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General Introduction to
1 and 2 Peter


In this last of the three volumes in this series, we will be dealing with two quite different documents: 1 and 2 Peter. We will be arguing that the early church fathers were right that 1 Peter is written by Peter to Jewish Christians, much as the Johannine Epistles were written to these same sorts of folks in the neighboring region of Asia Minor. Our assumption, as argued in the first two volumes, will be that the Jewish Christian congregations founded by persons like the Beloved Disciple, Peter, Jude, emissaries of James, and the author of Hebrews basically had a life of their own, when compared to the Pauline churches. Often these churches were in the same regions as various churches founded by Paul and his coworkers, and they may well have had considerable interaction with the Pauline churches. There is no evidence that the Jewish and Pauline churches would have regarded each other as heterodox, but nonetheless they each had their own existence. The Jewish Christian churches were not amalgamated with or incorporated into the Pauline ones before the late first century or early second century, and many of these Jewish Christian churches actually appear to have continued to have their own existence well beyond the era in which the New Testament itself was written.

The ongoing viability and vibrancy of Jewish Christianity is shown not just by the existence of the Ebionites, or documents like the Hebrew Gospel of Matthew, which continued to support and educate these groups, but also by the continued warnings of some of the church fathers well into the fourth century about “Judaizing.” In other words, we have done a disservice to Jewish Christianity if we think that it quickly disappeared due to the rising tide of Pauline and Gentile Christianity even as early as the first century A.D. This is simply not so, and the very number of documents in the New Testament canon originally addressing groups that were largely if not wholly composed of Jewish Christians eloquently testifies to their ongoing existence.

Some of these Jewish Christian groups, particularly the ones located in or near the Holy Land, were more traditionally Jewish (e.g., the audience of Matthew or Jude); some were more Hellenized (e.g. the audience of 1 Peter or the Johannine Epistles); but it is certainly something of an irony that documents like Hebrews, James, Jude, the Johannine Epistles, and 1 Peter were lumped together under the heading of the “Catholic Epistles.” Nothing could be further from the truth than the suggestion that these documents were a bunch of general encyclicals written to all Christians everywhere in the Roman Empire. The label “Catholic Epistles,” by which was meant universally directed epistles, was not placed on these diverse documents until long after they were written. It does not reflect how the original authors or audiences viewed these documents.1 Apparently Eusebius first called seven of these letters the “general epistles” (Eusebius Hist. eccl. 2.23.35). Hebrews was not included in the General or Catholic Epistles group since it was thought to be by Paul and fairly early was grouped with the Pauline corpus.

But what about 2 Peter? In many ways this is the most enigmatic book to make it into the canon, arriving with some considerable doubts. We will reserve most of our analysis of it for later. Here it is enough to say that in my view it is clearly a composite document based on earlier resources—resources that go back to Peter and Jude. But it is also a document promulgated in a time when a collection of Pauline letters is circulating, as the last chapter of 2 Peter attests. As such it appears to have been compiled and composed at the very end of the New Testament period. It is a sermon more than it is a letter, lacking all personalia, and even the audience seems to be of a broad and generic sort. Here finally then, we may have a general encyclical trying to preserve and pass on some of the apostolic legacy to another generation. Later in this volume we will say more on this matter.

For now it is enough to say that 2 Peter appears neither to be written by Peter nor to be a pure pseudepigraphon, not least because we do not have a falsely attributed audience in this document. The compiler of 2 Peter clearly knew 1 Peter (see 2 Pet 3:1) as well as other apostolic literature, and the epistle raises various issues of intertextuality. It is something of an anthology of a general sort, and as such it deserves to be treated as the final addition to the documents that came to be called the General Epistles, and chronologically the latest canonical document to be written. It is the only more “general” epistle among the General Epistles. In it we glimpse not only the dying of the apostolic light but also the willingness and concern to consolidate and preserve the apostolic legacy and begin to treat it not merely as wise words, but also as sacred texts. Significantly, by the time we come to Ignatius of Antioch in the early second century, church leaders, though they might see themselves even as monarchial bishops, were well aware that the apostolic era was over. For example, in a letter Ignatius says, “I do not address you as Peter and Paul. They were apostles . . .” (Ign. Rom. 4.3; cf. Ign. Trall. 3.3). Similarly Polycarp (Phil. 6.3) sees apostles, like Old Testament prophets, as being figures of a bygone era and having just as much authority as those prophets of old. What then was the church to do when it recognized it was beyond the apostolic era? As we shall see, 2 Peter gives some guidance on this matter.








Introduction to 1 Peter


It has been said that in the first century Christianity was a social world in the making.1 This is certainly true, but questions remain: What sort of social world was being constructed by the external evangelistic program, and by the internal ordering of Christian communities based in house churches? Was it an ordering that baptized various forms of the social status quo and called it good? Was the aim to make clear that Christianity was not a revolutionary new religious sect in the Roman Empire? Was it an attempt to extend largely Jewish values and beliefs to a wider audience? And what role was 1 Peter meant to play in this social constructing of a “new world” or at least a new Christian society and subculture? These are germane and crucial questions to address as we study 1 Peter, which has in some circles been taken to be the least revolutionary and most socially conservative of all New Testament documents.

Often missed in such a sociological study of 1 Peter is the fact that the author is also busily constructing a rhetorical world, a world of advice and consent, of persuasion or dissuasion, inculcating certain beliefs and behaviors not merely for social reasons but also for theological or ideological ones. When we analyze 1 Peter as rhetoric, what do we learn about the aims and purposes of this document, broadly speaking? Is it meant to steel the audience for persecution by persuading them about the value of Christlikeness? Is there some considerable rhetorical exigency or problem this discourse is meant to overcome? And what do we make of the intertextual echoes in this document, not only of the Old Testament but also of material from Jesus’ rhetoric, James’s rhetoric, and Paul’s rhetoric as well?

Carl R. Holladay remarks: “For all its Pauline echoes, however, 1 Peter also has close affinities with the synoptic tradition and to a lesser extent with the Gospel of John, Hebrews, and James. There are remarkable convergences with Peter’s speeches in Acts. Since 1 Peter resonates with such a wide spectrum of early Christian witnesses, some scholars have suggested, only half jokingly, that its author knew the whole New Testament! . . . Part of 1 Peter’s enduring appeal stems from the breadth and depth of common tradition on which it draws and its appropriation of the earlier, apostolic consensus in giving authority to its distinctive voice.”2 Where was our author placed, geographically, socially, temporally, rhetorically that he would have known all of this material, and does such evidence provide clues to the authorship of this document? Could 1 Peter really be the masterpiece and last grand act of the great apostle who had personally known Jesus, James and Paul, including their rhetoric, and now was making their contributions serviceable for his own audience? Was our author at the font from which the apostolic tributaries flowed forth, and so in touch with the origins of Jewish and Gentile Christianity and its leaders, or was he at the place where all those tributaries came back together at the end of the first century and the beginning of the second? All of these sorts of questions are intertwined in a study of 1 Peter, and an orienting discussion is required at the outset to see the lay of the land. For now it is interesting to recognize that though 2 Peter is a composite document deeply indebted to its predecessors, this sort of indebtedness to previous Christian sources also characterizes 1 Peter, though in a quite different way. The Petrine legacy in the canon is tradition rich.


READING 1 PETER IN ITS SOCIAL MILIEU


The sociological study of 1 Peter has in fact been going on longer than the modern rhetorical discussion of this document, and so not surprisingly has borne more fruit. We may attribute the real impetus to examine 1 Peter in terms of social history and sociological theory to the stimulating and at times provocative work of John H. Elliott, who wrote his classic work A Home for the Homeless in 1979 (published in 1981). This led the study of 1 Peter down various productive roads, which are still being traveled and analyzed today, not least because of Elliott’s massive commentary on 1 Peter, published in 2000. Elliott was right that a document like 1 Peter should not in the first instance be given a history of ideas treatment, as if its main focus, concern, purpose was to attack wrongheaded ideologies at odds with the author’s own thought.3 Much less is 1 Peter a purely theological message for Christian pilgrims and strangers in this world, inculcating an otherworldly attitude and approach to life. To the contrary, this document is an ad hoc pastoral document, and even the theological discussions present serve as the undergirding for the ethics, values, virtues, practices being inculcated by the author.

The paraenesis is not an afterthought or an add-on to the discourse in 1 Peter. On the contrary it is at the heart of the socially formative purposes of the author, who is constructing the ethos of a community under fire and enduring some persecution and suffering, with the possibility of more on the way. The advice about rulers, masters, wives, husbands, elders, young men is the outworking of the theology and ideology of the author. He is not interested in merely endorsing a conservative household code; he is interested in constructing the Christian household and individual Christian behavior in a more Christlike manner. We need to be asking questions about what sort of social networks and social relationships the author envisions Christians being involved in, and how their faith affects their behavior in these relationships. Understanding the social context of a persecuted minority religious sect is paramount to understanding the response this document gives to the social situation. But there is more.

First Peter itself is part of an ongoing social relationship between the author and the audience. As such, it has a certain social dynamic to it. We may ask what it tells us about the state of the relationship between the author and the audience. Does he see them as peers (“fellow elders”), as followers, as friends, as converts? Does he view them as largely Jews, largely Gentiles, or a balanced mixture of the two ethnic groups? What is the social level of the author and the audience? Is it commensurate? Is there disparity? What is the social strategy of our author to help the audience cope with its now alien world, from which they are increasingly alienated by their faith? As Leonhard Goppelt stresses in his 1 Peter commentary, this can be said to be the only New Testament document that systematically addresses the issue of Christians being resident aliens within the macrostructures of the larger society.4 Why does 1 Peter have this character and peculiar distinction within the canon? These sorts of questions lead to a deeper understanding of the social dimensions of this document, particularly its ethical and practical content, but also its theology.

As one of Elliott’s real contributions to our study of 1 Peter, he has demonstrated that the language in this document about being resident aliens and visiting strangers should not be treated in a purely spiritual sense. He is arguing that the terminology has a clear social and political sense in 1 Peter, whatever else we may want to say in addition. He points out that all the uses of the term paroikos and its cognates in the New Testament (with one possible exception: Eph 2:19) do refer to actual social conditions, indicating that the persons in question have legal status of something less than a full citizen; indeed, the noun means a resident alien who has some limited legal rights (cf. Lk 24:18; Acts 7:6, 29; 13:17; Heb 11:19; 1 Pet 1:17; 2:11), and can be contrasted with the term xenos, which refers to a foreigner who has no legal status or rights. The Latin equivalent is peregrinus, which strangely enough is the origin of the word pilgrim, but paroikos/peregrinus does not mean either “exile” or “pilgrim” and should not be so translated. It literally refers to someone who lives beside or outside the house. In other words, it refers to someone who is not part of the in-group in that particular social locale. The usage of paroikos to refer to an actual resident alien status of Jews in exile from Israel is prevalent in the LXX (cf. 1 Chron 29:15; Ps 119:19, where the proper rendering is “I am a resident alien in the land,” not “a stranger on the earth”; cf. Ps 119:53-54).

