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This volume is dedicated to one of the great teachers of the New Testament in the modern era, David M. Scholer. David, I learned much from you during my time in your classes and as your Byington Fellow, not the least of which was that the Pastoral and the Johannine Epistles are very interesting documents indeed. I would not be who and where I am had you not encouraged and taught me along the way some thirty years ago in Massachusetts. It has been said, “We become what we admire,” so you are partly to blame for me being a teacher. Thank you for showing me what a gracious and generous Christian pedagogy looks like.



Preface


The study of New Testament documents that appear to be letters goes on apace, with no sign of letting up. I say “appear to be” because some of the works being examined in this volume and its two sequels are in fact not letters, but rather homilies of a sort. Yet they continue to be characterized as letters. In specific, 1 John is not a letter; it is a homily. The same should be said about Hebrews, James and perhaps Jude, which will be examined in the ensuing Letters and Homilies for Jewish Christians.

It is of course true that there are some minimal epistolary elements at the end of Hebrews and at the beginning of James, but this is because these documents are sent to Christians at some distance from the author. That 1 John does not have such elements is telling; it may have been written for the author’s own congregation, or at least those house churches in the author’s own city. In any case, these three volumes undertake the study of some of the least examined portions of the New Testament: the Pastoral Epistles, the Johannine Epistles, Hebrews, the Petrine Epistles, James and Jude. These documents have been very poorly described either as the General Epistles (in the sense of their content being generic), which by and large they are not, or as the Catholic Epistles (in the sense of their being for a universal audience), which also they are not. These documents, like the rest of the New Testament, are situation specific even when in individual cases they address audiences in several locales.

The taxonomy that I have chosen to follow in three volumes on these New Testament letters and homilies is simple. I have divided the volumes according to the socioreligious context for which they were written. This sometimes involves grouping texts together that are written to the same specific socioreligious group (e.g., Jewish Christians are the recipients of Hebrews, James and Jude), and sometimes it involves grouping texts together written to Christian congregations that exist in the same socioreligious milieu and even the same regional context (e.g., the audiences of the Pastoral and the Johannine Epistles).1 This sort of social division of the material has not, to my knowledge, been attempted before, and I think that it sheds some new light on these documents and their provenance, character and importance. For now, it is sufficient to say that these oft-neglected documents did not get into the canon by accident, although the admission of some of them—for example, the second and third Johannine Epistles—was debated. They provide an important window on Christianity from the 60s-90s A.D., as we will see.

A word in advance about the translations in this volume is necessary. I have tried my best to render the Greek according to the character of the Greek itself—smooth where it is smooth, rough where it is rough. I am not striving for a good idiomatic English translation that smooths out all the rough spots in the text. My goal, rather, is readable English that is nonetheless closer to the literal edge as far as translations go and tries to follow the Greek word order wherever possible. In this manner I hope to give those readers who do not know Greek a feel for those places where translation is difficult, and so help them understand why different translators make different decisions about the text.

With these three volumes I will have completed my long-term project of exegeting the entire New Testament. I am grateful to my friends at InterVarsity Press, especially Jim Hoover and Dan Reid, for allowing me the privilege of completing the work in this fashion in these volumes. It has been a long and interesting journey, and one that prepares for another, as I hope thereafter to write a two-volume New Testament theology based on all these exegetical labors.



Sola Deo Gloria
Pentecost 2006
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General Introduction to the Commentaries



ON ROASTING OLD CHESTNUTS:
THE ISSUE OF EPISTOLARY PSEUDEPIGRAPHA


The issue of pseudepigrapha within the canon of Scripture is a critical one from an exegetical, theological and hermeneutical point of view. Do we really have documents in the New Testament that are falsely attributed to one apostolic figure or another? If we do, what does it say about their authority? Are there deception or truth-claim issues involved? Too often, New Testament scholars either dodge these issues or assume that there really is no problem one way or another. Since several of the documents within the present three-volume series are often assumed to be pseudepigraphal, it is necessary at the outset to deal with this issue in some depth.


Preliminary Considerations

What difference does it make whether some of these documents are pseudepigraphal or not? As it turns out, the answer is: a great deal in several ways. As David A. deSilva rightly notes, the issue of pseudepigraphy makes an enormous difference in the way one reconstructs the history of early Christianity and the development of its theological and ethical thinking.

For example, if the epistles known as James and Jude come from the 40s or 50s A.D. and are responding to issues that existed then, possibly including matters arising from the Pauline communities about faith and works, then we have a window into some of the differences in the earliest forms of the Christian faith and in the views of its leading figures. If, on the other hand, these documents are pseudepigrapha from the 80s or 90s, at least James should perhaps be seen as a Jewish Christian document reacting to, rather than being in dialogue with, the Pauline legacy. Again, if the Pastoral Epistles are not authored by Paul, then we cannot conclude that Paul himself chose to structure his communities as he was about to die, in the way we see ecclesiology expressed in these letters. These are but two examples, but it should be clear that the authenticity question matters in terms of history, theology, ecclesiology and ethics, to mention but a few relevant topics.1

It is important to stress at the outset that one needs to evaluate the question of pseudepigraphy on a genre-by-genre basis. It is clear that there were pseudepigraphal apocalyptic works both in early Judaism (e.g., portions of the Enoch corpus) and in early Christianity (e.g., the Apocalypse of Peter). Indeed, one could even argue that pseudepigraphy was a regular feature of the apocalyptic genre of literature.

One cannot, however, demonstrate that about ancient ad hoc letters. By “ad hoc,” I mean situation-specific letters written to a particular audience. Although one could make a case for circulated letters of a very general sort accommodating or comporting with the practice of writing pseudepigraphal letters, it certainly is more difficult to make such a case for a particularistic letter.

Elsewhere I have given reasons why I think that a convincing case for the pseudepigraphy of 2 Thessalonians or Ephesians or Colossians cannot be made, though the strongest case has been made for Ephesians, precisely because it is likely to be a circulated document and more of a homily than a letter.2 My concern is not to rehearse those arguments here, but rather simply to alert the reader that it is not just the documents in the present three-volume series that are discussed when New Testament pseudepigraphy is the subject of conversation. All the documents must be examined on a case-by-case basis. In this commentary we must ask, Do we have pseudepigrapha amongst the Pastoral Epistles or the General Epistles? We may also want to ask, When we are addressing such questions, does it make a difference if a document is a homily rather than a letter?

The truth is, the more that one studies this issue, the more complex it becomes. For example, what counts as authorship? Could a document that contained a source document from a famous person (perhaps at the beginning of a composite document) be attributed to that person? The answer to this question is yes. In fact, we see this in two very different sorts of documents in the New Testament. In 2 Peter we clearly have a composite document, borrowing much of Jude, but also using a Petrine source in its first chapter.3 We also see this phenomenon in the Gospel of Matthew, which uses a special Matthean source, which, I would argue, goes back to the apostle Matthew.4 Second Peter is a composite discourse of sorts and falls within the parameters of this study. This reminds us that we must not import into this discussion various modern notions of authorship and intellectual property. The issue is the scope or the flexibility in ancient conceptions of authorship and intellectual property. Were there in fact ancient notions of intellectual property and plagiarism?

Let us consider briefly another issue that possibly affects this matter. We know that Paul used secretaries, as Romans 16:22 makes evident, and in addition he tells us at the end of Galatians and 2 Thessalonians that he is taking up the pen, which means that he actually wrote or penned only a minority of the words in some of his genuine letters. This raises the pertinent question of whether he might have done something other than just dictate to a secretary. Might he have had a secretary compose a draft to which he then would make alterations? Might he, with plans to revise or correct later, have allowed scribes considerable latitude in composing? Multiple stages of composition are not all that likely, for three reasons: (1) Paul was a man on the move, and so often he was in a hurry; (2) often he had to respond quickly to urgent and emergent circumstances, and his letters bear the mark of this in various places; (3) writing materials were expensive, and paying a scribe was very expensive; and there are enough infelicities and gaps in the genuine Pauline letters to suggest that these documents were never revised, and thus that often they bear the marks of initial dictation. Incomplete sentences are a dead giveaway.5

What is more plausible is that Paul, if he was in extremis, might well convey his thoughts orally to a trusted colleague or coworker who would then write them down and send them off for Paul. This seems certainly to have been within the parameters of ancient views of genuine authorship rather than pseudepigraphy. We do not in fact find this happening in letters such as Philemon or Philippians, where Paul is still able to dictate letters to those present and send them off while he is under house arrest.

The Pastoral Epistles are perhaps a somewhat different story. One could argue that if Paul was under duress and not far from the time of execution, he would have had neither the leisure nor setting wherein he would likely be able to dictate letters, nor would many people have free access to the man. Perhaps only one trusted friend or colleague who could bring food and convey messages orally (and later write them down) could come to him at a time if he were under close supervision in the Campus Martius, the military camp on the edge of Rome. This might be the case with 2 Timothy, and if so, we might well expect its style to be rather different from the earlier Paulines. However, this does not explain why all the Pastoral Epistles manifest a rather uniform style that in some respects distinguishes them from the earlier Pauline letters. Furthermore, it does not explain at all the character of 1 Timothy and Titus, both of which were written while Paul was apparently still a free man and not in Rome. We must look elsewhere for answers to these sorts of questions.

In my judgment, the real dividing line between a genuine letter and a pseudepigraphon is whether the material comes from the mind of a particular person, not whether it fully reflects that person’s grammar and syntax and vocabulary. To this I would add that a genuine letter comes not only from the mind, but also from the hand, of the author, or is inscribed upon the author’s request or behalf.6 This seems to have been well within the scope of ancient views of what counted as authorship. I will say more about the Pastoral Epistles in this regard shortly.7




Epistolary Pseudepigrapha and Intellectual Property in Antiquity: Framing the Discussion

At this juncture we must consider the issue of epistolary pseudepigrapha in antiquity and the whole question of intellectual property. This must include a discussion of how the early church fathers in the second and third centuries viewed this issue of authorship and intellectual property, and the ethics of pseudepigraphy. We may assume that their views would not have differed radically from Christians in the first century, though that may be debated. We will tackle these issues together.

First we may ask, Were there epistolary pseudepigrapha in early Judaism and early Christianity of the first two centuries A.D.? The answer to this question is surely yes. We have documents such as 4 Ezra from the Jewish side, and the Epistle to the Laodiceans from the Christian side, though the latter surely is a second-century document created on the basis of the hint in Colossians 4:16 that there was such a letter.8 These examples make clear that such documents existed. Neither of these documents ended up either in the Jewish or the later Christian canon, so we may wish to ask why they were excluded or, better said, not considered for inclusion in those canons.9 In any case, we cannot deny that there were at least a few such documents in play in the New Testament era or a little after it in the relevant religious communities.

This fact raises the important issue of whether such pseudepigraphal documents prompted any ethical questions for early Jews or early Christians, or rather was the creation of such documents simply accepted as part of the literary conventions of the time. We are plagued in part with inconsistent definitions of what might amount to a pseudonymous document within the scholarly community, and so answers to the ethical question have often varied.

Richard Bauckham attempts a taxonomy of such documents, dividing them into various categories. He immediately precludes documents that would have been written within the lifetime of an apostolic figure, but not by him. Bauckham concludes that it is highly unlikely that any such documents exist in the New Testament.10 Bauckham helps us in various ways to see how difficult it would have been to pass off a pseudonymous letter that was situation specific. For one thing, as he says, not only does the “I” in a pseudonymous letter not refer to the named author, but also the “you” does not likely refer to the named audience, not least because that named audience would likely recognize the document as a forgery!11 He concludes, “But in no indubitably pseudepigraphal letter known to me are the supposed addressees and the real readers identical.”12 The actual author can only address the actual audience under a literary fiction that involves not only his, but also the audience’s, real identity.

There is, then, the issue of distance in time and space as well. For a pseudonymous document to work effectively, it needs to be written in the name of a famous enough person at a great enough remove from its putative author and audience that its authority and authenticity would be less likely to be challenged. This presents a serious problem for claims about New Testament letters, all of which, with the possible exception of 2 Peter, were written before the end of the first century A.D., which is to say before the apostolic eyewitnesses or those who had contact with the eyewitnesses had all died off.

