions
of souwo of the eritics who hold the othor view, namely that
Peter was the original work.

For the Priority of Seoond Peter

Iuther holds to the priority of Peter. He writes, "No

29. A. H. Strong, Popular Leotures on the Books of Zihe
New Testament, p. 865. :
%0. Holtzmamn, qoted in B:lqs, op. oit., p. 316.
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one can deny that the Epistle of St. Jude is an extract or
a aopy of 8t. Peterts seoond Episfle, inag:meh as almnost all
the words of the two are the same."Sl

Dean liansel has gone strongly in favor of the priority
' .of Peter. He argues,

Some ominent modern oritics have attempted, on
the very precoarious evidence of style, to assign the
priority in tiae of writing to Jude; but there are
70 cirouanstances which appear to me to prove mnost
conolusively that St. Jude's Epistle was written
after that of St. Peter, and with expross reference
to it. The first is, that tho evils whioh St. Peter
speak of as partly future, St. Jude deseoribes as
now present. The one says, 'There ghall be false
teachers aumong you' (2 Pet. 11.1); the other says,
"There are gertain sen orept in unawares.' The other
olrouastance is still more to the polnt. BS&. Peter,
in his Sesond Epistle has the remarkable vords,
"Knowing this first, that in the last days mockers
W_) shall come with mookery, walking afier

ir own lmsts® (2 Pet. 1i1.3). 8t. Jude has the
same passage repeated almost word for word, but
expresaly introduced as a cltation of Aposi';o.‘l.:l.o
language: 'But ye, beloved, remouber ye the words
whioch have been spoken before by the aposfles of
our Lord Jesus Ohrist; how that they said to you,

In the last time there shall be mookers W)
valking after their own ungodly luats' (Jwde vv.17,18),
The use of the plural number (,g% i_n_%‘_ﬁm) way

be explained by supposing that the writer may also

have intended to allude to passages similar in

import, though differently expressed, in the writ- :
iags of St, Panl (such as 1 Tim, iv. 1,23 8 Tim., iii,l),
but the verbal coinscidence ean hardly be satisfac-~
torily explained, unless we suppose that St. Jude

had prineipally in his thoughts, and was actual ly
oiting the langnage of St. Peter. 9%

Hongstenberg uses the same argaments, considering the

6l. dartin Inther, (Erl. Augs. 63, S,158), quoted by
Zal'ln, OD e Oltn. P. 285, 'y -
%2, Dean HMansel, The Gnostio Heresies of the First and

Second Centuries, quoted in Plumaer, op. 8iti., P. 998



second to be conoclusive as to the priority of 8 Peter.
Wle mot yet examine what Zahn writes. He says,
Since we now have a writing, purporting to
be Peter's, which contains exactly what Jude
quotes from the Apostolic document cited by him
and since besides these two express references of
~ Jude there are so many parallels between Jude
andl 2 Peter ac regards facts, Ghought and lang-
uage as to nogessitate the assumption of a liter-
ary relation between ther, by the ordinary
canons of oriticiam we should conclude that Jude
knew aond prized 8 Peter as an apostolic m'itigg
and aade 1% Gthe basis of part of his letter.
From the quotations we have made, it is easy o see the
great divergense of opinion as to the gueation of the prior-
ity of the ﬁso Epistlens. Let us sumanarize the arguaents
that are presented by the men who hold definite opinions

regarding the priority of either of the E]gaiatleas.&55
Arpamcnts for She Priority of Peter |

1. The author of the _Se_oond. Epistle of Peter speaks in
. @ prophetio tone. St. Jude speaks in the present tense,
The ungodly men are in the ohurcoh now. Peter szays they

99, Plummer, op. g8it., 593.

&4, Zahn, op. git., p. 260, s

$5. For the priority of 2 Peter; Bamer, Beausobre, Benson,
Blooufield, Dahl, Dietlein, Uodwell, Estius, Fronmeller,
idacnlein, Hongstenberg, deydenreich, Hofmann, Lange, Lenfant,
Lamby, Lutharg, Lather, Mansel, ilchaells, 4ill. OEoumenius,
Pott, Schaff, Schmid, Schoff, Scimlze, Seuler, Steinfass,
Stier, Stola, Storr, Thiersoh, Wetstein, Wolf, Wordsworth,
daghariae and others.

For the priority of St. Jude: Alford, Angus, Arnaud,

Bleek, Bruwokner, Caffin, Oredner, Davidson, e Wette, Eich-
horn, kwald, F.W, Farrar, Guerike, Hatoh, Herder, ililgenfeld,
Hong, Hather, Xuehl, Kursz, iayerhoff, Neander, Plumpire, ieuss,
Salnon, Schenkel, Sioffert, Thorold, Welss, Wilesinger and
others, T™his list was compiled by Plumaer, op. git., p.399.



"shall" gome into the ohurch.

2. If 2 Peter is a genuine book it i3 more probable
that 86. Jude should borrow from Peter than that Peter,
cirief of the Apostlea, should borr;:w from an unznovm Jude.

On the other hand, if 2 Peter is not gennine, 1t is not
likely that the author of 2 Peter would have quoted from
Jude's Epistle, a book that was regarded with suspicion
because -11; quoted apcorynhal literatnré.

3. Froa the content we kanow that Jude wrote under pres- '
sure. ile was "gonstrained" to wr:l.te.. It seemns more likely
that he would have used materiale at hand, rather than Poter
Wiho wes under no such necessity.

Avgnaents for the Priority of Jude

l, It scems more probable that the greater part of a
s:all letter be used with a great deal of additional material
rather than a short section of a mroh larger letter be used
wWith very little additional nmatter.

2. It secas that the writer of 2 Peter would oait diff-
icult expressions as "waterless clouds,” "wells without
water,” than that Jude should add to the difficulty Ly add-
ing such teras. |

8. e Second Epistle of Peter is not written in the
usual style of St. Peter. |
Arguuonts Used on Both Sides |
1. Thore are certain portions which the writer of Peter's
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Epistle could b.mré used from Jude's Epistle, had he seen
the:, c.g., "the ironical play upon the word *kept' in ?the
angels which kept not their owa principality...He hath kept
in everlasiling bonds;*' the telling antithesis in v.10, that
what these sinners do not <now, and cannot imow, they abuse
by gross irreverance; and what they inow, and cannot help
knowing, they abnse by gross licontiousness; and the metaphor
of 'wandering stars' (v.135), which would £it the false
teashers, who led others astray, in 2 Peter, moch better
than the ungodly men who are not teachers at all, in Jude.
As the writor of 2 Peter makes no use of these points, the
inference is that he had never seen them,*S8

On the other hand, there are elements in Peter, of whieh
Jude could have made excellent use, and did not, e.g. the
destruction of the "world of the ungodly® by the floodj the
"eyes full of an adulteress." These would have fit excel-
lently into Jude's thought. As Jude makes no use of these
poinfs, the inference is thet he did not see them.

2. Jude's style, his love for taking everything in
threes is used as another argnment. On the one hand 11:.1.5
argzed that it wounld be the writer who is using the material
of someone else who would add such fanoiful arrangenent. On
the other hand it is '‘argued that it would be just these

56. WO’. ﬂ. 'G_i_to. p. 396.