This usage to refer to literal exiles in a foreign land, in particular in Babylon, we find in the postexilic literature as well (LXX: Jdt 5:7-10; Wis 19:10; 1 Esd 5:7; 2 Esd 8:35 [= Ezra 8:35 ET]). In some cases the term paroikia is a virtual synonym for the term diaspora.5 Furthermore, twelve times in the LXX diaspora is the rendering of the Hebrew gōlā and notably there is an instance where paroikia is also translated gōlā (2 Esd 8:35). In light of the highly Jewish character of 1 Peter anyway, it seems logical to conclude that, since in all the above references it is Jews who are called resident aliens, we should surely conclude that this is likely in 1 Peter as well. And there is further good reason to do so.

The superscript in 1 Peter 1:1 refers to God’s elect, who are then called parepidēmois, or visiting strangers in the world, scattered throughout the western part of Asia Minor, in what we call Turkey. The language of the Jewish Dispersion is used here, in similar fashion to what we found in James 1:1 in our previous study.6 The term parepidēmois as well should not be translated either “exile” or “pilgrim.” Furthermore, our author, writing from a foreign capital where there is a pagan ruler, calls his locale Babylon (1 Pet 5:13), coded language that alludes to the exilic status of Jews. The author, then, is indicating to his audience that he shares their resident alien and exilic condition where he is. Indeed, he is at the epicenter of the Diaspora in his day, for it was the Romans who displaced so many of the Jews living in Asia Minor and its neighboring regions. One can even say that the social function of this discourse is to encourage the sense of alienation from the macroculture and thereby aid the integration with the microculture of early Christianity. Their dual identity is that they are resident aliens in the Roman Empire, but they are “in Christ” in God’s kingdom!

Look closely at the language of 1 Peter 2:12. The audience is to live Christian lives among the ethnesin. Literally this means the “nations,” more specifically the Gentile nations. Notice that here Peter does not use religious language (e.g., the term “pagans” or “idolaters”); he simply uses ethnic language. It would be rather strange to say to an audience of Gentiles, or largely Gentiles, to live like Christians among the “Gentiles.” Gentiles do not talk about themselves as “the other nations.”7 This is Jewish language, and it best suits the theory that the audience itself is Jewish, in this case Jewish Christian. The Jewish Christians are to live as resident aliens or visiting stranger Christians among the overwhelmingly Gentile majority in each of these regions. Are there other reasons to affirm the sociological conclusion that these terms should not be spiritualized, and that they refer to actual Jews in the Dispersion?

Few scholars today doubt that, in the first and second centuries of the common era, there was a quite sizable Jewish population in the provinces listed at the beginning of 1 Peter (Pontus, Galatia, Cappadocia, Asia, Bithynia). One estimate says that of a population of about 4 million in Asia Minor in the 60s A.D., some 300,000 or so were Jews, and there were perhaps 5,000 or so Christians as well.8 The evidence is equally clear that the Jewish Diaspora in Asia Minor dates from at least the third century B.C., when Antiochus III sent some 2,000 Jews from Babylon to colonize various places in the region, including the kingdoms of Lydia and Phrygia.9 Paul Trebilco has shown just how sizable and indeed influential this population had become in many cities in the region by the early part of the first century A.D.10 The evidence we have, both literary and archaeological, suggests as well that Jews, perhaps particularly in Asia Minor, were well integrated into the social ethos of the region, having become quite Hellenized. This is particularly evident in a place like Sardis, where we have a remarkable Diaspora synagogue built next to the gymnasium at the center of the town, and also abutting a series of shops where Jewish merchants sold their wares. Just how Hellenized some Jews could become in such an environment is shown by reports of Jewish athletes’ attempts to remove evidence of their circumcision, so they could work out in the gymnasium and compete in Olympic style games as well.11

At length and in several studies, Martin Hengel has showed the degree to which Hellenization had affected Jews even in the Holy Land long before the spread of Christianity across the empire.12 In a volume collected and edited by Martin Goodman, a variety of scholars have recently further demonstrated this. The various studies demonstrate that, although Jews lived to some extent apart from others and kept distinctive customs, in many ways they showed the same cultural presuppositions and preoccupations of their Gentile contemporaries.13 Even more recently Rodney Stark concludes that many Jews of the Diaspora were indistinguishable from Gentiles unless one sought them out in the synagogue or in the home.14 For Hellenized Jews long living in the Hellenistic milieu of Anatolia, accepting invitations to dinner parties, sometimes held in dining rooms attached to Greek or Roman temples, must have seemed far less problematic than for Jews in Judea. Though still wanting to be part of the Jewish subculture, such Hellenized Jews nevertheless sought to have the sort of business and personal relationships with non-Jews that were cemented at such dinner parties.

Having spent considerable time at archaeological sites in Asia Minor over the last several years, I have come to see more and more clearly that we must not imagine Jews in cities of Asia Minor and the neighboring regions as living in some Jewish cultural ghetto. To the contrary: the picture of Saul and his family, for example, being citizens of a great city like Tarsus (Acts 21:39) is by no means uncommon. This means that they were thought to model some of the civic virtues and participate as fully as they could in the life of the city, presumably without, in their own minds, crossing the line into idolatry and obvious violations of something like the Ten Commandments.15

The degree of Hellenization of such Jews would no doubt have been dismaying to some Jews who lived in Judea or Galilee, but that it was a fact of life for perhaps the majority of Jews in Asia Minor should no longer be disputed. When it comes to a document like 1 Peter, we should adjudicate questions of audience and also of authorship against this sort of highly Hellenized backdrop of Diaspora Jews in this particular region. Lest we think it unlikely that our author would consider Jews outside of Christ as just as lost as Gentiles, I point to Ephesians 2:3, which says of both groups: “At one time all of us also lived among them [the powers and principalities and the devil], gratifying the desires of our sinful inclinations and following its cravings and thoughts. Like the rest we were by nature objects of wrath.” In other words, our author takes a sectarian view of all his contemporaries outside of Christ; whether they are Jews or Gentiles, they are lost.16

On these matters we must pay close attention to the recent work of Rodney Stark. Here is his important and telling conclusion, which supports what we have been saying thus far:

Another link between Hellenism and early Christianity was through the Jews of the Diaspora, who like the early Christians also worshipped in Greek. Many of them chafed at the ethnic barrier their religion placed between them and their full participation in Hellenic society—the Law made it difficult for them even to eat with their Gentile associates . . . . When Paul stripped the Jewish prerequisite from Christianity, he not only made the faith open to Gentiles, but offered the Hellenized Jews an attractive religious option, which many of them took.17


This is exactly right; in my view Peter in his missionary work simply followed Paul’s lead and offered Hellenized Jews the same Gospel of salvation by grace through faith without the restrictions of the law that hindered their fuller participation in society in some respects. Christianity offered such Hellenized Jews a form of ethical monotheism that did not set up the same barriers to participation in the wider culture that came from the full practice of Judaism itself. The result is what we find in 1 Peter—Peter writing largely to Hellenized Jewish Christians.

By way of reminder, all the earliest commentators on 1 Peter, including the Greek Fathers in general, concluded that 1 Peter was written to an audience largely, if not entirely, made up of Jewish Christians. In the West, Jerome and Augustine were exceptions to this rule, as were Luther and Tyndale among the later classic commentators. Wycliffe, Calvin, Bengel and Wesley all followed Eusebius and the early Greek Fathers, who saw the audience as Jewish. How, then, has it happened that the general consensus of modern commentators is that the audience of 1 Peter is mostly Gentiles, if not entirely so? This is because certain passages in 1 Peter itself, despite the way the document begins, seem to point in this direction. In my view, these passages have been misunderstood, and so I want to briefly review the internal evidence once more.

First we must note that it is not just the superscript that gives the impression that the audience is largely Jewish. First Peter 1:17 refers to “your time living as resident aliens.” Whatever else one may say about Gentiles living in these regions, they certainly would not have seen themselves as living in some sort of exile presently or in the past, even if they had become Christians, nor would they see themselves as resident aliens. They were living in their own native provinces and regions. The Jewish character of the audience seems further supported by what the author says about the audience in 1 Peter 2:9, where he reminds them that they are a chosen race, a royal priesthood, a holy nation, God’s own people and the like. This is a direct echo of the Pentateuch’s report of what God said to Israel. In some early Christian contexts such language did in due course come to be applied to all Christians, including Gentile believers, but we should not simply assume that this is the case here in 1 Peter. That conclusion needs to be demonstrated.

Let us consider now the texts thought to make the case for a largely or entirely Gentile audience in 1 Peter. Peter H. Davids, for example, argues that 1 Peter 1:14, 18; 2:9-10; and 4:3-4 “could hardly have been used of Jews” (and he points as well to 2:25 and 3:6, which he takes as more naturally addressed to Gentile Christians).18 We will begin with the two texts that have come to be seen as the smoking guns in this argument.

First Peter 2:10 is frequently seen to be a clear proof that the audience must be Gentiles. Here we have an intertextual echo or partial quotation of Hosea 1:9-10. Could our author really have been referring to Jews by phrases like “once you were not a people” or “once you had received no mercy”? This in some ways is a very odd question when one reads the original text of Hosea in its own context, where Hosea is clearly speaking of and about Jews, and offering a prophetic critique of their behavior. The prophet is indeed talking about Israel being temporally rejected and then restored. Thus there is no good reason why the author of 1 Peter could not be using this language in the same way as some of his own Jewish contemporaries. The key perhaps is to recognize that our author, himself a Jew, reflects the view of over-Hellenized Diaspora Jews that was not uncommon among more Torah-true Jews, who had been raised and lived in a more conservative environment in the Holy Land. For instance, consider the reaction of Qumranic Jews to Hellenized Jews in Jerusalem and elsewhere.

Various scholars, however, have found 1 Peter 4:3-4 to be even more decisive in determining the audience of 1 Peter. In this text we hear: “You have already spent enough time in doing what the Gentiles like to do—living in licentiousness, passions, drunkenness, revels, carousing and lawless idolatry. They are surprised that you no longer join them in the same excesses.” But we must pay close attention to what is said here.