For the sake of clarity, by the term “pseudonymous,” I am not referring to anonymous documents such as Hebrews, nor am I referring to composite documents that have at least some source material by the author whose name is appended to the document. Here we are helped by the more precise definition offered by I. Howard Marshall: “A text is pseudonymous when it is not by the person whose name it bears in the sense that it is written after his death by another person or during his life by another person who was not in some way commissioned to do so.”13

We may further refine this discussion by pointing out, as David Meade has done, that we probably should distinguish between pseudonyms that are fictitious and those that are borrowed from real human beings.14 We may also wish to bracket out the use of actual names of ancient or legendary worthies (e.g., Abraham, Isaac), as no one in the first century would have been deceived into thinking that such figures were still composing documents during the canonizing era. The issue has to do with the use of real names of contemporary or near contemporary persons who were known religious authority figures in that era. The motive for pseudonymity would in fact vary from genre to genre, because, for example, in a pseudonymous apocalypse what is going on is the attempt to pass off history writing as prophecy retrojected into the mouth of a renowned ancient religious figure. The issue of prophecy does not necessarily arise in this way with pseudonymous letters.

Another point is in order at this juncture. It could be argued that the canonical documents given the names “James” and “Jude” are not pseudonymous because even though they are not written by the actual brothers of Jesus, they nonetheless are written by some other unknown early Christian figures who really had those names. This theory is quite problematic precisely because these are documents that both present themselves as being written by Jesus’ actual brothers and certainly viewed as such in subsequent centuries by Christians. Indeed, they would not likely have been included in the canon had they not been viewed in that light. So, it is doubtful that the issue of these documents and pseudonymity can be resolved with that artful dodge.

There is another consideration from an ancient educational standpoint. There was a rhetorical exercise called “impersonation” (prosopopoeia). This exercise was even taken on by schoolboys, where they would try to write a speech as if they were a famous person speaking—Caesar or Alexander, for instance. This rhetorical technique is in fact found in the New Testament in Romans 7:7-13 when Paul speaks in the first person as Adam, a figure introduced in Romans 5.15 However, this rhetorical exercise was limited in scope, and to my knowledge it involved only speeches or discourses, not the composition of written documents, particularly letters, using a famous person’s name. In addition, in the use of this rhetorical device there was no attempt to deceive or to use someone else’s authority to achieve some nefarious aim in these rhetorical exercises. It was also always a famous person from the past who was to be impersonated.

Our concern is with documents that could actually be called forgeries because there was at least some attempt to deceive some audience, near or far.16 Deceit is deceit, whether it is for political or financial or personal or spiritual gain. The issue is whether we have documents in the New Testament purporting to be by one person, a famous person, but really by another who has not been authorized by the famous person to write. It is interesting that it was not until 1792 that an English scholar, Edward Evanson, first suggested there might be pseudepigrapha in the New Testament.17 Prior to that time, this was not an issue of real debate in the church when it came to canonical books.




Nondeceptive Pseudepigrapha? Views in the Early Church

Scholars in the modern era have often suggested that although there are definitely pseudepigrapha in the New Testament, there is in them no attempt to deceive. It has also sometimes been added by such scholars that the writers were writing in the spirit, or as part of the legacy or school, of Paul or Peter or James, or even that they were pneumatic persons who could speak for others or in others’ names.

On the surface of things, it is historically plausible that something like the school idea could have happened. We have, for example, the case of Pythagoras. Iamblicus tells us that his disciples wrote in his name, since they attributed to him all that they had learned (Vit. Pyth. 158, 198). Although it certainly is conceivable that this practice could have happened with disciples of Paul or Peter or James, on closer inspection there is a problem with this sort of reasoning. The disciples of Pythagoras were not writing situation-specific or ad hoc documents to some particular audience using their master’s name. They were writing philosophical treatises—a very different matter.

If we consider, for example, 2 Timothy or Titus, these letters contain so many personal details and appear to be addressing a particular historical situation that it is hard to avoid the conclusion, if they are pseudepigraphal, that there is an intent to deceive the audience, trying to make it appear as if they are by Paul’s own hand, not merely written in the spirit of Paul.18 We also have no sound historical evidence that Paul or Peter or James ever had “schools” in the sense that we may talk about Greco-Roman schools where people were trained to speak and write like famous persons. Discipling certainly went on; the sources are quite silent as to whether apostolic coworkers or disciples of apostles were trained to imitate the writings of their apostolic figures.

Furthermore, it is perfectly clear that nonapostles, or those who were not even eyewitnesses of much of what they wrote, such as Luke or Mark, felt free to write in their own names, and their works were included in the canon under their own names. We also have anonymous New Testament documents that were deemed to have integrity and authority and were included in the canon (e.g., Hebrews, 2-3 John).19 We also have composite documents like 2 Peter, which do have a link with the reputed author. These things are all demonstrable, and they make it unlikely that there would have been a felt need for pseudepigraphy in the New Testament era, unless someone really did have the desire to deceive and felt a lack of authority to speak in his or her own voice or anonymously.

There are further problems with facile reasoning that pseudepigraphy would not have been a problem in the first-century church. Sometimes this reasoning takes the form that we find in James Dunn’s work, in which he argues that since pseudepigrapha were not a problem for early non-Christian Jews, they would not have been a problem for early Christian Jews. Dunn of course points to writings such as 1 Enoch and 4 Ezra or the Letter of Aristeas.20 The problem with these examples, as E. Earle Ellis has shown, is that 1 Enoch is an apocalyptic work attributed to an ancient legendary figure, which means that it is of a very different ilk than ad hoc letters, and 4 Ezra likewise is a document attributed to an ancient figure. The Letter of Aristeas, though called a letter by Josephus (Ant. 12.100), is clearly some kind of treatise, like those produced by the students of Pythagoras, and so it does not demonstrate acceptable pseudepigrapha in early Judaism. Furthermore, these documents were not included in the Hebrew canon, which was fully formed by the end of the first century A.D. or the early second century A.D.21

It thus is hard to see how these examples support the notion that Jews or Jewish Christians would not have had problems with an epistolary pseudepigraphon, especially if it claimed to be by a near contemporary or apostolic figure.22 As Richard Bauckham himself says in evaluating the possibility of a document such as James or Ephesians or 1 Peter (which are circular documents) being a pseudepigraphon, “the more exegesis tends toward envisaging a specific situation as addressed in these letters, the less likely pseudepigrapha becomes.”23 We may add also that the closer the documents were written to the time of their putative author, the less likely they could pass as genuine. As we will see, all of the New Testament documents that we are analyzing herein are in varying degrees situation specific, with the possible exception of 2 Peter. The other documents that we will be dealing with are not just offering vague generalities, nor are they general paraenetic treatises.

Bauckham makes the helpful point that only 2 Peter among the New Testament letters contains indications that it is addressing its immediate and a later audience (see 2 Pet 1:12-15, especially v. 15).24 This suggests that it has a broader intended scope than ad hoc letters. In fact, it appears to be the only New Testament document that is not really situation specific. It could, then, be a pseudepigraphon, but only if it does not contain a Petrine source, which it certainly appears to do, just as it contains source material from Jude and elsewhere, but I will say more about this in due course.

It is also not cogent to argue, as Dunn does, that on this matter we may distinguish the attitude of Jewish Christians in the first century A.D. from that of Gentile Christians in the second century A.D. We have no historical basis for such a distinction that suggests that pseudepigrapha were fine by early Jewish Christians in the first century, but not for later Gentile Christians. It is of course true that there were additional reasons to object to pseudepigrapha in the second-century church and later, but that is another matter.

There are indeed clear objections by second- and third-century Christians to such a practice. For example, the Muratorian Canon, perhaps our earliest canon list (other than that of Marcion), makes note of the Epistle to the Laodiceans and the Epistle to the Alexandrians as “forged in Paul’s name” by Marcion’s supporters. Two other classic examples are the supposed correspondence between Jesus and King Abgar and between Paul and Seneca.25 There was a document called 3 Corinthians, composed by a bishop (!) in the second century, who said that he did it out of admiration for Paul. But when this author confessed to being the originator of this document, Tertullian says that he lost his ecclesiastical position (Bapt. 17).

Some of these later documents did take the form of letters, so again we certainly cannot deny there were pseudepigrahical letters in early Christianity. But also we cannot deny that there were perceived to be real problems with such documents. One can also point to Tertullian’s judgment, in the very same document cited above, of the Asiatic presbyter who composed the Acts of Paul and Thecla (= Acts Paul 3). The man was brought to trial and defrocked for the composition of this document, and Tertullian says that this is exactly what should have happened with a forger. One can also point to the famous story of Bishop Serapion of Antioch, who around A.D. 200 first approved the reading of the Gospel of Peter in Rhossus in Syria, but when he read the book and realized that it was being used to support the docetic heresy, he found some parts of the book to be unorthodox and therefore a forgery (see Eusebius Hist. eccl. 6.12, 3-6).

If we go even further into church history, we can cite the example of Salvian, a priest in Marseilles, who is called on the carpet by his bishop for forging a document in the name of Timothy around A.D. 440. Or again, there is Jerome, who actually catalogued types of pseudepigrapha, dividing them into forgeries and falsely attributed works. He listed various criteria for discerning forgeries: (1) Could homonyms be the cause of the false attribution? (2) Is the book in question inferior in subject matter or content to other works by the same author? (3) When was the work written in comparison to when the putative author lived? (4) Do statements in the book contradict or conflict with the undeniably authentic documents by this person? (5) Is the style of the work appropriate to its language, author and time of composition?26 There are a variety of such stories that may be cited from early church history.27

One then can understand the argument that Dunn has made, that these sorts of judgments happened because by the second century and later there were heretics afoot in the church, and this prompted a heightened concern about which documents were authentic and which were not. But I would point out that this concern about forgeries and also about false teaching did not arise for the first time in the second-century church. In fact, we definitely see this concern already in 2 Thessalonians 2:2 and elsewhere in the Pauline corpus, where Paul takes the trouble to sign his documents to guarantee that they are from him (see Gal 6:11; 2 Thess 3:17; 1 Cor 16:21).




Forgery and Intellectual Property in the Greco-Roman World

Forgery certainly was an issue in the first century A.D., and not just within the confines of the church. In a classic study, Bruce Metzger, followed now by Terry Wilder, showed that there was definitely a concept of intellectual property in the ancient Greco-Roman world, and it was seen as a scurrilous practice to put words into someone else’s mouth to damage them, or even to secure greater credence and authority for one’s own ideas (the latter being more to the point for our interests).28

First, Metzger is able to show that ancient authors had a serious concer n about the production of forgeries using their names. For this reason, Galen, for example, even wrote a book entitled On His Own Books to let people know which works were genuine and which were not.29 In this book he both listed and described his original works to avoid pseudepigrapha being pawned off as his own work.30 Of course, this story also shows that forgeries were not uncommon, but the important point is that Galen objected to such practices and did not see it as a harmless literary convention that everyone accepted. Second, Metzger points out “that persons in antiquity were aware of the concepts of forgery and plagiarism is plain from the existence of a wide range of words used to describe and condemn such practices e.g., κιβδηλευειν, νοθευειν, παραχαρατειν, πλατειν, ῥᾳδιουργειν. . . . That scholars in antiquity were able to detect forgeries, using in general the same kinds of tests as are employed by modern critics is also well attested.”31

Furthermore, there were specific literary practices that ancient writers used within their documents to protect their intellectual property from being co-opted, added to, or subtracted from. Terry Wilder puts it this way: “A writer could protect his work by: (1) pronouncing a curse in the document to warn others against altering it [see Rev 22:18-19]; (2) binding the authorial attribution with the text by means of a seal or an acrostic; (3) making known the document’s size by citing the exact number of lines/stichoi in it [see, e.g., the very end of Josephus’s Antiquities ]; (4) informing others of what the work contained in chronological order; or (5) using trusted friends to circulate his writings before they could be altered or distorted.”32 All of these practices were known and used in the first century A.D., and we find some of them in use in the New Testament. Another practice used for such authentication was to inscribe a personal signature, as Paul did, which was not in fact a regular practice in ancient letter writing in the Greco-Roman era.

Furthermore, we find evidence that when falsification was discovered to have happened, there were moves to correct the problem. The example of Diogenes Laertius may be cited. Diogenes tells us that Athenodorus, the librarian of Pergamon, was caught having falsified some existing Stoic works (7.34). Once discovered, the falsified material was eliminated, and the original writings restored to their original form. Another good example is the lament of Quintilian that only one of his famous rhetorical court speeches was properly published (emiseram). He goes on to complain that although many speeches circulated under his name, they had few words in them that were actually his (Inst. 7.2.24).

In a detailed study, Wolfgang Speyer33 points out that there was already in the sixth century B.C. in Greece a concept of intellectual property. For example, Herodotus, the father of Greek historiography, questions whether Homer authored the Cyprian poems (Hist. 2.116-117). Aristotle doubted that Orpheus authored the Orphic poems (De an. 1.5). Furthermore, there seems to have been a growing awareness and concern about this problem as we progress toward and into the first century A.D. Diogenes Laertius speaks of how Xenophon tried, to no avail, to claim that the published works of Thucydides were his own (Lives 2.57). We regularly find critical and discerning comments about the issue of authorship in Greco-Roman writers. Cicero comments that he doubts that the Sibylline Oracles are authentic or inspired (Div. 2.85, 110-112). The Roman historian Suetonius argues that some works attributed to Horace likely were spurious, due to their style (Vit. Hor. 3). Suetonius even says that Augustus himself condemned those who wrote under another person’s name (Aug. 55). He adds a story involving the Emperor Claudius about a man found guilty of forgery. Claudius had the forger’s hands cut off once he was convicted of the crime (Claud. 15). Such examples could be multiplied,34 but these are quite sufficient to make the point.

Frederik Emanuel Torm was right when he concluded, “The view that religious circles of Greco-Roman antiquity ‘understood pseudonymity as a literary form and straightway recognized its rightness’ is a modern invention.”35 Pseudonymity was not seen as an acceptable literary practice; rather, it was seen as a serious literary problem in the Greco-Roman world, and it could even incur criminal penalties. Christian reactions to forgery in the second and third centuries as cited above were not atypical of the entire early Christian period. This of course does not mean that modern conceptions of copyright law applied in antiquity, but a strong case can be made that there was a clear understanding of intellectual property and personal integrity when it came to claiming authorship of some document. Plagiarism was recognized as a real problem, not an approved literary device.




And So?

Some New Testament scholars have frankly recognized this problem and have drawn the logical consequence for how one would have to view documents such as the Pastoral Epistles if indeed they are pseudepigrapha. Lewis Donelson puts it this way: “In the interest of deception [the author of the Pastoral Epistles] fabricated all the personal notes, all the . . . commonplaces in the letters . . . and any device that . . . might seem necessary to accomplish his deception.”36 This, it seems to me, is the honest and inevitable conclusion that follows once one realizes that there was no accepted ancient literary convention that involved epistolary pseudepigrapha and if one concludes that the Pastorals, or other New Testament documents, for that matter, are pseudepigraphal.

Ellis goes on to show at length how one has to conclude that if documents such as the Pastoral Epistles and 1-2 Peter are pseudepigrapha, then these documents surely did intend to deceive the audience about this matter, for they excoriate all guile, hypocrisy and deceit while at the same time practicing it in literary form.37 Ellis is particularly concerned about apostolic pseudepigrapha (i.e., using the names of Paul, Peter, James, Jude). He concludes, “The role of the apostle in the earliest church, the evidence for literary fraud in Greco-Roman antiquity, and the New Testament letters themselves combine to show that apostolic pseudepigrapha were a tainted enterprise from the start. At no point in the church’s early history could they avoid the odor of forgery. Only when the deception was successful were they accepted for reading in the church, and when they were found out, they were excluded.”38

One must then ask how in the world this might comport with one further factor: early Christians writers such as Paul believed that both orally and in writing they were speaking the word of God, a truthful word, not merely the words of human beings. This is already evident in what is generally recognized as Paul’s earliest letter. He says, “And we thank God continually because, when you received the word of God, which you heard from us, you accepted it not as a human word, but as it actually is, the word of God, which is at work in you who believe” (1 Thess 2:13). The word of God was spoken and written by figures such as Paul, and this is how they viewed their communications. The documents attest to a concern for truthfulness in all things, especially since the word of God was being communicated.

Finally, it is worth reiterating why successfully devising a pseudepigraphon would have been especially difficult. Carl Joachim Classen puts his finger on it: “Most poems, works of fiction, novels are written for the world at large for future generations; and this applies to historical accounts as well. Letters, on the other hand, are more immediately relevant, addressed to an individual or a specific group at a specific time in a particular situation, though there are, of course letters composed to be preserved and published and appreciated also later for their literary form or for their content.”39 Just so, and this remark sets up a series of questions that one needs to ask about the New Testament letters that we will be dealing with in the present volumes, but most of all it makes clear how difficult it would be to produce a successful pseudepigraphon—it would likely have to be situation and content specific, but for a situation and with a content that did not actually address the putative audience, but rather another and later one.

Here are the questions for our study: (1) Do the letters that we are examining appear to be situation specific? The answer to this question seems to be yes, with the exception of 2 Peter. (2) If they are not situation specific, do they show signs of addressing a broader audience over a longer period of time? Again, 2 Peter is the exception, as it seems to be such a document, but not the other letters. (3) Do these letters have literary pretensions? We must distinguish here between a facile use of literary and rhetorical devices and literary pretensions. We do find the former in some of our documents, but one would be hard pressed to argue that any of these documents, including 2 Peter, were deliberately written for the purpose of publication or later literary appreciation. We may question whether any of these documents would then have been viewed as valuable or of lasting merit if they are pseudepigraphal.

In light of all these considerations, what must we conclude? At the very least, we must reject the older paradigm of F. C. Baur and others that assumed the general acceptability of epistolary pseudepigrapha to early Jews and Christians because it was an acceptable literary genre or literary practice. There were various inhibiting factors to such letters being accepted either within or outside of the Jewish and Christian sectors of society. There was indeed a concept of intellectual property and also of plagiarism in the Greco-Roman world. Thus, although there may be pseudepigrapha within the New Testament, the burden of proof falls squarely on the shoulders of those who make that claim. In this study we will consider authorship of the letters case by case, or in some instances group by group (i.e., the Johannine Epistles).






THE QUESTION OF SERMONS AND HOMILIES IN THE NEW TESTAMENT


Since the early church period, it has not been unusual to misclassify a document as a letter. Two good examples of this phenomenon will suffice. First, there is the document known as 2 Clement, which, although called a letter by Eusebius (Hist. eccl. 3.38), clearly gives evidence of being a sermon read aloud to a congregation (2 Clem. 15:2; 17:3; 19:1). Second, there is the book of Hebrews, which [image: image] 46, one of our earliest witnesses, positions between Romans and 1 Corinthians. In the uncials (A, B, C, H, I, K, L, P) it is placed after 2 Thessalonians but before the Pastoral Epistles. In both instances the handling of the document shows that it is viewed as a letter, indeed as some sort of Pauline letter in the case of Hebrews.40

It is important as well to recognize that one could argue that rhetorical discourses, such as Paul’s letters contain, which were orally delivered in worship services as part of those services, also served as sermons of a sort. In fact, almost the entire discussion of homilies in the Anchor Bible Dictionary is taken up with the issue of the use of rhetoric in shaping early Christian proclamation.41 But what do we really know about ancient Jewish and Christian sermonizing? In fact, apart from what we find in the New Testament, we know very little about early Jewish sermonizing. But perhaps we are not looking in the right places or in the right ways.



On Jewish Sermons

We need to understand from the outset that ancient sermons may have looked quite different from modern ones. For example, ancient sermons were not necessarily expositions of a particular, or even of two or three, biblical texts. Of course, there was no New Testament when the writers were living, and thus for them the Old Testament was the sacred Scripture (see 2 Tim 3:16).

But even so, there were early Christian sermons based on a variety of resources. There were of course sermons based on Old Testament texts, but also sermons based on early Christian tradition, including the Jesus tradition, and sermons based on general biblical themes. Also there were rhetorical discourses using all kinds of resources. Expository preaching of the Bible was not the only thing going on in the first-century world of Jewish or Christian preaching. Where, then, should we begin to explore this matter?

Part of the problem in discussing this matter is that there is considerable debate about the existence of synagogues in the first century A.D., “synagogues” here meaning purpose-built Jewish religious buildings. This clouds the issue of what could have been going on in such places.42 Most scholars have concluded that there were in fact synagogues in the first century A.D., not merely because they are mentioned in the book of Acts, but because Josephus also mentions them (J.W. 2.285-291 [adjoining another plot of land in Caesarea Maritima; cf. J.W. 7.43-44, about one in Antioch]), and because of the inscriptional evidence (SEG 17, no. 16) from Berenice in Northern Africa, dated to A.D. 56, which speaks of the repair of a synagōgē—clearly not a reference to people! We may also point to the purpose-built structures at Masada, the Herodium, and at Gamala. We now have also the careful argument of Rainer Riesner that there is evidence in Jerusalem itself of the existence of synagogues in the New Testament era. We may also point in particular to the Theodotus inscription.43 We may conclude, then, that there were such synagogue buildings. But what went on in them?

It seems clear that the synagogue was not yet the very formal institution that it was to become after A.D. 70. The very fact that Paul, as an unknown visiting speaker, could be repeatedly invited to speak in such places all over the eastern Roman Empire should tell us that early synagogues, at least in the Diaspora, did not have a fixed rotation of proclaimers.

The earliest clues that we have on synagogue worship come from Philo of Alexandria (Leg. 3.162-168; Mut. 253-263), and what he tells us indeed suggests a less formal institution that met sometimes in homes and sometimes in purpose-built buildings, and met for prayer and what we might call Bible and religious study—an early version of Hebrew school—and some form of worship on Shabbat (Friday evening). Later talmudic evidence about a lectionary cycle of readings, sometimes anachronistically projected back into the first century, probably is not that relevant. But what we can say is that there is clear evidence of the reading of Torah in the worship service and its exposition in some form.44

We look to the brief synopsis offered in Luke 4:16-27, which may provide us with some clues. There we have reading of Scripture, exposition of a sort, and exhortation in reply to the response of the audience. There seems clearly enough to have been an interactive dimension to this experience. Questions could be put to the speaker, who would answer, perhaps after the initial exposition. We know that there were early rules of exegesis laid down by Hillel in the first century (the so-called Seven Rules). One would comment on a particular text and then relate it to other texts, sometimes in a sort of chain reference or catena-like citation (cf. Philo Spec. 2.62; Prob. 81-82).45




On the Rhetoric of Jewish Christian Sermons

What comports with this picture is what we find recorded in Luke’s synopses of synagogue sermons offered by early Christians such as Paul. We may compare, for example, Acts 13:15-41. Notice in verse 15 that there is an invitation to offer “a word of exhortation” (logos paraklēseōs ), the very same phrase used to describe the highly Jewish and textually oriented discourse that we call Hebrews (Heb 13:22). This suggests that at least one form of synagogue homily involved paraenesis based on Scripture exposition. In other words, it had an ethical and practical aim; it was not just an expounding of interesting ideas. This is hardly surprising, since early Judaism was more focused on orthopraxy than on orthodoxy.46

Lawrence Wills, in an important essay, has argued that this “word of exhortation” form of homily had three parts. First came the exempla, which was a reasoned exposition of the main thesis, usually with illustrations from one or more Scriptural text. This part laid out the facts, sometimes in narrative form, and illustrated them. Second came the conclusions based on those facts laid out in the first part of the homily. This section was introduced by words such as dio (“therefore”) or dia touto (“through this” or “because of this”) or some other Greek particle or conjunction. Third came an exhortation, usually with imperatives.47