In the first place the term “Gentiles” here (ethnōn) refers not to the audience themselves, but to non-Christian Gentiles, to whom the next verse refers as “them,” a group that the audience of this discourse is no longer joining. In other words, none of the audience is directly called Gentiles here. Rather, we are told that the audience is no longer joining them in what the author views as acts of idolatry and immorality.

I suggest that this is fairly typical Jewish polemical rhetoric, often used by various Jewish Christians in the New Testament era to stigmatize what went on at pagan temple feasts. These feasts were viewed as the occasions where one found the convergence of all that was worst about pagan culture—both idolatry and immorality.19 The horror of devout Jews about others attending such feasts can be seen not only in the long discussion in 1 Corinthians 8—10, where Paul discusses eating at such a feast and even calls it dining at the table of demons, but also in other places where the discussion of eidōlothyton crops up (the eating of meat sacrificed to idols in their very presence), we have the same polemic (see, e.g., Acts 15:20, 29; Rev 2:14). Thus, our author is saying that the audience has left such compromising behavior behind.

If we ask whether Jews, particularly those of higher social status who were more thoroughly Hellenized and indigenized into the local milieu, might have participated in temple feasts in some of these cities, the answer is certainly yes. They would have done so as they participated in various existing signs of civic virtue and cooperation in that era. Eating such a meal, perhaps with business partners, would not necessarily have been seen as an act of idolatry by a highly Hellenized Jew, who sat loosely with some of the Torah’s dietary requirements. Participating in a temple feast did not necessarily require being present for the prior worship act of pagan sacrifice, and temples after all were the major restaurants where socially more elite persons, or those who were climbing the social ladder, would often dine to cultivate their business and personal relationships. If they needed to go home and wash in a ritual bath thereafter to divest themselves of ritual impurity, they would see this as no big deal. The point here is that our author is not decrying these Jews for not keeping kosher.

Peter, then, is warning these Jewish Christians against having any longings to go back to their past Gentile-like behavior, and in particular he wants them, just as he would want Gentile converts, to stay away from even the appearance of idolatry or immorality. It would ruin their Christian witness. If we ask what social situations would have led Jews in Anatolia to participate in temple meals, one obvious answer is guild meetings and their banquets. There is clear evidence of Jews in this region being in guilds for various sorts of artisans. Paul himself was apparently part of the tentmaker’s guild, which is probably the basis for his initial association with Priscilla and Aquila.20

Another text sometimes thought to demonstrate that the audience is largely if not entirely Gentile is 1 Peter 1:14, perhaps coupled with 1 Peter 1:18. In the former text the author speaks of the desires “you formerly had in ignorance.” This theme of ignorance, however, is found elsewhere in the New Testament applied quite specifically to Jews in Luke-Acts (e.g., cf. Lk 23:34; Acts 3:17; 13:27). There is no reason why this notion could not be applied to highly Hellenized Jews in the Diaspora as well.

Our author writes with a conversionist and sectarian mentality, assuming that those who are outside the Christian circle are to one degree or another religiously in the dark, whether they are formerly Jews or formerly Gentiles. But even more to the point, if we look at 1 Peter 1:14-16 carefully, we note the following points: (1) our author is quoting from Leviticus 11:44-45, which is directed quite specifically to Jews alone; and (2) in this context we hear about the audience of that Leviticus passage being God’s chosen children. Again, this is most naturally taken to be a reference to Jews in 1 Peter as well. We need to remember that the Levitical rules were originally given to Israel so that they would not slip back into their old sinful, wilderness-wandering ways, before God revealed himself to them on Sinai with the Ten Commandments and the ensuing legislation. Thus, when our author in 1 Peter 1:14-16 says, “Don’t slip back into your old ways,” and quotes Leviticus, he is thinking that his present Hellenized audience is rather like the Jews of old before the Holiness Code and indeed all of Leviticus was given, and like them, the present audience is called to go forward into holiness, not to give way to backsliding into their old Hellenized ways.

But what about the statement about being “ransomed from the futile ways of your ancestors”? This, to be sure, could be a reference to the audience having a Gentile background; yet this is not necessarily the right conclusion. Much depends on whether we regard the author of this document as thinking that before Christ came, Jews were engaged in inefficacious or inadequate sacrificial practices (like the author of Hebrews) or not, and whether he might be thinking of the futile ways of the wilderness-wandering generation or those who were carted off to Babylonian exile. If our author views the audience as being in some ways like many of the exilic Jews of the Babylonian period, this language then becomes understandable.

Thus the question becomes whether our author has something of a completionist or supersessionist reading of the earlier history of Israel or not. I do not think that such a view can be lightly dismissed since other New Testament authors seem to reflect it. I even suggest that this is precisely how our author thinks. For example, in 1 Peter 2:5 he exhorts his audience to let themselves be built into a new spiritual house, to be a new holy priesthood, to offer new spiritual sacrifices acceptable to God through Jesus Christ. Here he is certainly taking up the language of the Hebrew Scriptures and applying it now to Christians engaged in a very different sort of worship, the worship of Jesus as Lord. Whether we call this completionist or supersessionist rhetoric, clearly enough our author feels that he can make such a hermeneutical leap in the way he handles the Hebrew Scriptures, and he is comfortable in applying terms previously reserved for non-Christian Israel to his audience.

There are other texts sometimes also thought to suggest a non-Jewish audience for this document. For example 1 Peter 2:25 speaks of the audience having previously gone astray but now turning back to the shepherd and guardian of their souls. But once more one can easily argue that our author has adopted the language of the prophetic critique of Israel, and surely the reference to “returning” or “turning back” (epestraphēte) to the shepherd favors the conclusion that they had once been united with the shepherd God of Israel and then had strayed. In short, it suggests the audience could certainly be Jews viewed as having gone astray but now having returned to the one who had always been their shepherd.

What about 1 Peter 3:6, which refers to the female part of the audience having become Sarah’s daughters as long as they do what is good? On first blush this appears strange if it is written to Jews, until one realizes that our author may well share the view we find in Paul in regard to a “righteous remnant.” He may well have shared the view that not all those who are “of Israel” are true Israel, only those who follow the positive examples of the past, in this case of Sarah. Behavior and spiritual orientation, not mere ethnicity, are viewed as finally determining who is a daughter (or son) of Sarah. In light of the extensive use of the Old Testament, even John H. Elliott has to admit that there must have been Jewish Christians in the audience to justify the appeal for imitating venerable Old Testament figures like Sarah, and the use of biblically loaded terms like exodus, Babylon, the elect of God.21

In addition Paul J. Achtemeier has argued that the reference to the audience’s shock in persecution (cf. 1 Pet 1:6; 4:12; 5:6-9) is surely more likely to reflect the reaction of Gentiles to persecution than Jews.22 This argument may have some force to it, but not as much as he seems to think. In the first place, Jews in the provinces mentioned, from all the literary and archaeological evidence we have, were able to be quite thoroughly integrated into the existing society, becoming citizens in various of these cities; and since they practiced what was regarded as a religio licita, a legitimate ancient religion rather than a superstition, they could certainly normally expect to be exempt from actual religious persecution. One must not make the mistake of simply amalgamating the notions of prejudice and persecution. To be sure, there was plenty of anti-Semitism in the Roman Empire in this period. This in itself, however, did not necessarily lead to the sort of religious persecution that our author is talking about in 1 Peter.

It is no accident that our author uses the term Christianos in 1 Peter 4:16. Christians were now distinguishable from Jews in general, and if they were thought not to be Jews, they did not have the umbrella of being part of a licit religion. They were now subject to even more marginalization as “resident aliens” who were part of a superstition. This subjected them to legal abuse, especially when they refused to worship the emperor. I suspect that Peter adds this warning in light of what has just happened in Rome: the emperor Nero had named the Christians as responsible for the horrible fire in A.D. 64, which gutted whole areas in Rome. Peter thus is anticipating that this sort of persecution may well happen in Asia Minor as well. The Greek construction (ei plus an assumed present imperative verb) implies a possible condition, not one already necessarily transpiring for the audience.

Let me be clear here. Elliott is right when he stresses that the social upheaval described in the document must correlate with something going on, or potentially happening soon where the audience is. It cannot simply be a description of what is happening where the author is, in Rome. And as Elliott also says, “All the pertinent terms refer to verbal rather than physical abuse or legal action: katalaloun, 2:12; 3:16; epērazein, 3:16; oneidizein, 4:14; and similarly kakoun, 3:13.”23 These terms refer to social pressure and persecution, not yet ending in governmentally inaugurated legal action. This surely makes it more likely that this document was written before the Neronian persecution had reached its zenith, resulting in the martyrdoms of Peter and Paul. If it had been written after that time, it is hard to imagine why there are no clear references to martyrdoms, as there are in Revelation, especially considering how much emphasis there is on suffering in 1 Peter, along with the various allusions to the Suffering Servant of Isaiah in this discourse. Peter is still urging respect for governing authorities, whereas Revelation sees the central government as an instrument of Satan (cf. 1 Pet 2:13-17). As in the book of Hebrews, in this document we see a social situation where the audience (and the author, of course) has not yet suffered to the point of loss of life, but there has been abuse of various sorts.24

As our second volume in this series pointed out, and we need to reiterate here, it is a mistake to underestimate the size or spread of Jewish Christianity well into the second century A.D. In his landmark study, Rodney Stark puts it this way: “Jewish Christianity played a central role until much later in the rise of Christianity; . . . not only was it the Jews of the Diaspora who provided the initial basis for church growth during the first and early second centuries but [also] . . . Jews continued as a significant source of Christian converts until at least as late as the fourth century.”25

In our second volume we also saw that the division of labor between largely Gentile missionaries (the Pauline circle) and largely Jewish missionaries (the Petrine and Jamesian and Johannine circles) led to basically separate communities of Christians in various cities in the empire, including cities in Asia Minor and its surrounding provinces. Peter is writing to churches some of which are in areas where Paul has set up house churches, and some of which are not. And yet Peter is exercising authority over the churches to which he is writing. The obvious conclusion to be drawn from this is that the division of missionary labor had to do with the ethnic target audience, not regions of the empire, and that Peter is addressing largely Jewish Christians (perhaps with some God-fearers) in this discourse, not addressing communities founded by Paul or his coworkers.26 I thus concur with Elliott when he suggests the “letter’s geographical destination offers neither evidence nor reason for regarding 1 Peter as intended for Pauline churches or for areas of the Pauline mission field; . . . 1 Peter is best read on its own terms, as an independent though complementary witness to the diversified growth of early Christianity in Asia Minor.”27 Indeed, as Colin Hemer points out, several of these provinces were so huge that he is able to envision Peter being involved in eastern Galatia on his way north to Pontus, while Paul is involved in southern Galatia.28

Here is where we observe that the order of the regions mentioned in the beginning of the document (1 Pet 1:1), Pontus, Galatia, Cappadocia, Asia and Bithynia, suggests the planned route through which this encyclical would be taken.29 Notice that though Pontus and Bithynia had long since been made into one Roman province by the time this document was written (in fact it had happen in about 65 B.C.), our author does not mention the two regions together. This is because he is thinking of the route the document would travel. In other words this document, like Revelation, mentions cities or regions in the order in which the circular document will reach them. We may envision Peter setting out from Antioch (where we find him in the late 40s—see Gal 1—2) to reach these destinations. Edward Gordon Selwyn puts it this way: “An excellent road ran from the Cilician Gates northwards through Cappadocia and Galatia to Amisus on the Euxine [i.e., in Pontus], probably the first city on that coast to receive the Gospel; and at Mazaca [in Cappadocia] it crossed another fine route which the enterprise of Ephesian traders had utilized so effectively as to direct the commerce of Cappadocia from Sinope to their Levantine seaboard. Syrian Antioch occupied a key position in relation to both routes.”30 It is entirely possible that Paul, who knew these roads from his own early evangelistic work in Syria-Cilicia, had advised Peter in Antioch on the best ways to reach these regions, where the Jewish pilgrims lived.

One aspect of Elliott’s social analysis that simply does not work is his assumption that the audience of 1 Peter is likely to be primarily rural and are to be viewed as the sharecroppers or migrant agrarian workers of antiquity, though he allows that merchants and artisans may also be meant.31 There are various problems with this analysis. First, there is the linguistic one. This document assumes that the audiences know Greek, and indeed know it well. The letter would have been read out to them for their aural consumption. First Peter represents some of the better Greek in the New Testament, and indeed it is a rhetorically adept use of Greek as well. This does not fit the profile of the audience Elliott thinks is being addressed. Nor, for that matter, does the actual social description of the audience as registered in the document. You don’t need to warn either female migrant workers or artisan’s wives against wearing gold jewelry and fine clothes (1 Pet 3:3).

Second, as Bruce W. Winter has pointed out at length, the call to seek the good or welfare of the city in 1 Peter simply does not comport with either the notion that the audience is basically rural or with the argument that they are overwhelmingly poor. You do not ask people to do “the good” and so silence criticisms of the city, indeed even of the rulers, unless indeed there is some public good that they are capable of doing and ought to do. Winter concludes, “There must have been Christians of very considerable means to warrant [the injunction] . . . of 1 Pet 2:15.”32 These sorts of clues suggest that there are some socially elite or pretentious members of these Christian communities who need some correction and prodding. Winter is also exactly right when he points out that this document is not at all trying to inculcate an isolationist sectarian ethos, but rather is trying to prod a Christian community to overcome abuse and persecution through doing good to the neighbor as well as the community. In this way Christians could be seen as good citizens of their cities and thereby subvert charges that they are subversive. Notice the emphasis in 1 Pet 2:11-12 on the believers being “seen” to do good works. Obviously the public witness is of concern to our author.33

Third, this document’s use of the Jewish traditions and the importance of intertextual echoes for this discourse’s rhetorical effectiveness positively rule out the audience being illiterate Jewish workers, who have little or no background not only in the Scriptures but also in early Christian traditions. Fourth, it is simply untrue that resident aliens could not own things, including land in these regions. They made up a considerable portion of the population of most of these cities; although they did not have the same rights as full citizens, they could be quite prosperous, as could freedmen, for that matter. First Peter presupposes and addresses Christian households, which means he presupposes Christian household owners. As elsewhere in early Christianity, here we must assume that the spectrum of social level in these Petrine churches was considerable, ranging from slaves and poor freedmen at the low end of the spectrum, to socially rather elite and well-to-do persons at the other end. There could have been considerable status inconsistency for the latter group, being educated and having money and property on the one hand, but not being full citizens on the other and having to deal with Gentile anti-Semitic prejudice as well.

If one were to characterize the social makeup of the population of these regions, there was in fact an enormous diversity of cultures, minor languages, ethnic groups, customs, religious and political histories of those who lived in these areas.34 There are about 129,000 square miles of territory encompassed by these regions, and it is diverse and often rugged territory at that. And yet our author thinks he can address the audience as if this hardly matters. This is far more believable if he is addressing a more homogeneous group of persons in those regions—Jewish Christians. It is also far more believable if he is addressing city dwellers. The sorts of behaviors our author is critiquing are behaviors that must be directly associated with Hellenization, which was largely an urban phenomenon in these regions. Jews in general, when they began to live in these regions, were placed in cities, and they remained there, where they were subject to the vicissitudes of Hellenization. Remember—their history in this region goes back at least to Antiochus III and the last wave of Hellenization, which was more than two centuries before the writing of this document. In short, the social evidence of the document itself suggests that the addressees live in urban settings in these regions and are a reasonably homogeneous group, being Hellenized enough to know Greek and Greco-Roman cultures, but Jewish enough to recognize, appreciate and feel indebted to Jewish religious traditions and sacred texts. If this is not the case, then the rhetorical strategy of our author is not very effective.

In sum, it appears to me that it is possible, indeed likely corr ect, to read 1 Peter as a document written to an audience the majority of whom are Jewish Christians, with some God-fearers perhaps included. As such, this makes far better sense of the attribution of this document to Peter (see Gal 2:7), whether the attribution is genuine or contrived. At a minimum, it seems to me, one should not simply assume, without sufficient argumentation, that the audience of this letter was Gentiles. There are some good reasons to think otherwise. Finally, we can now say that the social resonance of the resident alien language not only comports with this conclusion; it also further strengthens it. Peter is telling the audience that not only are they resident aliens in the sense of being Jews in the Diaspora; in addition, now that they are estranged from their Hellenized ways, they are also no longer fitting in with their Gentile neighbors. Hence, they are double aliens from both non-Christian Jews and from Gentiles. Thus, the sectarian nature of this discourse becomes even more clear, as Peter seeks to carve out a unique niche for his Jewish Christian audience in their social settings.

The discussion thus far naturally leads to a discussion of what can be said about this document’s social situation and indeed of its author’s identity. That he is a Jew, few if any scholars would dispute, and a Jew who has a special affinity for the Psalms and some Isaianic material as well. That he is in addition a Jewish Christian is clear enough from the content of the document as well, and again this is rarely disputed. The next question of import is how one should take the reference to Babylon in 1 Peter 5.13. Today few would dispute that it is coded language. The actual region of Babylon went by another name during the Greco-Roman era. It is natural to compare this usage to Rev 18, where we have a woe oracle about the fall of Babylon, and the reference there is clearly enough to Rome.35 But now we must ask: If Babylon = Rome in 1 Peter 5, what does it tell us about the social situation of the author that he would use such language?36 The most reasonable answer is that he is in a marginalized condition, as a Jewish follower of Jesus, and he views his locale as the source and center of the oppression and persecution. One has to ask—Why?

If you take the time to read Romans carefully, a very different ethos is conveyed in that document when it comes to Rome. Why, in addition, does the author of 1 Peter speak of a king (basileus) rather than the emperor when he talks about governing authorities (1 Pet 2:13)? I suggest: (1) The document was written during a period of persecution, hence needing the coded language both about the city and the emperor (though the author may in addition be thinking of client kings elsewhere in the empire). (2) Only two periods best suit that description, during the latter years of the reign of Nero (contrast Romans written in about A.D. 57, during the early Neronian period), or during the time of Domitian, thus either in the mid-60s or the early to mid 90s. Our author expects the persecution to go on and to affect Christians both where he is, and perhaps where the audience is as well. This helps to explain the strong stress on the language about resident aliens. Obviously, whoever is persecuted feels alienated from the existing governance and social structures in your region. Clearly too, our author is some major religious authority figure: he calls himself an apostle and an elder in relationship to the audience.

Another piece of the puzzle comes together in realizing the implications of the echoes of earlier Pauline material (e.g., the phrase “in Christ”), earlier material from the homily of James, some of the sayings of Jesus, and finally perhaps some of the material in the Pastorals as well. In my view, 2 Timothy was written from Rome by Paul and a cowriter, Luke, in the mid-60s, after the fire and likely before Paul’s death. I suggest that 1 Peter is a document that comes from the very same place and likely during the very same time period, though for a very different audience: Jewish Christians. It does not seem to me to be an option to suggest that 1 Peter was written in the 70s or 80s, due to the reference to persecution and even suffering unto death, following the example of Christ. It is either a pseudonymous document written in the 90s, or it actually is by Peter, with the help of Silvanus (= Silas) and in the 60s. Since there are severe problems with the notion of first-century Christian pseudepigraphic letters,37 the burden of proof must be on those who want to maintain that this document is an example of such literature. I remind them that they must not only come up with a falsely attributed author but also a falsely attributed audience, and presumably one not so close in time to the end of the first century A.D. that they would recognize that this is a forgery. There are more problems with accepting that hypothesis than with accepting the traditional ascription of authorship of this document to Peter himself. And as N. Hillyer has rightly stressed, the early church without question accepted 1 Peter as authentically from Peter, while they had doubts about 2 Peter, and it rejected a whole series of other later documents supposedly penned by Peter, including the Gospel of Peter, the Acts of Peter, and the Apocalypse of Peter, all seen as unsuitable for inclusion in a collection of sacred Christian writings that came to be called the New Testament.38 Edward Gordon Selwyn is quite right that the reception of this document as authentic, and indeed as a sacred text, is early, clear, and widespread.39 It and 1 John are the only documents from among the so-called Catholic Epistles whose authenticity was uncontested in either the Eastern or Western part of the church.

The character of the discourse favors the suggestion that these congregations have been founded for some time. In my view, it is likely that Peter began evangelizing these regions in the 40s, and after the Jerusalem Council in A.D. 50 returned to these areas again. This means he certainly covered a lot of ground, and he and his coworkers had considerable success with the Jews in these areas. Among other things, this also suggests a date not earlier than the 60s for this document. My suggestion would be, based on Acts 2:9-11, that Peter followed up on the initial success he had with Diaspora Jews at Pentecost by literally following them to their home regions in due course and building on those social networks. Notice the mention of both Pontus and Cappadocia in the list in Acts 2.

Finally, at this juncture we may also stress that it is a mistake to underplay the potential danger Christians were in, in the regions addressed, once we recognize that they were not simply Jews. From the Letters of Pliny the Younger to Trajan, speaking about experiences in the first decade or two of the second century in Bithynia, we can see that Christians in this region did in due course suffer persecution and prosecution and even torture and martyrdom. Pliny in addition refers to defections from Christianity that had happened in the very same region some twenty-five years earlier (i.e., apparently in the 80s; see Pliny Ep. 10.96). Peter was right to be concerned about the effect of pressure, persecution, and prosecution and the resultant suffering on Christians in this region he had evangelized.