It is argued that this three-part form can be seen in the following Jewish and Christian texts: Wisdom of Solomon 13-15; Testament of Reuben 5:1-5; Testament of Levi 2:6—3:8, Testament of Benjamin 2:5; 3:1; 6:6; 7:1; 8:1; Acts 2:14-40; 3:12-26; 13:14-41; 20:17-35; 1 Corinthians 10:1-14; Hebrews 1:1—2:1; 1 Peter 1:3-11; 1 Clement 6:1—7:2; 42:1—44:6; Ignatius, Ephesians; and the Epistle of Barnabas. Building on the work of Wills, and to some extent critiquing and refining it, C. Clifton Black noticed that in fact this threefold pattern is an ancient rhetorical pattern such that the first part of the homily corresponds with the rhetorical narratio, the second part corresponds with the proposition and the arguments based on the narration (probatio), and the final exhortation corresponds with the peroration. In fact, this form reflects a primitive sort of deliberative rhetoric whereby one is trying to modify the audience’s belief or behavior in some way in the near future.48

This following of a rhetorical format in early Jewish and Christian preaching should in no way surprise us. It was part of the harvest of Hellenism even in Israel. The rhetorical handbooks or guidebooks to persuasive speaking in Greek had been in circulation from the fourth century B.C., and there can be no doubt that this heavily influenced even early Judaism. In fact, one may see the Qumran community as a reaction to the over-Hellenization of early Judaism in Jerusalem. But their protest did not stem the tide of Hellenization. The building program of Herod the Great was intent to turn Jerusalem into a cosmopolitan city influenced by Greek culture, as the building of the theater and the hippodrome right in the shadow of the temple makes evident. There was in fact a school of rhetoric right in Jerusalem during Paul’s day, and we need not doubt that it affected the preaching of those who spoke in synagogues where Greek was spoken, including in Jerusalem.49

We must also reckon with the influence of Jewish schooling in a more general sense as well. Speaking of students at a sabbath school in Alexandria, Philo tells us that what was taught to these students: “They were trained in piety, holiness, justice, domestic and civic conduct, knowledge of what is truly good or evil, or indifferent, and how to choose what they should do and avoid the opposite, taking for their defining standards these three—love of God, love of virtue, love of people” (Prob. 83). This almost reads like a summary of many of the major topics discussed in these early Christian letters and homilies (see, e.g., 1 John), and we may be reasonably sure that these same sorts of topics of orthopraxy were regularly preached in the synagogues, as well as in early Christian house churches.

It is, then, insufficient to note that Luke presents his early Christian sermon summaries in rhetorical format in the book of Acts, as if this were something that Luke imposed on sermons that had no such format. It is more likely that his work reflects the earlier patterns that he had seen and heard in synagogues and elsewhere.50 For example, the rhetorical form of Hebrews is now well established, though there is of course debate about the particulars.51 This is a profoundly Jewish Christian sermon in rhetorical format. As such, it fleshes out for us what such sermons could look like both in the synagogue and in the church, and this one is intended for Jewish Christians, so it gives us an even clearer picture of what sort of discourse was thought to be viable by and for Jews, including Jewish Christians.

It becomes clear, as we will see, that telling stories and drawing lessons from biblical material and early Christian experience, and even from personal stories, were often the basis of such preaching. The narration of salvation history, Christ’s story, personal history or some combination of these was the platform from which conclusions were drawn and exhortations made. As Larry W. Hurtado has recently rightly emphasized, it was the experience of God in the risen Christ in crisis events, in worship, in fellowship, that led to the expressions of faith and sermonizing that we find in the New Testament. The experiences led to the profound searching and researching of the Scriptures, now read through christocentric glasses, and what resulted were remarkable Christian prayers, hymns, sermons and a host of other things.52 These documents, which we will be examining, are part of the literary residue of such remarkable Christian experiences and reflections.

Of course, it is true that not all early Christian sermons followed a rhetorical pattern. One would be hard pressed to find such a pattern in some of the material that we will be studying in these volumes. What we can say at this juncture is that 1 John, James, Hebrews and probably Jude should be seen as homilies of one sort or another, with Hebrews most closely following rhetorical conventions. These documents have either no or very minimal epistolary elements, and they should never have been analyzed primarily as letters in the first place. On the other hand, we have the Pastoral Epistles (perhaps excepting 1 Timothy, which is more of an exhortation) and 2-3 John, which definitely can, and probably should, be analyzed primarily as letters. This is the sort of genre division that will guide our study in these volumes.

What is important to recognize about all these documents is that they are intended to be pastoral in character and are not, in any case, theological or ethical treatises. Their uses of Scriptures and other resources are primarily homiletical rather than exegetical in character, and what we actually find in these documents is not theology and ethics, but rather theologizing and ethicizing into specific situations, done in a manner meant to persuade. These documents are, by and large, words of exhortation, with ethics and practical matters to the fore, although theology is not neglected.

One might ask, What is the real importance of these documents, tucked away toward the back of the New Testament canon? We can answer that they are very important. They give us a window on early Christian life between the middle of the first century and the early second century. Indeed, they are some of the very few resources that directly deal with this largely hidden period of time. Acts, as we are well aware, stops its narrative in about A.D. 60-62 with Paul in Rome, and it is the only historical monograph that we have from and about the first-century church. The Gospels, though written later, provide no direct evidence, but only indirect evidence, of what Christian communities were like in the last third of the century. In this regard, the Gospels are unlike these sermons and letters, which do provide a more direct window into this important period as the apostles were dying off and the torch of Christian faith was being passed to another generation. Although the book of Revelation, especially chapters 1-3, does give us a glimpse of church life in the 90s in Asia, it is only a glimpse in passing, for John’s focus is primarily on the future. There is much to be gained from close analysis of this material if we are to understand the end of the apostolic era and how the transition was made to a time when there would no longer be apostles. But there is another reason why this literature is crucial, and to that we now turn.





The Rhetoric of Christian Preaching

In her detailed lectures, Averil Cameron has shown that Christian discourse going all the way back to the first century A.D. and forward into the Middle Ages was one that was shaped by, and sought to shape, society. It was not shaped merely by and for its own conventicles and churches. Christianity was profoundly an evangelistic enterprise, so it is not a surprise that it would adopt and adapt the familiar and popular forms of speaking and writing of the day and use them to its own ends to convict, convince and convert many for Christ. Cameron aptly says,

Christianity was not just ritual. It placed an extraordinary premium on verbal formulation; speech constituted one of its basic metaphors, and it framed itself around written texts. Quite soon this very emphasis on the verbal formulation of the faith led to a self-imposed restriction—an attempt, eventually on the whole successful, to impose an authority of discourse. And eventually—though only after much struggle and with many variations—this approved discourse came to be the dominant one in the state. The story of the development of Christian discourse constitutes part of the political history. . . . Early Christian rhetoric was not always . . . the specialized discourse its own practitioners often claimed it to be. Consequently its reception was easier and wider ranging than modern historians allow, and its effect correspondingly more telling. The seemingly alternative rhetorics, the classical or the pagan and the Christian, were more nearly one than their respective practitioners, interested in scoring off of each other, would have us believe.53


If we wish to understand early Christian preaching, then at least a good measure of our attention must be focused on various of these documents that we will examine in these volumes. Likewise, if we wish to understand pastoral advice and exhortation in an age when apostolic influence was waning or even (in the case of 2 Peter) perhaps over, we will do well to look closely at these documents. Furthermore, if we want to understand why it is that later great church fathers such as Clement of Alexandria, Tertullian, John Chrysostom, Melito of Sardis, Gregory of Nazianzus, Augustine and many others used rhetorical forms in their preaching and teaching, we will want to look closely at these documents, for it was both the wider culture and the original Christian source documents that draw on rhetorical forms and practices, which led to that sort of rhetorical sermonizing after the apostolic age. We even have a figure such as Lactanius (A.D. 250-300), who taught rhetoric prior to his conversion and continued to use it afterwards, gaining fame as the “Christian Cicero.” In short, I am arguing that there is some real continuity between the way the early church sermonized and advised in the first century and the way the church continued to sermonize and advise, using rhetoric in various ways, well into the Middle Ages and beyond.

Of course, there were some such as Tertullian or Jerome, who, once heresy began to arise in a persistent way, raised questions about the use of rhetoric in early Christian discourse and acts of persuasion. Tertullian famously asked, “What has Athens to do with Jerusalem? What concord is there between the Academy and the Church?” (Praescr. 7). Jerome asked, “What has Horace to do with the Psalms, Virgil with the Gospels, or Cicero with the Apostles?” (Epist. 22.29). Perhaps both men were feeling something of a guilty conscience, since both had used rhetoric in the service of the faith in the past!

The point that I wish to make, however, is that this tension is little in evidence in the first-century documents. Although Andrew Overman is right that “as early Christian preaching was more and more influenced by classical rhetoric and its techniques and conventions, certain Church Fathers began to feel a tension between rhetoric and Christian preaching,”54 this tension is not really evident in the earliest period. Paul and the author of Hebrews especially were happy to use rhetoric as a means of shaping proclamation and acts of persuasion.

In short, we should not think that it was Christianity’s adaptation to Greek philosophy and rhetoric in the second century and in following centuries that accounts entirely for what we find in prominent later proclaimers and pastors such as John Chrysostom and Augustine. The church began to go down this path already in the first century, especially in the person of Paul, and this means that there is a formal continuity of sorts between the earliest proclamation and the developing discourse of early Christianity. Recognizing this factor can help us better understand the development of early Christianity in the postapostolic period.

But there are also some important social corollaries to what I am saying. Christian literature was far from simple or ordinary. For example, Christian letters often were far longer, more complex and more intellectually challenging than common letters of the era. This means in turn that at least the writing leadership of the early Christian movement was not merely literate, but in some cases rather well educated, especially in things like rhetoric, which was in fact a part of Greco-Roman education before one got to its highest levels.

The Christian movement was led by some who, at least educationally, were among the elite of society, for only 10 percent of the general populace was literate to this degree or in this way. Although this Christian elite may have been small in number, they were huge in influence in their own day and later, for it is their documents that have been preserved in the canon of the New Testament. And if we read Paul’s letters and Acts closely, we can see a regular pattern of some of the elite being converted, and then they use their homes and resources to provide a venue for Christianity to exist in a particular locale. This pattern seems to have continued in the second-century church and beyond that time.

The social and discursive situation had already been set in motion in the first century A.D., especially by the apostle to the Gentiles and his coworkers, for the future of the church was to largely be with Gentiles. And if we look for one reason why Christian proclaimers were having so much success, it is in part because, as Averil Cameron says, “certain elements in the body of discourse loosely called Christian in the first two centuries were in fact extremely well suited to the cultural conditions of the early Empire.”55 I and many others have been pointing out lately that Paul, for example, takes up the rhetoric of the imperial cult and simply transfers it and applies it to Jesus; but this is only one example of a sophisticated rhetorical move meant to persuade a largely Gentile audience about Jesus.56 There were many such sophisticated intellectual and rhetorical moves used by early Christians to persuade a diverse Greco-Roman world, a world that had in common the Greek language, Greek culture and Greek rhetoric.

Christianity did not strive to be a reclusive cult; it wished to convert as much of the populace as possible. In that process it offered discourse that both insiders and outsiders could understand. More to the point of this study, since we are examining documents written exclusively to Christians, discourse was offered that those who used to be outsiders but were now insiders could grasp, appreciate and embrace. Since it is Paul who sets something of the paradigm for subsequent proclamation, discourse and letter writing (in this study we will see his mark in Hebrews, 1 Peter and James), it is well that we begin with those documents attributed to him at the end of his life: the Pastoral Epistles. To them we now turn.
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Introduction to the Pastoral Epistles

The Search for the Last Words of Paul



ISSUES OF PROVENANCE AND CHARACTER


What are the Pastoral Epistles? The answer to this question may seem self-evident to some, but in fact 1-2 Timothy and Titus were never called the Pastoral Epistles before the eighteenth century. They were not necessarily lumped together in the minds of earlier Christians before the rise of historical criticism in the nineteenth century. But once they were associated with each other, they came to be studied together, for better or for worse. In my view, the close association of these three documents is not without good reason. They are the last three Pauline letters written, they share certain features of Greek style and certain themes, and so they deserve to be studied together. Despite these similarities, each of these letters also needs to be recognized for its own distinctive features and social setting.