THE GREEK STYLE AND RHETORIC OF 1 PETER


It will be well if we discuss the Greek of 1 Peter before turning to its use of rhetoric. Happily, the Greek text of 1 Peter is rather well preserved. There are three very important papyrus witnesses to this document—[image: image]72 from the third or fourth century, which contains the full text of both 1 Peter and 2 Peter as well as other documents canonical and otherwise (e.g., Jude and the Odes of Solomon). For our purposes it is important to note that [image: image]72 stands in the textual tradition of uncials like A and B. Then [image: image]72 dates to the fourth century and unfortunately only contains 1 Peter 2:20—3:1 and 3:4-12. Also, [image: image]72 dates to the sixth-seventh century and contains parts of the first three chapters. The great uncials Aleph ([image: image], Codex Sinaiticus) and B (Codex Vaticanus), both from the fourth century, contain the whole text of 1 Peter, as do A, C and P from the fifth-sixth centuries. There are more than 550 minuscules as well dating from the ninth and following centuries that include our document as well. Since it is well represented, we may not be entirely surprised to discover that 70 of the 105 verses lack any significant textual variants at all. There are only about thirty-eight notable variants in the remaining 35 verses, and none of them significantly affect the wording or meaning of the text. This suggests that this text was widely accepted as it was, and scribes thus felt no need or especial inclination to fiddle with the text to adjust it to one or another sort of agenda. The influence of this text on other early Christian literature can hardly be doubted. It appears that the compiler of 2 Peter knows this document (see 2 Pet 3:1), and later in this volume we will have occasion to comment on the possible infl uence of 1 Peter on 2 Peter, though on the whole 2 Peter seems far more indebted to Jude.40

First Peter has a total of 1,675 words and a vocabulary of 547 different terms, of which 61 occur nowhere else in the New Testament, but 34 of those words do occur in the LXX, which certainly shapes the diction of this discourse in various respects. There are also seventy-four terms in 1 Peter that occur only twice in the New Testament. As Elliott points out, relative to its length we have the most frequent use of paschō in the New Testament (some 12 times), and also the most frequent use of the verb hypotassō. This is telling since suffering and submission are indeed two major themes of this discourse. Notable for its absence is the Pauline use of the term ekklēsia or the phrase “body of Christ,” though we do have the use of the phrase “in Christ.”41 Importantly, 1 Clement, written somewhere around 95-96 A.D., is indebted to all of the chapters in 1 Peter. What is especially telling is not merely that 1 Clement shares some 327 words with 1 Peter, but also that some of the rare words found only in 1 Peter in the New Testament are also found in 1 Clement (e.g. agathopoiia, adelphotēs, hypogrammos, ktistēs [of God], tapeinophrōn). It seems clear enough as well that Polycarp’s Letter to the Philippians, written before 140 A.D., is also indebted to our 1 Peter.42

It has sometimes been argued that the Greek of 1 Peter is too good for a Galilean fishermen. This argument has some merit, but it may be vitiated by the fact that the document itself tells us that this discourse was composed “with the help of [or ‘through’] Silvanus” (1 Pet 5:12).43 The question then becomes, How much help? Did Peter dictate the letter and Silvanus compose? Did Peter tell Silvanus in general what to say and leave it to him to draft the specifics? On the whole, the former seems more likely when we actually look at the grammar, syntax, and vocabulary used.

The Greek of this document is better than some other New Testament documents (e.g., Revelation) but not as good as we for instance find in Hebrews. It is somewhere in the middle. And as Karen H. Jobes shows, the author does not have the mastery of prepositions, the use of the genitival personal pronoun, the position of the attributive adjective, and the use of the dative case with en that we would expect from a person for whom Greek is their first language.44 The use of participles as imperatives is also hardly an example of literary Greek. As Jobes shows in detail, in this document there is rather clear evidence of Semitic interference: the author is thinking in one language and writing in another such that it affects his grammar and syntax.45 This is all the more telling since our author chooses to use the LXX when quoting the Old Testament, rather than directly translating the Hebrew. This is easily explained if the author feels his Greek is not as good as the translation of the Old Testament. Jobes is also able to show that the Semitic interference and quality of Greek in 1 Peter is comparable to what we find in 1 Thessalonians on the whole. This is especially interesting since Silvanus may well have been involved in the composition of that document as well.46

But even if the Greek of 1 Peter is seen as possible for Peter himself, with help from Silvanus as his scribe, some scholars have found the degree of rhetorical sophistication of 1 Peter beyond the reach of Peter. Before commenting on the rhetoric of 1 Peter, I need to mention that a person’s oral skills with Greek, particularly in using it for rhetorical purposes, is one thing; perfection in grammar and syntax is quite another. There are plenty of excellent preachers then and now who are skilled rhetoricians, but they do not necessarily write the most seamless prose. Paul J. Achtemeier reminds us that there were three sorts of styles of Greek in this era—Koine, Atticistic and Asiatic. In view of the audience addressed in this document, it should not surprise us that the style of Greek in this letter is not Koine but rather Asiatic, and furthermore we are dealing with deliberative Asiatic rhetoric here. Peter will have heard this style of rhetoric for years during his time of making converts in Asia and the surrounding regions. At this juncture we need to recognize Greek style and Asianism, which was so popular in this area during the 150 or so years between the time of Julius Caesar and the end of Domitian’s reign.




GREEK STYLE AND ASIANISM


Koine, or common Greek, could be called the lowest common denominator and was the most basic style of Greek that ordinary people were capable of and apt to use. It was used as a “medium of communication throughout the Near East by persons without deep roots in Greek culture.”47 Too often people assume that the New Testament reflects only this unvarnished approach to Greek. How often have we been told that the New Testament is simply written in Koine Greek? This however is not entirely true, as we should have realized once we admit that some authors’ Greek style and ability go well beyond ordinary or basic communication style Greek (e.g., Hebrews, 1 Peter). In other words, some portions of the New Testament reflect a more self-conscious and literary quality of Greek.

When it comes to the self-conscious adaptation of a style of Greek that goes beyond Koine, there were basically two options: (1) to take up an Asiatic style, or (2) to take up an Atticizing style of Greek. Using Atticizing Greek was a deliberate attempt to emulate classical Greek style, and it is not a surprise that some Christian writers of the second century A.D. did strive to do this. When they try to do apologetics in a Greek vein, they do sometimes adopt such a style. This is not what we find in 1 Peter. Instead, what we find is the more refined or mild form of the Asiatic style.

What did Asiatic style look like? George Kennedy suggests: “Asianism is a highly artificial, self-conscious search for striking expression in diction, sentence structure and rhythm. It deliberately goes to almost any possible extreme.”48 Nevertheless, there seem to have been two kinds of Asianism. Cicero (Brut. 325) says that one kind of Asian style is epigrammatic and brilliant (called smooth, sententious and euphonious), with a focus on offering utterances that are neat and charming. This was sometimes the less substantive form of Asiatic rhetoric. The other form of Asiatic rhetoric was noted for a torrent of speech, full of ornamentation, redundancy and fine language. This style was called swift and impetuous.

Cicero says that the latter style was especially prevalent in his day, when he went to Asia to study this form of rhetorical expression. He cites two first-century B.C. orators from Asia who modeled this style, Aeschylus of Cnidus and Aeschines of Miletus.49 Asiatic style was noted for a particular kind of singsong rhythm—the dichoree or double trochee was regarded as the favorite Asianist rhythm (Cicero De or. 212). We see Asiatic style quite clearly in Asian Christian writers of a slightly later period, for example in the work of Melito of Sardis.

Cicero himself, it seems, adopted the second of these two Asiatic styles, to the lament of his detractors who favored a more Attic style of Greek and rhetorical delivery.50 Notice the summary by Ann Vasaly: “The hallmarks of Ciceronian style, most of which have been identified with ‘Asianism,’ appear in the [Ciceronian] speeches of all periods, early and late. Among these we might mention: complex periodicity, often making elaborate use of parallelism; the presence of rhythm, both in the sense of the employment of clauses within periods that are carefully balanced in length and sound, as well as the employment of favored combination of long and short syllables at the end of periods . . . ; constant use of a wide variety of ornamenta, involving both word and phrase, aimed at artistic expression and often privileging sound and general impression of precision of meaning; recourse to wit, irony, wordplay, and humor; employment of variatio at all levels, including within the period, between periods, between parts of speech, as well as in the styles employed in different types of speech; and the constant appeal to the emotions, especially in the opening and closing sections of the speech.”51

So many of these stylistic features and techniques occur in 1 Peter that it is hard to understand why this discourse has not more readily been recognized as an exercise in an Asiatic style of grammar and rhetoric. Perhaps the reason is that while 1 Peter reflects the former of the two sorts of Asian style mentioned above, 2 Peter is more often associated with Asiatic style and reflects the latter more florid and torrential form that Cicero had originally adopted and adapted. For example, notice what Paul J. Achtemeier says about the style of 1 Peter:

Written in a direct if somewhat studied style, the prose is marked by such characteristics as the frequent use of comparison (1:7, 14; 2:2, 16, 25; 3:4-5; 5:8) often introduced by the particle hōs (1:19; 2:2, 5, 25; 3:7; 5:8); series of words with similar sounds (1:4, 19; 3:18), the accumulation of synonyms (1:8, 10; 2:25; 3:4), the use of anaphora to introduce parallel phrases (4:11) or to organize a passage (hypotassein, 2:13—3:1), the use of antithetic (2:14; 3:18; 4:6) and synthetic (2:22-23; 4:11; 5:2-3) parallelism; coordinate parallel expressions, first negative, then positive underlining the same idea (1:14-15, 18-21, 23; 2:16; 5:2-3), rhythmic structure (1:3-12), the frequent use of the imperative; . . . the frequent use of conjunctive participles (e.g., 1:8 . . . 11, 23) and relative clauses, which can lead to long periods (e.g., 1:17-21). Peter, along with Luke, is also unique in the New Testament in the use of ei plus the optative (3:14, 17).52


What Achtemeier fails to note is that many of these features are characteristic of Asiatic style, especially the use of long periods and the piling up of comparisons, synonyms, words that involve alliteration and assonance, and the frequent use of highly emotive language. One problem we continually confront in New Testament scholarship is the failure to realize that New Testament documents like 1 Peter are oral documents: they are meant in the first place to be heard, not read, and to have their style evaluated on the basis of an oral performance. It is unfortunate that we have no recording of the “sound” of the Asiatic style because the oral dimensions of this sort of rhetoric were important: pitch, volume, speed, intonation, voice modulation and the like (not to mention the visual dimensions such as facial contortions and gestures) all contributed to this style.53

Asiatic rhetoric was noted for its emotion and even affectation. In contrasting it with Attic rhetoric, Cicero says: “The styles of Asiatic oratory are two—one epigrammatic and pointed, full of fine ideas which are not so weighty and serious as neat and graceful; the other with not so many sententious ideas, but voluble and hurried in its flow of language, and marked by an ornamented and elegant diction” (Brut. 95, 325). Both forms of the Asiatic style were also marked by the use of repetition of various sorts to hammer home the main points, just as we find in 1 Peter. It appears that Asiatic oratory was a development of the highly ornamental style cultivated by Isocrates, who lived in 436-338 B.C. It thus had a long history before New Testament times. It was especially prized and often practiced in western Asia Minor by sophists and rhetors of various sorts.54 This thoroughly Hellenized region of the Empire had long been a haven for the rhetoric of advice and consent as well as the rhetoric of praise and blame, a trend only exacerbated with the rise of the emperor cult.