Today there is no shortage of studies on the Pastoral Epistles, whether we are thinking about commentaries, monographs or scholarly articles. Indeed, one could say that scholarship on these documents in the last fifty years has been something of a growth industry.1 There are many reasons for this, not the least of which is the huge debate about, and the attempt to try and discern, the provenance of these documents. Whether one thinks the Pastoral Epistles are first- or second-century documents matters a great deal for one’s reconstruction of the ecclesial and historical situations they attempt to address and for one’s picture of early church history in general. Of course, it matters just as much as we try to understand the man Paul and his legacy to his coworkers and converts and communities. Not infrequently, these letters have been seen as something of a fall from the pristine grace of the earlier Pauline letters, an attempt by those in the Pauline tradition to institutionalize and regularize and consolidate Paul’s legacy, not always in a helpful manner.2

The “provenance” of a document refers to its social setting and function in general, where it came from, whom it addresses, who wrote it, and when it was written as well. The literary “character” of the document refers to its Greek style, genre and literary purposes. Whatever else one may say about these documents, they purport to be letters, and indeed they “appear” to be the only truly personal letters in the canon, with the probable exception of 3 John.3

All the other letters in the New Testament are either communications to a group of people or, in the case of Philemon, a letter to a person, but a letter nonetheless written to an individual who is the head of a house church with the intent of the whole congregation hearing and heeding the letter’s exhortation to Philemon.4 Clearly, the Pastoral Epistles, addressed as they are to individuals named Timothy and Titus, are of a different ilk. No one is standing in the background and meant to be hearing these documents other than the named addressees, it would appear, unless of course these letters are pseudonymous in character.

These letters clearly enough are written as pastoral words to Pauline coworkers who themselves are pastors, and the substance of the letters concerns their various pastoral roles. Second Timothy and Titus have more historical particulars and personalia material in them than 1 Timothy does, which makes the latter more like a personal exhortation than just a personal letter. Yet on the other hand, the very sort of exhortations that we find in 1 Timothy we also find in Titus. Both Timothy and Titus are charged with rebuking opponents who are promoting some form of speculative Judaism involving myths and genealogies. Yet interestingly enough, these three personal letters were deemed of great enough importance such that eventually they were included in the canon of the New Testament. There are a variety of critical issues that these three letters raise, and we will have to address them one by one.

First, however, we must ask a puzzling question: Why is it that the majority of Pauline scholars who have not done a detailed study of these documents or written a scholarly commentary on the Pastoral Epistles in the last fifty years think that these letters are post-Pauline, while the majority of scholars who have written such commentaries are either open to the possibility or are convinced that these letters do indeed go back to Paul in some form or fashion? This is a quandary worth puzzling out.

In the twentieth century, the following commentators, as well as many others, thought that these letters certainly or probably were by Paul or were written up by a Pauline coworker only shortly before or after he died so that in content and ideas the letters were Pauline: Alfred Plummer, B. Weiss, Adolf von Schlatter, Wilhelm Michaelis, Joachim Jeremias, Ceslas Spicq, Gordon D. Fee, Donald Guthrie, Luke Timothy Johnson, J. N. D. Kelly, George W. Knight, William D. Mounce, Thomas C. Oden and now Philip H. Towner. To this we could add various scholars who have done significant monographs on the Pastoral Epistles recently, such as Michael Prior. There are also scholars such as Jerome Murphy-O’Connor, who thinks that at least one of these letters goes back to Paul, namely, 2 Timothy. This list is impressive, and by no means does it include scholars who are simply conservative or precritical in their approach to such matters. Furthermore, it includes at least two eminent church historians of the earliest period, as well as some of the most widely respected biblical scholars of the twentieth century in Europe or America or anywhere else. It is unsurprising that Luke Timothy Johnson remarks, “Commentaries written from the perspective of pseudonymity were, until recently, probably outnumbered. What is striking indeed is the way in which contemporary commentaries [i.e., those which argue for pseudonymity] tend to assert unanimity of opinion that is not entirely supported.”5 The sort of approach described by Johnson is even more in evidence in the standard New Testament introductions, except those done by rather conservative commentators. But it has not always been thus.

Before the nineteenth century, no scholar denied the authenticity of these letters, nor is there is any real evidence that the authenticity was ever challenged by any of the church fathers in the earliest period. They wer e included in the Muratorian Canon list (ca. A.D. 200), unlike the Epistle to the Laodiceans and 3 Corinthians and other pseudonymous documents that clearly were written in the second century A.D.6 Why, then, has it become the dominant assumption, and in some quarters almost a dogma and litmus test of critical thinking, of much of New Testament scholarship that these letters cannot go back to Paul?

This question is difficult to answer not least because whatever the difficulties in predicating these letters of Paul (and no one should deny that such difficulties exist), there are even more difficulties with the pseudonymity hypothesis. This is not just because of the general problems with pseudepigrapha being passed off as real letters anywhere near the time when the putative author and audience lived;7 it is also because of the particular character and personal content of these three letters. This is why Alfred Plummer so long ago reminded us, “To unbiased minds it will perhaps appear that the difficulties involved in the assumption that the Pastoral Epistles are wholly or partly a forgery are not less serious than those which have been urged against the well-established tradition of their genuineness.”8 Just so, but for those who wish to link these letters closely with Paul, there are many things that require explanation. The first of these is the issue of whether there is evidence that these letters were already known and used as Pauline letters in the second century A.D. or before.


Attestation of the Pastoral Epistles in the Church Fathers

One of the considerations given less attention than it deserves by those who see these documents as pseudonymous is that it seems rather clear that several early Christian writers of the late first and early second centuries A.D. know these letters. It appears very clear, for example, that Polycarp knows 1 Timothy, for he cites (though without attribution) 1 T imothy 6:7, 10 (see Pol. Phil. 4:1), and equally important, he often reflects some of the typical phraseology of the Pastoral Epistles. Luke Timothy Johnson is right to stress, “Polycarp of Smyrna’s Letter to the Philippians ( . . . written shortly after Ignatius’s death to accompany the sending of his letters to the Philippians) cites 1 Timothy 6:7 and 6:10 in a passage which, as he clearly indicates is a florilegium drawn from Paul’s letters. . . . The position that Polycarp and the Pastorals are merely drawn from the same wisdom tradition [the view of Dibelius and Conzelmann’s commentary] fails to account for Polycarp’s literary framing, and for the specific wording which is closer in Polycarp and the Pastorals than in any of the other parallels.”9

We may also claim that Titus is known to the author of 1 Clement, which is surely Clement of Rome, writing in the middle of the last decade of the first century A.D. To this we may add that it appears that Ignatius early in the second century knows all three of these letters. Yet we must also notice that the monarchial bishop idea that we find in Ignatius is nowhere in evidence in the Pastoral Epistles; rather, the Pastorals seem to reflect an earlier stage of the development of ecclesiastical structures.10

Another interesting clue comes when we compare the personalia in the second-century work known as the Acts of Paul and Thecla (= Acts Paul 3) with those in the Pastorals. It is an interesting fact that this apocryphal work uses only names found in the Pastoral Epistles. The vast majority of scholars date this work to the second half of the second century A.D., though a few have tried to turn the argument on its head and see the Pastorals as an “orthodox” reaction to the radical ascetical piety and roles of women referred to in this second-century work.11 On the whole, this latter argument does not hold water, since the Pastorals are actually closer to what Paul says elsewhere about marriage in 1 Corinthians 7 (and Colossians and Ephesians) than the view found in the apocryphal work, and in any case it is a caricature of the Pastorals to say that they simply silence women and deny them ministerial roles.12

For those who want to date the pastorals somewhere between A.D. 100 and 150, which is to say, after the putative author or members of the audience of these letters were likely long dead, there is the further major problem that Tertullian is quite explicit that Marcion both knew and rejected (recusavit) the Pastorals from his own limited canon list (see Tertullian Marc. 5.21). If this is so, and since certainly we must date Marcion’s own ministry to the first half of the second century, the Pastorals surely must be earlier than his reading, response, and rejection of the letters.13 One could argue that Tertullian was wrong, but that requires special pleading because on so many other things, Tertullian seems to be well aware of the historical landscape of the church in his era.

What this evidence suggests is that it is unlikely that one can convincingly argue that the Pastoral Epistles were penned in the early second century A.D. They could still be pseudonymous documents, but they would need to be from the period of about A.D. 65-95. The terminus ad quem would have to be before Clement of Rome could have known Titus. This is important because it means that these letters do not reflect second-century ecclesiological situations or problems.14 I will say much more on the ecclesiology of these letters in the commentary itself.15




The Greek Style and Vocabulary of the Pastoral Epistles

There is almost universal consensus on two things about the Pastoral Epistles in regard to Greek style and vocabulary: they differ in various notable ways from the earlier Paulines, and this style and vocabulary and phraseology can be found in all three documents.16 In other words, these documents are similar to each other in various ways (e.g., in the use of the phrase “this is a trustworthy saying”), and different from the earlier Paulines in those ways and in others. Something else is different about these letters: none of them have the final greetings in the hand of Paul as was customary in his earlier letters, and none of them mention a scribe or amaneunesis or coauthor. These small indicators in themselves are enough to tip us off that whatever else may be true, the author of these letters is in a different set of social circumstances than Paul was earlier in his ministry, even different than when in the early 60s he was under house arrest and wrote documents such as Philippians and Philemon. The differences between these letters and all the earlier Paulines must be adequately accounted for if anyone wants to claim that they go back to Paul, and the explanation cannot amount simply to pointing out that these are the only truly personal letters in the Pauline corpus—although, that is a pertinent point. More is involved here.

Lately the analysis of the Greek style of an author has gone “high tech” with the use of computerized charts and statistics.17 The bewildering array of statistics appears impressive at first, but there are real problems with this means of trying to decide issues of authorship. The main issue is the controls applied. What should be taken as the control group of Pauline letters that decides his range of vocabulary, grammar and syntax by which other letters will be measured? Furthermore, since one cannot assume that style will be static or fixed, how helpful is such a control group anyway? But the biggest flaw of this whole approach is that vocabulary is more a function of the content being written about than anything else. It is less a matter of the idiosyncrasies of personal style.

As Luke Timothy Johnson rightly observes, “It is clear that even when we take vocabulary that everyone agrees is ‘characteristically’ Pauline, it appears in erratic fashion. Taken as a whole, the three Pastorals share as much of this vocabulary as any other portion of the corpus except Romans. . . . Far too little attention has been paid to the fact that vocabulary that is consider ed ‘un-Pauline’ in the Pastorals tends to be found precisely in those places that take up subjects not discussed in the undisputed letters.”18

There is something to be said for raising and answering the authenticity question one by one with these letters rather than as a group. For example, various scholars have argued rather strongly for the Pauline character of 2 Timothy, in distinction from 1 Timothy and Titus.19 Yet that argument is challenged by having to account for the following evidence: (1) only in these three letters is there such a profound stress on sound teaching (1 Tim 1:10; 4:6; 2 Tim 1:13; 4:3; Tit 1:9; 2:1), on sound speech (Tit 2:8), on sound faith (Tit 1:13; 2:2), on having a good conscience and sincere faith (1 Tim 1:5, 19; 3:9; 2 Tim 1:3, 5); (2) the use of the “faithful saying” or “trustworthy saying” formula (1 Tim 1:15; 3:1; 4:9; 2 Tim 2:11; Tit 3:8 [cf. Tit 1:13]), showing the profound concern for preserving reliable theological and ethical traditions in all three documents.20 On the whole, these letters seem sufficiently similar that we probably should evaluate them together when it comes to authenticity issues.

Few if any scholars would dispute that there are some differences of style and vocabulary between the Pastoral Epistles and the earlier Paulines. Sometimes, as Luke Timothy Johnson has pointed out, these differences have been highlighted at the expense of noting the similarities with earlier Pauline correspondence, and so there is some need for a balanced approach in this matter, not predetermined by whether one is disposed to see these as Pauline or post-Pauline letters. Of course, it is also the case that form and substance are intertwined, and so Johnson is right to note that there are many ideas and themes in the Pastorals that we find also in the earlier Paulines, even if they are expressed in a bit different sort of vocabulary or Greek style (e.g., Paul’s concern for good order in the church; his use of himself as a model for imitation; his use of his coworkers in his churches, especially when he was away from them; his concern about the role of women in worship; his affirmation of marriage and the creation order; his polemics versus opponents or rival teachers; his concern for the community’s honor rating or reputation; his stress on the transforming grace of God; his expectation that local church leaders be respected and heeded).21 Yet still there are sections of the Pastorals that sound more Pauline and sections that sound less so, and this must be accounted for in some fashion.

Let us assess, then, albeit briefly, what we are actually dealing with in the Pastoral Epistles in terms of style. Not counting proper names, there are some 902 different words in the Pastorals. Of these words, there are some 176 hapax legomena (words that occur only once in the New Testament) in the Pastorals (about 13 per page in the Pastorals, compared to 4-5 in the earlier Paulines), as well as 130 words used elsewhere in the New Testament but not elsewhere in Paul’s writings. A good many of these words occur because the content is situation specific, but that cannot explain all the hapax legomena.22 More interesting is the fact that 80—that is, nearly half—of these hapax legomena are found in the LXX.23 This fact takes on added importance if Luke was involved in the composition of these documents, since he is dependent on the LXX not only in Scripture citations but also in the matter of style.24 Nevertheless, David A. deSilva is right to ask, If “Paul could use 2,177 different words in the other ten letters, why should he not add another 306 in the Pastorals?”25

Perhaps a bit more telling is the fact that various typically Pauline inferential particles and conjunctions are missing in the Pastorals (e.g., “ther efore,” “since,” “with the result that,” “but now,” “is it not?”). But as deSilva stresses, these sorts of words and phrases are appropriate and important to speeches or letters that involve argumentative development, especially in letters such as Galatians and Romans, where there is use of dialogical and diatribal forms. The Pastorals are more like Philippians or 1 Thessalonians in this regard.26 There must be some good reasons for these differences, one of which deSilva himself suggests: “These are letters instructing friends on what needs to be done, not letters persuading churches to do something.”27 Just so, but might we not also have a clue here that a non-Pauline hand is also involved in the composing of these documents?

Often the “non-Pauline” words in the Pastorals seem to reflect a more Hellenistic style of writing than is common in Paul’s earlier letters (e.g., the use of eusebeia, epiphaneia, sōtēr, paideuō, mesitēs), and as we have noted, there is also a notable absence of particles, pronouns and prepositions that are also common in Paul’s earlier works.28 Of the 214 particles that occur in the earlier Paulines, 112 do not appear in the Pastorals.29 Furthermore, there are a considerable number of Latinisms in these letters, more than we find in Paul’s earlier letters, including Latin phrases rendered into Greek (e.g., charin echō = gratiam habeo). F. R. Montgomery Hitchcock identifies some 160 possible words and phrases that could be called Latinisms in these three letters.30 This also requires some explanation. It should be noted that many of these appear in 2 Timothy, the only one of these three letters that seems to have been written from Rome, but if the other two were written in Philippi, they were written in and from a Roman colony city where Latin was regularly in use as well. But one must equally take note of the fact that there are some 55 words found in the Pastoral Epistles and only in the other Pauline letters in the New Testament. In other words, it begins to look like we have a combination of Pauline and non-Pauline vocabulary and style in all three of these letters.

Here is where we must assess the information amassed by S. G. Wilson that suggests a strong connection between the Pastoral Epistles and Luke-Acts in regard to vocabulary and style. This theory is not in fact a new one, but rather was raised by C. F. D. Moule in the early 1960s and then furthered in the work of S. G. Wilson on Luke and the Pastorals.31 Moule put it this way: “Luke wrote all three Pastoral Epistles. But he wrote them during Paul’s lifetime, at Paul’s behest, and in part (but only in part), at Paul’s dictation.”32 This, I think, gets the balance right.33 Wilson rightly points out that there are some 37 (or more accurately, 34) words in these letters that are found nowhere else in the New Testament except Luke-Acts, and a further 27 words found in these sources and only very rarely in the rest of the New Testament. There are in fact some 544 different words found both in Luke-Acts and the Pastorals. Whereas Wilson uses his statistics to mount a case that Luke rather than Paul is the author of these documents (and at a later time than Paul wrote), it seems to me that he goes much too far, and that his data better supports the theory of Pauline and Lukan involvement in these three letters.34 The shared terms, phrases and ideas point more to the involvement of both men. Some particular examples will be useful at this juncture.

First, we may look at the language of Hellenistic religion itself. There is almost a monopoly of the eusebeia and cognates word group in Acts and the Pastoral Epistles. For example, the term eusebeia (“piety”) itself only occurs outside of these sources in one other New Testament document—2 Peter. The verbal form eusebeō occurs only once in both Acts (Acts 17:23) and 1 Timothy (1 Tim 5:4); eusebēs occurs twice in Acts (Acts 10:2, 7 [cf. 2 Pet 2:9]), while eusebōs appears only at 2 Timothy 3:12; Titus 2:12. Notice that this way of talking about the religious life of Christians occurs in all of the Pastorals and in Acts and nowhere else except in the very late document, 2 Peter, which knows the earlier Pauline material and even refers to a collection of Paul’s letters (2 Pet 3:16).35

Second, we may note the use of the cliché “the living and the dead” and in fact various other phrasing similarities in 2 Timothy 4:1 and Acts 10:42 (cf. Acts 17:31). Again, as in the previous example, we are dealing with Lukan speech material that we might most readily expect to reflect Luke’s own diction. Third, in the Miletus speech at Acts 20:24 itself we have the familiar use of the “athlete finishing his race” metaphor, which is also found at 2 Timothy 4:7. We may also compare the use of the term “race course” (dromos) in Acts 13:25, again in speech material, a term that crops up in several places in the Pastorals. Fourth, we may consider the use of the language of ignorance in connection with the mitigation of guilt. This is of course a well-known Lukan motif (cf. Lk 24:34; Acts 3:17), and one not found elsewhere in the New Testament except at 1 Timothy 1:13. Or again we could point to the word timē, which normally means “honor,” which is used just twice in the New Testament to mean “honorarium,” in Acts 28:10 and 1 Timothy 5:17. When we closely examine these types of examples, they begin to add up to a plausible case for the Lukan shaping of the Pastorals.

There are also various linguistic parallels between what we find in Luke’s Gospel and in the Pastorals. I will highlight several points. In Luke 5:31; 7:10; 15:27, Luke uses the verb hygiainō, “to be well,” in a literal sense. Other than 3 John 2, the only other place in the New Testament where this term appears is, in abundance, in the Pastorals, where both this term (see 1 Tim 1:10; 6:3; 2 Tim 1:13; 4:3; Tit 1:9, 13; 2:1-2) and its antonym noseō, “to be ill” (1 Tim 6:4), are used metaphorically. Although this certainly does not prove that the composer of the Pastorals was a doctor, it is compatible with such a theory, for he would naturally use the medical language that he knew, even in a transferred sense. The medical language in the Pastorals, interestingly enough, is mainly used in a metaphorical sense as part of a polemic against the false teachers and their teaching, which is “unsound” and makes people ill, in need of rescue or healing.36

Both the Pastorals and Luke-Acts are full of compound words, a feature often noted in regard to Pauline style, but we may also note it as a feature of Lukan style. Especially interesting is the use of the term zōogoneō (Lk 17:33; Acts 7:19; 1 Tim 6:13). This striking and unusual term means “to preserve alive,” and its corrolary zōgreō means “to catch alive” (Lk 5:10; 2 Tim 2:26). In the New Testament these terms appear only in Luke-Acts and the Pastorals. There are in fact many more such examples that could be cited, but these will suffice for now.37 We will note many more examples in the commentary itself.

Moving beyond simple vocabulary to interesting phrases, we could cite a goodly number of these sorts of parallels that are found only in Luke-Acts and the Pastorals, or only rarely outside these New Testament sources. We may point to, for example, the phrase hon tropon de . . . houtōs kai (Acts 1:11; 27:25; 2 Tim 3:8); the phrase epi pleion (Acts 4:17; 20:9; 24:4; 2 Tim 2:16; 3:9); dynatos estin plus the accusative and the infinitive (Acts 2:24; 2 Tim 1:12 [cf. Rom 11:23]); hama kai (Acts 24:26; 1 Tim 5:13 [cf. Col 4:3; Philem 22). As Wilson says, these are the sorts of small grammatical or syntactical quirks that tend to betray a common hand.38

We may go on to more substantive phrases such as plēroō/plērophoreō tēn diakonian (Acts 12:25; 2 Tim 4:5), didōmi metanoian (Acts 5:31; 11:18; 2 Tim 2:25), theos zōn—the reference to a living God (Acts 14:15; 1 Tim 3:15; 4:10), elpida . . . prosdechomai (Acts 24:15; Tit 2:13), doulos theou used of Paul (Acts 16:17; Tit 1:1), and “to acknowledge with gratitude/thanks” (Acts 24:3; 1 Tim 4:3-4). To this we could add much more—for example, the many particles that Luke-Acts and the Pastorals have in common: de, gar, kathōs, hotan, hote, oun, hōs; as deSilva points out, the ones missing from the Pastorals that are common in the earlier Paulines can be explained by the fact that in the Pastorals Paul is not mounting the full formal arguments for his congregations that require such connectives. Here, instead, he is preaching to the choir, dealing with his coworkers, and giving them simpler, more direct exhortations.39

These letters, then, reflect a combination of Pauline and Lukan style. The Latinisms are readily explicable, for we have them in Acts as well, and if Luke is writing in two Roman locations (Philippi and Rome itself), this makes it all the more explicable. Speaking and writing are always phenomena affected by one’s current social and linguistic environment. We are not surprised when documents with more Latinisms turn out to be written in such Roman environments.40

How should we assess this data? To borrow a Biblical metaphor, the voice is the voice of Paul, but the hand is the hand of Luke. In some places these letters sound almost like Pauline dictation, especially in spots in 2 Timothy, but in various places they sound much more like Luke. We must think of a symbiosis of the two thinkers’ styles here, with Luke sometimes simply rendering things that were more memorable in Paul’s sort of wording, but in other cases his own style took over, perhaps because Paul could simply say to Luke, “You have heard me speak about these things before, so tell them about . . . ,” and Luke would do so in his own way and style. We really do not have need for the scrap or fragment hypothesis,41 as if these letters were composed post mortem by a Pauline admirer who had collected little shards of Pauline notes and put them together in these letters. They can be fit into the chronology of Paul’s own life and Luke’s as well, as we we will see shortly.

Here there is another important consideration. In my judgment it is especially useful to compare the Pastorals to the book of Acts (though in terms of sheer vocabulary, one needs to consider Luke-Acts as a whole), for several important reasons: (1) it appears the Gospel of Luke has gone through a revision and its rough places smoothed out, but this cannot be said about Acts, whose Greek and style are less polished, and are in fact more like the Pastorals than the Gospel of Luke in that regard; (2) it is only in Acts that Luke moves from a less Semitic to a more Hellenistic and Gentile-friendly style of writing and diction, which is also what we find in the Pastorals; (3) we actually have a sample of Paul speaking to Christian leaders like Timothy and Titus in this very same region—the so-called Miletus speech in Acts 20:13-38—and Paul in this speech sounds very much like the Paul of the Pastoral Epistles,42 which is hardly surprising if the actual composer of both Acts 20 and the Pastorals is Luke; (4) I will say more about the rhetoric of these letters and their way of speaking of social realities shortly. It is true that the Pastoral Epistles manifest a rhetoric that in some ways is more like the rhetoric that we find in Luke-Acts than what we find in earlier Pauline letters, with the possible exception of 2 Timothy, a document that Paul seems to have had more direct influence on the shaping of. In some ways it is a more elementary or basic form of rhetoric in the Pastorals than in some of Paul’s masterpieces, such as Galatians, 1 Corinthians and Romans. Again, this is no surprise if Luke is the composer of these documents.