When we begin to reflect more specifically on the rhetoric of 1 Peter, one of the primary questions immediately comes to mind: Is the author trying to inculcate new values and virtues, or is he simply commending and strengthening old ones? This is another way of asking, Is he using deliberative or epideictic rhetoric in this discourse? Is he trying to change behavior and belief in the near future, or merely praise certain extant forms of these things? Here we are helped by the detailed work of Barth L. Campbell, who points out that the injunctions introducing each major section of this discourse (1 Pet 1:13; 2:11; 3:14b-16b; 4:12-13) “are not for the continuation of present and acceptable behavior. Peter gives no indication whether the conduct that he enjoins is present to any degree among his readers. He writes as if it is not.”55 This document is thus best seen as an example of deliberative rhetoric in an Asiatic mode.56 He is also right that the injunctions are general in character, not surprisingly since this is a circular letter. As such, it addresses topics of what is advantageous, expedient, profitable, necessary, honorable and their negative counterparts, and it will do this by using synkrisis—rhetorical comparisons and contrasts of various sorts as well as examples to persuade the audience to change their beliefs and behaviors.57




THE STRUCTURE OF 1 PETER


Both Campbell and Troy Martin have rightly pointed out the major flaws in a purely epistolary analysis of 1 Peter: “It can identify basic parts of the letter (prescript; body-opening, middle and closing, and postscript), . . . but it cannot account for the composition of the letter-body. Other analytical methods must be used to explain that part of the letter . . . . According to Martin, the paraenetic genre exhibits no fixed form and “therefore, the identification of 1 Peter as paraenesis does not provide an explanation of its compositional structure.”58 This is as much as to admit that we cannot account for the majority of this document’s form and structure through epistolary analysis at all. Here is where I say once more what I have stressed in the other two volumes in this series: epistolary analysis only helps us with analyzing some of the so-called Epistles of the New Testament, and even then it only helps with analyzing how they begin and end. These documents are mainly structured on the basis of rhetorical considerations, not epistolary ones, since they are oral documents, meant to be read aloud to their various audiences.

Martin is helpful in showing how various of the major images/metaphors/ ideas in this discourse cohere with each other and show that the author was careful about his composition of this document. Martin suggests that the Diaspora is the overarching and indeed controlling metaphor of this discourse, which results in two different sorts of supporting images, some general, some specific. The author sees the audience as on an eschatological journey, beginning at the new birth and climaxing when they receive final salvation at the End (1 Pet 1:3-5). On this journey one must thus be concerned to stay on the right path; hence comes the emphasis on the audience’s conduct. One of the things seen as possibly throwing the audience off track is reassimilation to the pagan environment, resulting in apostasy from the people of God. Thus the author inculcates steadfastness, hope, sobriety (see 1 Pet 1:13; 4:7; 5:8-9). Martin stresses that there are three specific metaphor clusters that unite the discourse: (1) the oikos cluster, referring to the elect household of God, and not surprisingly, then, household codes for behavior therein (1 Pet 1:14—2:20); (2) the cluster on resident aliens, visiting strangers (1 Pet 2:11—3:12); (3) cluster for sufferers of the Diaspora (1 Pet 3:13—5:11).59 Notice the drift of the argument. The audience is alienated from both its homeland, Israel, and from its immediate environment, which is pagan. In such a situation their only “home” for now is the household of God, the community of Christ; but they can expect suffering, since association with that household makes them part of a minority sect that is both illegal and subject to persecution. Martin, however, does not go further to see how 1 Peter places this development of images within a rhetorically formed discourse. For example, it would have helped his case if he could have seen that the deeper emotions—involving pathos, love or hate, grief or euphoria—are things to which 1 Peter appeals at the end of the discourse and particularly in the peroration. It is not an accident that suffering is the major image in that segment of the discourse, and its attendant emotions.

I take it as demonstrated by a whole battery of recent commentaries by Elliott, Achtemeier, Jobes, Senior and others that there is no serious case to be made for seeing 1 Peter as containing a baptismal liturgy that would then explain the form of our discourse. This older argument can be found in full in Edward Gordon Selwyn’s commentary, but it has shown to be wanting by so many of these other recent commentaries that if interested, a reader may refer to them. There is actually only one direct reference to baptism in all of 1 Peter, and it is a brief and passing one. Further, we do not have any independent evidence that such Christian liturgies were already being created in the first century, or if they were, what they looked like. Second, baptismal liturgy is not a literary genre in itself, and as C. F. D. Moule long ago pointed out, it is hard to see how a baptismal liturgy could have been dressed up as a letter and hastily sent off.60 Indeed, it is even harder to see why the rhetorical character and structure of 1 Peter has been so long ignored in favor of a later and more anachronistic explanation of the structure, such as via the baptismal liturgy theory. As we consider the rhetorical structure of 1 Peter, it will be useful for us first to put forward one of the nonrhetorical outlines that has been influential, that of J. N. D. Kelly:61


	Non-Pauline Prescript (1 Pet 1:1-2; cf. Jas 1:1)


	
Doxology or Thanksgiving Section (1 Pet 1:3-12)

[Possibly a hymn or a baptismal thanksgiving combined with 1 Pet 1:6-12 on rejoicing in suffering. Note the switch from “us” to “you” in 1 Pet 1:4, and the addition “who are kept safe,” indicating a source used.]



	
Call to Holiness (1 Pet 1:13—2:10)

A. Paraenesis of a Traditional Sort (1 Pet 1:13-19)

B. Hymn or Creed (1 Pet 1:20-21)

C. A Collage of Old Testament Illustrations (1 Pet 1:22—2:10)

[Kelly, Peter and . . . Jude, p. 23: “Indeed, what knits together all these disparate scraps, so diverse in their provenance, is this confident promise that, however harassing his experiences, the Christian who sets his hope on Christ will never be put to shame, since God has raised Him from the dead and given Him glory (e.g., 1:13, 21; 2:6).”]



	
Social Code and Haustafel (1 Pet 2:11—3:12)

[Note the catchword connection at the end of Psalm 34 quote linking “harm” in the Psalm to what follows.]



	
Addressing the Audience’s Problems of Persecution (1 Pet 3:13—4:19)

Closing Advice to Preserve Community Unity (1 Pet 5:1-5)

Typical Closing (1 Pet 5:6)

Eschatological Sanction (1 Pet 5:4, 6)

Call to Steadfastness (1 Pet 5:8-9)

Doxological Remarks (1 Pet 5:10-11)

Closing Greetings (1 Pet 5:12-14; cf. James and 1 John)





From the above we can see that the letter is largely practical in nature and ethical in content, though with much more theology than James or Jude. Kelly adds: “His correspondents’ troubles are the ever-felt background of every paragraph, sometimes emerging into the open, but always determining his selection and manipulation of catechetical, liturgical and hortatory matter; and it is they, illuminated by the passion of Christ Himself, which inspire and give point to his paradoxical summons to exultation.”62

Barth L. Campbell provides us with our first full-fledged rhetorical outline of 1 Peter:


	Epistolary Prescript (1 Pet 1:1-2)


	Exordium (1 Pet 1:3-12)


	Argument 1 (1 Pet 1:13—2:10)


	Argument 2 (1 Pet 2:11—3:12)


	Argument 3 (1 Pet 3:13—4:11)


	Peroratio (1 Pet 4:12—5:14)




Though broadly speaking this outline is helpful and correct, there are some problems. First Campbell wants to see the discourse as having each argument introduced by a proposition. So, for example, 1 Peter 1:13-16 and 1 Peter 2:11-12a and 1 Peter 3:13-16b are all seen as propositions.63 This is not normally how a single discourse would structure things. Normally the proposition for the whole discourse would come at the end of the exordium and before all the arguments on behalf of the proposition. Second, 1 Peter 4:12—5:14 is surely much too long and diverse us to consider it as the peroration of this discourse. Surely 1 Peter 5:12-14 is an epistolary closing like the ones we find in Paul’s letters. It is far better to take 1 Peter 4:12—5:5 as giving further deliberative arguments about suffering and leadership, and count 1 Peter 5:6-9 as the peroration, with a concluding doxology in 1 Peter 5:10-11. Note how clearly this peroration in 1 Peter 5:6-9 echoes the initial proposition in 1 Peter 1:13-16, where the themes of self-control and hope for the future are also brought forth. This thus is a discourse that issues a call to holiness, which entails self-control, avoidance of old patterns of behavior and temptations, purification through obedience to the truth, endurance of suffering and following good examples like that of Christ and the author.64

I propose a more exact and helpful rhetorical outline:


	Epistolary Prescript (1 Pet 1:1-2)


	Exordium: Thanksgiving for So Great a Salvation (1 Pet 1:3-12)


	Propositio: You Are Holy and Have a Hope, So Live Accordingly (1 Pet 1:13-16)


	Argument 1: Living as Redeeming Resident Aliens (1 Pet 1:17—2:10)


	Argument 2: Submission to Authority Figures (1 Pet 2:11—3:12)


	Argument 3: Suffering and Self-Control (1 Pet 3:13—4:11)


	Argument 4: Sharing the Sufferings of Christ (1 Pet 4:12-19)


	Argument 5: Appeal to the Elders and the Youth (1 Pet 5:1-5)


	Peroratio: Humility and Self-Control in Suffering (1 Pet 5:6-9)


	Closing Doxology (1 Pet 5:10-11)


	Epistolary Postscript (1 Pet 5:12-14




But whose rhetoric is this? Is Peter capable of such rhetoric? According to church tradition that goes back to Papias and is probably reliable, Mark wrote down the Petrine remembrances about Jesus in his Gospel,65 and there is some evidence that there was an Aramaic original for some of that document.66 If there is truth in this tradition, it suggests that Peter needed some help in communicating in Greek, at least in written form. Thus 1 Peter 5:12 becomes crucial.

Unlike in 1-2 Thessalonians, where Paul indeed is the speaker but wants to make known that two other authority figures involved in founding the church in Thessalonica (Silvanus and Timothy) are also standing behind him and are in agreement with what is said in the discourse, 1 Peter makes no such claims about the authority of Silvanus. He is not mentioned until the end of the document, and at its beginning stands Peter the apostle alone. In deliberative rhetoric the assertion of one’s authority at the outset, establishing one’s ethos and indeed the tenor of the document, was crucial. This discourse is presented as an authoritative word from Peter, presumably to his various converts.

What, then, was the role of Silvanus? It is true some scholars have attempted to see 1 Peter 5:12 as claiming that the letter was sent to these various churches through Silvanus the letter carrier. There is a problem with this conclusion. If one diagrams the Greek sentence in question, leaving out the subordinate clauses, it reads: “Through Silvanus . . . I wrote to you briefly.” Silvanus may well have carried this document through these regions, just as he carried the letter from the Jerusalem Council meeting (see Acts 15), but this Greek sentence surely claims more. Notice that we do not have the verb “send/sent” in 1 Peter 5:12, unlike what we find in Acts 15:22-23, where it seems clear that the reference is to a letter carrier rather than a letter writer, as is also the case in Ignatius’s letters (Ign. Phld. 11.2; Ign. Smyrn. 12.1). It was the normal practice for an author who used a scribe to take up the pen toward the end of the document and add a few words of his own. We see this in various Pauline letters (e.g., Rom 16:21-23; Gal 6:11; Col 4:18), and there is no reason to think the situation is different in this case, considering where Silvanus’s name is mentioned. It is difficult to judge how much Silvanus contributed to what we have here, but since he is not claimed as an “author” even at this juncture (here Peter says, “I wrote . . .”), we may assume that at most he simply played the role of scribe or amanuensis so far as the composition of the document is concerned. He may in addition have been its deliverer and interpreter.67

Like Paul, Silvanus may well have received good training in Greek and in rhetoric in Jerusalem, a training that Peter will not have received while growing up in Galilee and before his conversion. Since there is some evidence of Semitic interference in 1 Peter, it may well be that Peter dictated in Aramaic and Silvanus wrote in Greek, looking at and transcribing from his own copy of the LXX when quoting the Old Testament; or perhaps Silvanus was himself bilingual but more literate that Peter and so he framed Peter’s words in better Greek and better rhetorical style. Peter’s spoken Greek may well have been better than his written Greek, as is so often the case in such oral multilingual cultures. This being the case, we may conclude that the voice is decidedly the voice of Peter if we trust the rhetorical claim of the document itself, even if the hands are the hands of Silvanus. Indeed, as we shall see, there are hints in the text that the author has a direct knowledge of the trial of Jesus (1 Pet 2:21-24), the transfiguration of Jesus (1 Pet 5:1), the specific command of the risen Jesus in John 21:17 (see 1 Pet 5:2), and the footwashing by Jesus (1 Pet 5:5). When we couple this with some ten echoes of Jesus’ sayings, no author better fits these facts that Peter himself.68 But up to this point we have said little about Peter the man. Once Petrine authorship seems reasonably likely, then one has to ask about the man himself.




THE PETER OF THE NEW TESTAMENT AND EARLY CHRISTIAN HISTORY


Some 188 times the New Testament mentions Peter, and there can be no question that he is the most well known of all the original disciples of Jesus.69 His proper Hebrew name was “Simeon” (Acts 15:14), with “Simon” being the Greek form of the same name, which he is called some twenty-two times in the New Testament. Since it was well known that Peter was not the man’s proper name, some twenty-seven times we see the phrase “Simon, called Peter,” and at 2 Peter 1:1 we even have the hybrid “Simeon Peter.” Double names, or a name and a nickname, were not uncommon in this era and culture.70 Before this time, neither kephas nor petros were ever proper names in Aramaic or Greek. According to John 1:43 and Matthew 16:18 (see also Mk 3:16), Jesus gave Simon the nickname “Cephas,” meaning “rock” or “rocky.” It obviously stuck because Paul is content to use only the nickname at 1 Corinthians 1:12; 3:22; 15:5; Galatians 2:9, 11, 14, or its rendering in Greek (Gal 2:7-8). Perhaps it is not accidental that Paul uses the Greek form first when writing to the Galatians, but he uses only the transliteration of the Aramaic in 1 Corinthians. He never uses both the Aramaic and the Greek form of the nickname together, since that would be redundant. It seems clear especially from Matthew 16 that the nickname is meant to imply something about Peter’s character or career or both.

The name of Simon’s father was Jonah (Mt 16:17), which apparently was rendered as John on some occasions (see Jn 1:42; 21:15-17). My theory as to why it is always “son of John” in the Fourth Gospel is that the author is not a Galilean disciple but rather a Judean one who has chosen to render the name more helpfully into sound-alike Greek for his audience in Asia Minor. From multiple sources we also know that Peter had a brother named Andrew (Mk 1:16, 29; Jn 1:40, 44; et al.), and that he had a wife as well (1 Cor 9:5; Eusebius Hist. eccl. 3.30.1-2), though her name and the mother-in-law’s name are unknown (cf. Mk 1:30 and par.). The Fourth Gospel properly identifies Simon’s hometown as Bethsaida (Jn 1:44), and we know from Mark that his mother-in-law’s house was in Capernaum, a house that seems to have become home base for Jesus and his disciples. Both houses in Bethsaida and Capernaum have been well excavated: in the former we have evidence of a fisherman’s rather spacious home (complete with courtyard where fish hooks and other fishing paraphernalia were found); and in the latter we have evidence of the first Christian house church, complete with graffiti that goes back to at least the second century A.D., probably the locale of the house referred to in Mark 1:29 and Matthew 8:14. The archaeological evidence reminds us that fishermen were not illiterate peasants. Indeed, they could be rather well-to-do and as businessmen needed to be able to read and write, including in Greek.71 What Acts 4:13 indicates is that Peter was not a scribe or Torah scholar, being untrained in the finer points of exegesis and oral tradition. He was not a man of “letters” (agrammatos). This in no way suggests that he could not read or write, or even do these things well. Notice that Peter was not a cosmopolitan person. He was noted for speaking with a recognizable Galilean accent (Mk 14:70 and par.).

Peter was apparently the first of the called disciples (Mk 1:16-18; cf. John 1:40-42), and he is listed first in lists of the Twelve (Mk 3:16-19 and par.). He really is just about the only member of the Twelve for whom we can tell something about his personality. He is variously portrayed as dense about some things (cf. Mt 16:22-24; Mk 9:5-6; Jn 13:8-10; Acts 10:14; 12:9), vacillating (cf. Gal 2:11-14) or quixotic even to the point of being cowardly at times (Mk 14:31, 66-72), yet after Easter he was capable of being quite determined and loyal and courageous most of the time (cf. Jn 21:15-17; Acts 4:10; 5:1-10; 11:2-17; 15:6-17). We must as well bear in mind that Peter was not only the spokesman for the Twelve, but he was a pioneer as well in his public confession of Jesus’ identity (Mk 8), his seeing of the risen Lord, apparently in isolation as well as with other disciples (cf. 1 Cor 15:5; Lk 24:34), and also in reaching out to Gentiles for the sake of the gospel (Acts 10; Gal 2:11-14).

What Peter did after Pentecost in A.D. 30 and until his death in about 66-67 is subject to debate and dispute. If in the early days he was the head of the Jerusalem Church (see Acts 1—4), this office seems to have been passed on to James when Peter went on the road as an evangelist to Jews (Acts 12). This event seems to date in the early 40s. We can probably date it to just before the death of Herod Agrippa in A.D. 44 (Acts 12:20-23; Josephus Ant. 19.343-352). In due course, and after some missionary work in Judea, Samaria, perhaps Galilee (Acts 1—12), then in Antioch (Gal 2) and on to Asia Minor, Peter eventually ended up in Rome. This seems clear not only from 1 Peter but also from 1 Clement 5.1-4 and Ignatius To the Romans 4.3. There is substantial tradition that Peter preached in Rome and was the one whose memoirs ended up in a Gospel that John Mark wrote (according to Papias, Irenaeus, and Clement of Alexandria: see Eusebius Hist. eccl. 2.15; 3.11; 3.39.15; 5.8.2-3; 6.14.5-7). First Clement 5.4 indicates that Peter died in Rome at the end of the Neronian persecution (cf. Eusebius Hist. eccl. 2.25.4-8, citing Tertullian, Gaius, and Dionysius of Corinth as witnesses).

Nothing in this brief survey suggests either that Peter was the letter writer to match Paul, or that he was incapable of at least orally dictating a document like 1 Peter. What is perhaps most important is that we must take very seriously what Paul tells us in Galatians 2, that Peter was the major apostle to the Jews. That was the focus of his ministry. One assumes that in the Jewish Christian community in Rome (mentioned at length and by name in Rom 16), Peter made his final mark, and from that context wrote to his earlier Jewish Christian converts in western Turkey. In other words, the substance of the story of Peter supports the conclusion we have been reaching in this study: (1) Jewish Christianity had something of a life of its own, though there was cross-fertilization with more Gentile congregations started by the Pauline mission. (2) These congregations continued to exist well into the latter decades of the first century and beyond. (3) Apparently Peter, perhaps along with James and Jude, was in charge of these congregations and was their apostle until late in the 60s.

Peter was not the apostle of all Christians everywhere, much less the founder of the church in Rome, which arose long before Peter or Paul ever came there. He however was the most important of all the disciples of Jesus, with one foot in the ministry of Jesus and one foot in the early church, bridging and linking the two. He helped keep Jewish Christianity alive and growing even after the death of James the Just in A.D. 62. He helped spawn the first Gospel, and he wrote the crucially important letter we know as 1 Peter. Scot McKnight observes:

We can discern in Peter an “about-face” over the question of Jesus’ death: from outright rejection (Matt. 16:22) and denial (Luke 22:54-71), to restoration (John 21), to preach the death and vindication of Jesus (Acts 2), to finding in the death of Jesus the ultimate paradigm of Christian existence (1 Peter 2:18-25) . . . . His name change included Jesus’ prediction of his role in the development of the early church: Simon would be a “foundation,” a “rock,” . . . upon whom the church would be built. In light of this, Peter developed the metaphor of Christians as “living stones” (2:4-8).72


Accordingly, Peter’s legacy loomed large after his demise in Rome, and 2 Peter is a fitting tribute to this legacy, seeking to extend it at the cusp of the second century A.D. We cannot call him the first bishop in Rome, but when it comes to evaluating who, humanly speaking, most shaped and contoured the movement known as early Christianity, other than Jesus himself, we can certainly call Peter one of the two most important disciples of Jesus in the first century, the other being Paul.