One stylistic mark that has been used to argue that the Pastorals are from the second century A.D. is that of the some 306 words found in the Pastoral Epistles that are not found elsewhere in Paul’s letters, 211 are used in second-century Greek literature.43 The problem with this argument is that of those 306 words, 278 are also found in Greek literature from before A.D. 50! In view of the actual statistical evidence, one cannot really argue that the Greek of the Pastorals is somehow “second-century Greek.” All and all, a good case can be made that these documents reflect both Pauline and Lukan diction and ways of putting things. It is a very different matter, however, to claim that the Pastorals are the third volume of Luke’s historical project, not least because these letters, like Acts, do not tell us exactly what happened to Paul in the end, nor are they examples of historical narrative.44




Pseudonymity and the Pastoral Epistles

We have already dealt in a general way with the pr oblem of pseudepigrapha,45 but we need to deal a bit more specifically with the way that theory has been applied to the Pastoral Epistles. The argument has usually gone something like this: either the practice of producing pseudepigrapha was common and accepted in antiquity, being a form of literary license that was deemed normal in the New Testament era, or, in a more refined way of putting the argument, the claim is made that pseudepigraphy is an assertion of authoritative tradition (in this case in the Pauline mode), not a statement about literary origins.46 Kurt Aland was even willing to argue that the use of this literary device or genre was a way for a person to claim to have the same inspiration and to be thinking along the same lines as Paul.47 P. N. Harrison, who proffered the theory of Pauline fragments being put together into a new whole in the Pastoral Epistles by a later author, argued that the author “was not conscious of misrepresenting the Apostle in any way; he was not consciously deceiving anybody; it is not, indeed necessary to suppose that he did deceive anybody. It seems far more probable that those to whom, in the first instance, he showed the results of his efforts, must have been perfectly well aware of what he had done.”48

There are multiple problems with these conjectures in application to the Pastoral Epistles. These letters surely were not written in the second century, and so they are predicated not of an ancient figure (e.g., an Enoch or an Ezra), but rather of a much more recent apostolic figure. They do not follow the conventions of pseudonymous apocalyptic literature. They are not generic in character, but rather are quite situation specific, including a great deal of personal details in 2 Timothy and Titus. They have every appearance of being ad hoc letters, not tracts, though 1 Timothy appears to be more of a straightforward exhortation. As I. Howard Marshall has rightly stressed, it is one thing to write a book called 1 Enoch and to use the name “Enoch,” but quite another to write a personal letter full of personalia and historical references and claim that it was written by someone in the recent past.49

Authors neither in the Greco-Roman world nor in the early church in the second century deemed the creation of forgeries such as epistolary pseudepigrapha to be an acceptable and conventional literary practice.50 As William Mounce puts it, the “real question is whether the church recognized and accepted false letters that they knew to be pseudepigraphical.”51 The answer that second-century Christians gave was no, as we have already seen, and to judge from 2 Thessalonians 2:2, that was Paul’s answer to such questions as well.

In regard to the issues of charisma and tradition, an ancient Christian who was inspired by the Spirit was authorized to speak using his or her own name and voice, whether it was an obscure figure such as Agabus (Acts 11:28) or a more well-known one such as Paul. These prophets did not need to derive authority from another human figure. Furthermore, it is simply historically false to say that the use of someone else’s name on a letter was not an attempt to claim something about the literary origins of the document. If one was promulgating authoritative and apostolic tradition, one could simply use the formula that Paul uses in 1 Corinthians 11 and 15 when he passes on traditions about the Lord’s Supper or the death and resurrection of Jesus (“I have handed on to you that which I received . . .”), and there was no need to add a human name to such tradition. The apostolic tradition stood on its own merits. Harrison’s conclusion quoted above, however well meant, does not meet the facts when it comes to the reception of the Pastoral Epistles in the second-century church and later. This is perhaps why he tries to limit what he says to the “first persons who saw the Pastorals.”

The Pastoral Epistles were received and copied and promulgated precisely because in contradistinction to pseudepigraphal letters such as the Epistle to the Laodiceans, which was repudiated, these were believed to be by Paul. The Muratorian Canon composer, writing at the end of the second century, is quite explicit on this matter “There is current also [a letter] to the Laodiceans, another to the Alexandrians, forged in Paul’s name for the sect of Marcion, and several others, which cannot be received in the catholic Church; for it will not do to mix gall with honey.”52

The point that I wish to stress is that this attitude is no different than those of Galen or Cicero or Tacitus or Quintilian, to which I have already alluded, when it came to their own name being used on a document containing someone else’s materials.53 This was not an attitude about pseudonymous documents that appeared to be author and situation specific that arose only in the church’s response to heresy in the second century A.D. In fact, we can be even more emphatic. As Lewis Donelson points out, whether we are thinking of the early Jewish or the early Christian community, there is not a single example of a pseudonymous ad hoc letter being accepted as some sort of authoritative document in this period by these religious communities.54

There is, furthermore, a problem with seeing the Pastorals in particular as pseudepigraphal. R. D. Shaw puts it this way when he raises the issue of the character of the person who wrote these letters: “A genuine Paulinist, at once so skillful and obtuse, inventing unreal situations with the utmost sangfroid, yet breathing an air of profoundest reverence for truth is an absolute chimera.”55 Gordon Fee puts the matter equally strongly. He says that the person who could do this must have been a near genius who could fool even the most critical minds in the church for eighteen hundred years.56

Donelson is quite right that we cannot see the personal details in 2 Timothy and Titus as other than an attempt to authenticate a forgery or to deceive, for these types of features (if they are not part of a genuine letter) are meant to provide verisimilitude to a post-Pauline document, and such features were typical of pseudepigrapha of the period.57 It is no surprise, then, that a good and conscientious scholar such as Stanley E. Porter has even suggested that we should not regard the Pastoral Epistles as canonical precisely because they are not by Paul.58 But in fact it is not necessary to regard these documents as pseudonymous. There is a historical “situation in life” where they fit into the Pauline and Lukan chronology of things.




The Historical Setting of the Pastoral Epistles

For these documents to be Pauline in any sense, they probably require that one presuppose that Paul was released from house arrest in Rome somewhere around A.D. 62, had a few further years of ministry, including on Crete and elsewhere in the east, then was taken prisoner again, and finally executed.59 In support of this suggestion is that 1 Clement 5:7 clearly tells us that Paul was released from his first captivity in Rome. One must remember that Nero was under heavy criticism for the fire of A.D. 64 for a considerable period of time, and Paul likely was one of his victims when Nero went looking for scapegoats before his own demise in A.D. 68. This development, however, transpired after Paul would have been released from house arrest in about A.D. 62.60

The following is a possible scenario that makes sense of the data that we find in the Pastoral Epistles, without placing them in a clearly post-Pauline context. First, we must theorize that Paul went to Crete with Titus and perhaps also Timothy for a period of time. Paul did the evangelistic tour of Crete but left Titus there to continue to make converts and organize the Christian house churches on the island that they had begun together. The letter to Titus is the earliest of these three Pastoral Epistles, and probably it was written not from Rome, but rather from Macedonia. After leaving Crete, Paul went to Macedonia, but by way of Ephesus with Timothy, where he found things in bad straits. False teachers had begun to seriously undermine the gospel and the earlier Pauline work in that city and region. Paul thus banished the two major troublemakers, but he had to move on to Macedonia, perhaps due to difficulties in Philippi. He then left Timothy behind in Ephesus to continue to put out the fires and reestablish things in western Asia, dealing with aberrations in both praxis and belief. The problems here were in various respects similar to those on Crete, which is not a surprise, since both locales were dominated by highly Hellenized Gentiles.

It must be kept steadily in view that by this point in time, whatever their natural temerity or ages, both Timothy and Titus had had some years of experience as Pauline coworkers, and thus presumably Paul needed to do no more than just remind these two of what they should teach. Perhaps it was the size of the problems and the opposition and the tasks at hand that was the real rhetorical exigence prompting the writing of Titus and 1 Timothy. These letters are indeed hortatory in character and meant to encourage these two men to be brave, stand firm, and carry out the pastoral work that they have been called and equipped to do.

It probably is the case that both Titus and then 1 Timothy were written in a short period of time of each other, for they are so similar in their diction and in some of their content. The similarity in content of Titus and 1 Timothy makes it exceedingly unlikely that these two letters were written to the same audience.61 It would appear that 1 Timothy was written in Macedonia, while the letter to Titus was still rather fresh in Paul’s mind. It could be argued, since Paul mentions no scribes in these two letters, that he himself wrote these documents, but we have noted a better hypothesis already of Pauline and Lukan involvement in the composition. Paul does not always mention his scribes in his letters. I suggest these letters were written in A.D. 64-65, thus well over a year after the last of the Captivity Epistles (Philippians) was written from Rome in A.D. 62, just before Paul’s release from house arrest.62

Paul expected Titus to leave Crete and come and winter with Paul on the west coast of Greece in Nikopolis in the winter of A.D. 64-65. They could not have anticipated the firestorm that would fall on Christians as a result of the fire in Rome in A.D. 64. From this point on, Paul’s movements become less clear, but it appears from these documents that Paul, after he had visited various of his other churches in Greece, returned after that winter to Asia, where we was taken prisoner, perhaps in Troas. This might have come not long after the fire in A.D. 64, but more likely in A.D. 65, when the Neronian crackdown on Christians and especially their leaders had gotten underway. Paul seems to have been done in by Alexander, who bore witness against him, leading to his being taken prisoner and carted off to Rome.

In my view, then, this means that 2 Timothy was written from Rome, and very near the end of Paul’s life. The document could date to A.D. 65-66, but certainly it was written before Nero’s demise in A.D. 68, when the persecution of Christians was halted. Paul, according to plausible early church tradition, was beheaded in Rome under Nero, and I would place this in A.D. 67. What, then, historically (not just linguistically) accounts for the similarity of style in these letters and their differences from the earlier Paulines?

Three factors need to be considered. First, these are Paul’s only truly personal and, indeed, private letters. They are not composed for oral delivery to a congregation, and so while they do reflect rhetorical devices of various sorts, Paul is engaging in encouragement and exhortation rather than offering extended arguments and proofs—although, there are simple “proofs” in 2 Timothy (alone). These arguments, however, are brief and largely paraenetic in character, and they serve more as reminders than as full-fledged attempts to convince, since Paul is preaching to the choir. In Titus and 1 Timothy the form of argument is more succinct and simple and takes the form of brief rhetorical syllogisms or enthymemes, paradigms, rhetorical comparison (synkrisis), maxims and the use of traditional or sacred materials. Full formal arguments were not required to remind two of his coworkers what they needed to preach and teach and do.

Second, it is also possible, since 2 Timothy was composed later and in a different locale, that Paul took a more hands-on involvement in this letter, which explains the more developed rhetoric and the less Lukan diction in that document. In my view, however, we should prefer the conclusion that Luke was involved in all three documents, and there are good historical reasons why.

We are told plainly at 2 Timothy 4:11 that Luke was with Paul at the time when he spoke the things now recorded in 2 Timothy. In addition, in my previous study of Acts, I pointed out that the “We” passages found in Acts 16:10-17 and in the latter part of the book do refer to the author of the document accompanying Paul on part of his second missionary journey, and his third, indeed accompanying him to Jerusalem and then on to Rome. I noted how the “We” portions of the second missionary journey begin in Troas and end in Philippi.63

This is not unimportant to our discussion here, because Philippi in particular seems to be the city from which Titus and 1 Timothy were written. In my Acts commentary I noted that it would appear that Luke was an itinerant doctor, his normal orbit being back and forth across the Aegean between Troas and Philippi.64 It is perfectly plausible that Paul had reconnoitered with Luke again in Philippi, Luke helped him to write these first two letters, then traveled with Paul eventually on to Rome and helped him with the final letter as well. This last letter may have been written right at the end of Paul’s life and sent just before his demise. Luke, of course, was a trusted companion of Paul, and one who had a Hellenistic style of writing. He may well be the only Gentile among the authors of the New Testament, and all the evidence cited above either comports with or points in the direction of Luke as a contributor to these letters. Luke then composed this letter for Paul, based on Paul’s last oral testimonies and instructions while under restricted house arrest (perhaps in the Campus Martius, on the edge of Rome, where military prisoners were kept until trial), and perhaps he had before him one or the other of the previous two Pastoral Epistles, which he used as model for the composition of 2 Timothy in terms of phraseology and general style, and some content. Luke may have made copies of these documents when he wrote them for Paul in Macedonia.