BIBLIOGRAPHY FOR 1 PETER


Unfortunately, we are not well blessed with good introductory books about 1 Peter. There is Phillip B. Harner’s slender volume What Are They Saying About the Catholic Epistles? (New York: Paulist, 2004), but there is not a lot of meat on that bone when it comes to 1 Peter since the author is covering too many documents in just 150 pages, with only seventeen pages for 1 Peter. Still, there is some good introductory information in those seventeen pages. This lack of a good introductory textbook on 1 Peter is in some ways odd since we have so many good commentaries on 1 Peter, not to mention numerous good monographs and articles. There is the volume edited by Charles Talbert, Perspectives on 1 Peter (Macon, Ga.: Mercer, 1986), but it is out of print and no longer than Harner’s volume.


Commentaries on 1 Peter

Of the brief more-popular level commentaries on 1 Peter, I commend the following: (1) C. E. B. Cranfield, The First Epistle of Peter (London: SCM Press, 1950). (2) Wayne Grudem, 1 Peter (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1988). (3) Norman Hillyer, 1 and 2 Peter, Jude, NIBCNT 16 (Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 1992). (4) I. Howard Marshall, 1 Peter, IVPNTC (Downers Grove, Ill.: InterVarsity Press, 1991). (5) Scot McKnight, 1 Peter, NIVAC (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1996). (6) Donald P. Senior and Daniel J. Harrington, 1 Peter, Jude and 2 Peter, SP 15 (Collegeville, Minn.: Liturgical Press, 2003). In terms of exegesis, the most substantive of these commentaries are Marshall and Senior, though Senior is mainly just following Elliott (see below). David L. Bartlett’s “The First Letter of Peter,” in The New Interpreter’s Bible, vol. 12 (Nashville: Abingdon, 1998), pp. 229-319, packs a lot into ninety pages, but one wishes for a bit more.

Of the midlevel commentaries, four can be recommended: (1) Ernest Best, 1 Peter, NCB (London: Oliphants, 1971). (2) Peter H. Davids, The First Epistle of Peter, NICNT (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1990). (3) Leonhard Goppelt, A Commentary on 1 Peter (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1993), an edited and translated edition of the 1978 German work, which is especially good on comparing 1 Peter to the Qumran material. (4) Karen Jobes, 1 Peter, BECNT (Grand Rapids: Baker, 2005). All of these are useful, but the last two are more substantial and detailed.

There are several omnibus volumes that contain brief commentaries on 1 Peter. Of those we may commend John Calvin, The Epistle of Paul the Apostle to the Hebrews, and the First and Second Epistles of St. Peter (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1963), J. N. D Kelly’s A Commentary on the Epistles of Peter and of Jude, BNTC (London: Black, 1969), James Moffatt’s The General Epistles, MNTC (London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1928), and Pheme Perkins’s volume First and Second Peter, James and Jude, IBC (Louisville: John Knox Press, 1995).

Of the technical commentaries, pride of place should go to Paul J. Achtemeier, 1 Peter, Hermeneia (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1996), for its clarity and scope. More detailed, and indeed too detailed, is John H. Elliott’s massive tome 1 Peter, AB 37B (New York: Doubleday, 2000), with 956 pages. Quite useful is J. Ramsey Michaels’s 1 Peter, WBC 49 (Waco: Word, 1988). The volume that shaped the discussion thereafter in the English-speaking world is the still useful work by Edward Gordon Selwyn, The First Epistle of St. Peter (London: Macmillan, 1946), which has gone through a massive number of reprints. See also Francis W. Beare, The First Epistle of Peter, 3rd ed. (Oxford: Blackwell, 1970).

Of the foreign language commentaries, certainly C. Spicq’s Les Épîtres de Saint Pierre, SB (Paris: Gabalda, 1966) has been helpful, as has Eduard Schweizer’s Der erste Petrusbrief, 3rd ed., ZB (Zurich: Theologischer Verlag, 1972). Influential in seeing 1 Peter as a pseudepigraphon has been Norbert Brox’s Der erste Petrusbrief, EKKNT 21 (Zurich: Benziger, 1979), which is grounded in his earlier monograph Falsche Verfasserangaben: Zur Erklärung der frühchristlichen Pseudepigraphie, SBS 79 (Stuttgart: Katholisches Bibelwerk, 1975). One of the apparent effects of the general conclusion that 1 Peter is a late pseudepigrapha is that German scholars have not paid as much attention to this document as one might have expected when it comes to studying early Christianity in general, and Jewish Christianity in particular, which is unfortunate. Certainly one needs to consult the commentary by Reinhard Feldmeier, Der erste Brief des Petrus, THKNT 15/1 (Leipzig: Evangelische Verlag, 2005). Even though it is too brief, it is a rich resource.




Monographs on 1 Peter

There is a host of good monographs on 1 Peter of various sorts. We have already spoken of the influential work of John H. Elliott, A Home for the Homeless: A Sociological Exegesis of 1 Peter, Its Situation and Strategy (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1981), and we should also mention his earlier study The Elect and Holy: An Exegetical Examination of 1 Peter 2:4-10 and the Phrase Basileion hierateuma, NovT-Sup 12 (Leiden: Brill, 1966). Of a quite different nature but equally important has been David L. Balch’s Let Wives Be Submissive: The Domestic Code in 1 Peter, SBLMS 26 (Chico, Calif.: Scholars Press, 1981), which came out in the same year as Elliott’s monograph. Both of these works pioneered certain kinds of sociological approaches to 1 Peter. On ancient households and the family of faith, see now David L. Balch and Carolyn Osiek, Families in the New Testament World: Households and House Churches, FRC (Louisville: Westminster / John Knox, 1997); and Joseph H. Hellerman, The Ancient Church as Family (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2001). Still extremely valuable is the little monograph by Edwin Arthur Judge, The Social Pattern of the Christian Groups of the First Century (London: Tyndale, 1960). Powerful confirmation for my thesis about Hellenized Jewish Christians in Asia and the surrounding provinces can now be found in Rodney Stark’s Cities of God: The Real Story of How Christianity Became an Urban Movement and Conquered Rome (San Francisco: HarperCollins, 2006). Also helpful in analyzing the contribution of ancient scribes to written documents authored by others is E. Randolph Richards, Paul and First-Century Letter Writing: Secretaries, Composition, and Collection (Downers Grove, Ill.: InterVarsity Press, 2004).

Of other monographs of importance and influence, we can commend the influential study of William Joseph Dalton, Christ’s Proclamation to the Spirits: A Study of 1 Peter 3.18—4.6, 2nd ed., AnBib 23 (Rome: Pontificial Institute Press, 1989). Important from the rhetorical side of things are Steven Richard Bechtler, Following in His Steps: Suffering, Community, and Christology, SBLDS 162 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1998); especially Barth L. Campbell, Honor, Shame, and the Rhetoric of 1 Peter, SBLDS 160 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1998); and Troy W. Martin, Metaphor and Composition in 1 Peter, SBLDS 131 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1992). Lauri Thurén’s two monographs are also of some importance in this area, both his The Rhetorical Strategy of 1 Peter (Åbo, Finland: Åbo Academis forlag, 1990) and more recently his Argument and Theology in 1 Peter: The Origins of Christian Paraenesis, JSNTSup 114 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1995). From a different literary angle is Philip L. Tite’s Compositional Transitions in 1 Peter: An Analysis of the Letter Opening (San Francisco: International Scholars Publications, 1997). While not qualifying as a full monograph, Ralph P. Martin’s little study of 1 Peter’s theology in The Theology of the Letters of James, Peter and Jude, by Andrew Chester and Ralph P. Martin, New Testament Theology (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994), pp. 87-133, is quite helpful. A helpful volume in beginning to assess the impact of Is 53 on Jesus and his followers is William H. Bellinger Jr. and William R. Farmer, Jesus and the Suffering Servant: Isaiah 53 and Christian Origins (Harrisburg, Penn.: Trinity Press, 1998); unfortunately, it offers little discussion of 1 Peter and the relevance of its data for the discussion.

Of the German monographs, the work of Reinhard Feldmeier, Die Christen als Fremde: Die Metaphor der Fremde in der antiken Welt, im Urchristentum und im 1 Petrusbrief, WUNT 64 (Tübingen: Mohr, 1992), has had a large impact. His commentary (2005) is equally useful. We may also note a monograph by William L. Schutter, published in English by a German company: Hermeneutic and Composition in 1 Peter, WUNT 30 (Tübingen: Mohr, 1989). Of general importance to this study is Paul R. Trebilco’s Jewish Communities in Asia Minor, SMTSMS 69 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991), which has the merit of framing the questions in the right manner, especially when it comes to trying to identify the audience of 1 Peter. Especially interesting is his discussion of how Noah became a local folk hero in Asia Minor, and even emperors issued coins with Noah’s picture on it!




Studies on Peter Himself

There are too many studies to mention that deal at some length with Peter himself. The well-written though skeptical study by Michael Grant, Saint Peter: A Biography (New York: Scribner, 1994), is an interesting read. One may also profit from the essays written and edited by Raymond E. Brown, Karl P. Donfried, John Reumann et al., in Peter in the New Testament (Minneapolis: Augsburg, 1973), though some contributions are rather dated by now; what makes this study interesting is that it emerges from ecumenical discussions between Catholics and Lutherans. A helpful Catholic study by a fine New Testament scholar is that of Pheme Perkins, Peter: Apostle for the Whole Church (Columbia: University of South Carolina Press, 1994). Often overlooked though equally scholarly is Carsten Peter Thiede’s Simon Peter: From Galilee to Rome (Grand Rapids: Academie / Zondervan, 1988). If we count Grant’s approach as minimalist, then Thiede’s is maximalist, and Peter in the New Testament stands somewhere in between. One may also now want to consult the relevant chapters in Ben Witherington III, What Have They Done with Jesus? (San Francisco: Harper-SanFrancisco, 2006). An older study that still has some good data in it is Daniel William O’Connor’s Peter in Rome: The Literary, Liturgical, and Archaeological Evidence (New York: Columbia University Press, 1969). On Peter and others as church elders, see now R. Alastair Campbell, The Elders: Seniority within Earliest Christianity (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1994).
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