Third, one factor that is strongly in favor of 1-2 Timothy being written to a person or persons in Ephesus is that many of the persons mentioned in these two letters have a documented connection with Ephesus, including Timothy, Titus, Prisca, Aquila, Tychikos, Erastus and Trophimus. The personalia then favor the Ephesian destination for these documents.65




The Rhetorical Character and Substance of the Pastoral Epistles

Unfortunately, too little study has been done thus far on the rhetoric of the Pastoral Epistles. I hope to fill in that gap somewhat in this study. Letters, especially personal letters, were surrogates for an oral conversation face to face, and as Demetrius would later stress, the function of a letter was not merely to continue a conversation and further a relationship, but also to reveal the author’s “true self” (On Style 4.227). This is one reason why pseudepigraphal personal letters in antiquity were seen as so violating the very nature of the genre itself and thus were often so strongly opposed.

Cicero, one of the original architects of the rhetorically influenced personal letter, expresses the same thing when he thanks Atticus for news that made him “feel as though I was talking with you,” and he goes on to add in a letter to Marcus that “all of you was revealed to me in your letter” (Att. 12.53; Fam. 16.16.2). Both of these quotations are revealing, but it is also important to bear in mind, as Luke Timothy Johnson says, that Greek style itself in rhetoric and in letters was “less a matter of personal expressiveness and more a matter of social presence and rhetorical craft.”66 Especially if one had some facility with language, one would adopt and adapt style to suit the occasion and the social context. As Johnson rightly points out, Luke himself reveals a dazzling array of styles in Luke-Acts, from more Semitic in his first volume and the first part of his second volume, to almost entirely Hellenistic by the time he gets to the accounts of Paul’s missionary journeys and especially his voyage to Rome.67 When dealing with a writer who has rhetorical skill, we must be careful about conclusions on authorship, and what was and was not within an author’s scope, based on style.68

As Tom Thatcher has rightly pointed out, one can learn a good deal about the social status of the sender and the receiver by the way the document opens and closes. Rhetorical modifications of standard openings and closings tell us something about the actual nature of the relationship and how such a letter further inscribes that relationship. For instance, Thatcher points out to us how the Pauline modifications of normal openings and closings in the Pastorals have the rhetorical effect of characterizing the author as an authority figure, but one with humility (he is the servant of God), reinscribing the intense loyalty and personal nature of the relationship between the recipient and the author. Timothy and Titus are clearly seen as under the tutelage of Paul. Stress on common concern and common faith experiences as the basis of the Christian authority come to the fore as well.69

Another helpful study that allows us to consider the rhetoric of the Pastoral Epistles in a general way is the work of Lewis Donelson, to which we have already referred. He maintains that behind all three of these letters is a coherent and consistent argumentative strategy, and upon closer inspection, I think that he is correct.70 In essence, Donelson argues that two rhetorical forms of persuasion are pursued throughout these three letters: enthymemes, and inductive and illustrative paradigms. To this we could add that there is some synkrisis, or comparison of positive and negative examples (the false teachers versus Paul and his coworkers; the false teaching versus the faithful teaching), and the use of various sorts of traditional materials (Scripture texts, popular maxims, early Christian hymn or creedal material). Enthymemes are miniature syllogisms in which usually one of the elements or argumentative premises is omitted. The idea here is that the briefer syllogism prompts the audience to fill in the gap, remembering what they have been taught before.71 A good example that Donelson points to is 2 Timothy 3:16-17. The syllogism goes as follows: (1) the Scriptures are God-breathed; (2) therefore they are profitable for teaching and reproof and equipping one for good works; (3) the suppr essed and implied statement is “therefore you, Timothy (and other men of God), should do good works”; and (4) the result clause is “therefore study Scripture.”72

Enthymemes basically are a form of preaching to the choir, by which I mean they are not full-blown arguments meant to convince or persuade the undecided or even the antagonistic. Mark Harding is right to say that the “pastor frames his deductive arguments in accord with his belief system. The persuasive force of the arguments thus devised would be effective only among those who shared the presuppositions of the author. . . . The author writes in such a way that the presuppositions of the audience are repeatedly affirmed and underscored in the interests of protecting the ecclesiastical vision of the author and addressees now under attack from false teachers. In effect the author is arguing about what leads to [final] salvation and what does not.”73 This of course is a very Jewish way of arguing, grounded in Jewish wisdom teaching about the two ways (see, e.g., Proverbs). But the form that the argument takes here is rhetorically apt.

Sometimes it is said about the rhetoric in the Pastorals that it is of a more elementary sort than that found in the major Paulines. This is in part true, though the composer of this document is quite competent in what he attempts to accomplish rhetorically. The rhetoric that we find here is of the type that one learned first. “The list of progymnasta [elementary school rhetorical exercises] was generally the same throughout Imperial times and included the following composition exercises: fable, narrative, chreia, aphorism, confirmation or refutation, commonplace, eulogy or censure, comparison [synkrisis], prosopopoeia, thesis, and discussion of the law. Each of these increased over the preceding in degree of sophistication.”74 Enthymemes were what were used in the learning stages of doing confirmation and refutation, and we notice that the use of narrative and comparison and aphorism (“This is a trustworthy saying . . .”) is present in this list and is found in the Pastorals. It is equally interesting that in the Pastorals there is a warning against fable or myth, both of which Gentiles will have learned to compose in these same elementary school exercises.

The pedagogical character and flavor of the Pastorals is undeniable, and it needs to be read in the context of Greco-Roman and Hellenized Jewish educational practices. There are perhaps two good reasons why the rhetoric here is of a more simple sort than in the earlier Paulines, the first of which we have already noted: Paul’s coworkers needed exhortation and encouragement and a little instruction on what to do; they did not need full-blown acts of persuasion. The rhetorical situation dictated that Paul did not need to address these men as he would a congregation of new converts. He could speak in shorthand or more telegraphic fashion, and he does so here. Second, if Luke is the composer of these wonderful letters, then it is fitting to point out that his own use of rhetoric comports with what we find here. Very seldom are there full-blown speeches with proofs in Luke-Acts. The more enthymematic approach is used, offering summaries of speeches and arguments or syllogisms throughout the two volumes of Luke’s work.75

Comparison and contrast is used effectively as well in these letters as Paul pits his behavior and that of his coworkers against that of the false teachers, and also the apostates. As Donelson says, Paul seeks to illustrate the contrary principles (the dos and don’ts) of Christian life and lifestyle. One lifestyle leads to judgment and eschatological condemnation, the other to salvation. The goal of this instruction is not just to benefit Timothy or Titus, but also to help them become paradigms for their audience—as is expected of the leaders whom they will be appointing in various places.76 In fact, we may note that one of the rhetorical functions of the personalia in Titus and 2 Timothy (Tit 3:12-15; 2 Tim 4:6-22) is precisely to present Paul as a model self-sacrificing pastor for his audience to emulate. These are not irrelevant or incidental details in these documents; they are part of the act of persuasion.77 As Harding demonstrates, Paul here has a coherent theology closely allied to an argumentative strategy in which “enthymemes link theological propositions to ethical conclusions and paradigms [and comparisons] are the vehicles for a powerful presentation of contrasting ethical lifestyles.”78

Though there have been some attempts to figure out the rhetorical arrangement of Paul’s arguments in these letters,79 there has been little success on this front. This is partly because some have not recognized that we do not have full-fledged proofs in Titus and 1 Timothy, and we have only brief ones in 2 Timothy.

There is also some force to Carl Joachim Classen’s reminder that we are not dealing in these letters with speeches meant to be formally delivered to a group, but rather a rhetorically shaped correspondence to individuals involving instructions and commands “supported by reasons and arguments and organized in a carefully considered manner.”80 There is a variety of rhetorical complexity in these documents, and 2 Timothy is certainly the most sophisticated of the three letters. We will attend to the particulars of the rhetorical arrangement as we deal with each letter in turn.




A Cautionary Word

For many scholars, the real issues with the Pastorals are primarily matters of content, not form or style. We cannot deal in depth with these issues here in the introduction. Instead, we will address them in the text of the commentary. But some of these issues need to be mentioned up front, and the reader should think about them as he or she reads through this commentary.

Not too much stock should be put in the argument that the Pastorals lack the great themes of the earlier Paulines. As we have noted above, following Luke Timothy Johnson, this is not really a fair assessment. Only some of the so-called major Pauline themes are absent. The more telling criticisms, however, have to do with two or three other aspects of these letters. First, there is the portrait of the adversaries or false teachers in the Pastorals. A cautionary word is in order, because if it is correct that Titus was written to someone on Crete and 1 Timothy to someone in Ephesus, then these opponents should be treated on a case-by-case basis, not just lumped together into a composite portrait. Nevertheless, the question is whether or not these opponents are some sort of Jewish-Christian protognostic hybrids that did not really arise until after the lifetime of Paul.81 This matter must be scrutinized carefully, which I will do in an excursus in the commentary.82

The second and, to some, more compelling case for a post-Pauline provenance for these letters is based on the descriptions of church order in these letters. F. C. Baur and others have been rather sure that these letters reflect not merely post-Pauline ecclesiology, but even second-century ecclesiology. Of course, this presupposes that we know the parameters and contours of post-Pauline ecclesiology rather well. But in fact, we know far less than we would need to know to make confident assertions about these matters.

It is sometimes said that the ecclesiology of the Pastorals looks far more like what we see in Ignatius of Antioch’s letters than in the earlier Pauline letters. Yet when we look closer at this rather facile conclusion, we find nothing like the monarchial bishop Ignatius’s letters in the Pastoral Epistles. We do hear about deacons and elders and overseers, all three of which we find mentioned either elsewhere in Paul’s undisputed letters or elsewhere in New Testament writings that certainly were not written in the second century A.D. (cf., e.g., Rom 16:1; and on episkopoi and deacons, Phil 1:1; on elders, see Acts 20; 2-3 John). In my view, it is not an accident that we have the first reference to both “overseers and deacons” in Paul’s letters in the very letter that immediately precedes the writing of the Pastorals: Philippians. It would be perfectly natural for Paul to be concerned, toward the end of his ministry, about the ordering and organization of his congregations going forward into the postapostolic era. To suggest that he would not have attempted to provide some instructions about such an order to his coworkers or apostolic delegates Timothy and Titus near the end of his ministry is to suggest that Paul had little foresight—something that we know is not true.

Thus, I suggest that we need to suspend disbelief on this matter and come to the subject with an open mind. After all, what we actually find in the Pastorals in regard to overseers and elders and deacons is not so much job descriptions as character descriptions—advice on what sort of persons to look for to fill such roles. It does not appear, on further review, that a highly schematized and regulated system of church order and roles is being enunciated in the Pastorals—one that Paul could not have endorsed or inculcated.

Sometimes we also hear the argument that these letters portray Timothy and Titus as young and inexperienced, indeed too young and inexperienced if the letters were written in the 60s.83 This complaint can be answered. First, these letters do not so much seek to instruct these apostolic delegates as to remind them to pursue the calling that they already have in the face of opposition. These are not catechetical documents; they are documents offering telegraphic reminders and advice on how to go forward in difficult situations.

Second, Paul of course would always treat these men as his younger colleagues, and even more to the point, since they were his dearly beloved converts, treat them as a parent would. Paul complains not about their lack of experience, but rather about their slackness or failure to fully grasp and get on with their ministries. When Paul says to Timothy, “Flee the evil desires of youth” (2 Tim 2:22), we should take this in the sense that Timothy is a much younger person than Paul (perhaps in his 30s, while Paul is in his 60s).84 We do not need to read this to mean that Paul sees him as a teenager.

The Greek term neōterikos found in 2 Timothy 2:22 means “youthful,” a quality that could be applied to a person into their thirties easily enough, especially by a much older person such as Paul. The noun form of this word, neotēs (“youth”), is found in 1 Timothy 4:12, and it too is used to describe Timothy. Although it is certainly true that this term can refer to very young persons (see, e.g., Lk 18:21; Mk 10:20), it is interesting that the form neanias is applied to Paul himself at the stoning of Stephen in Acts 7:58. More to the point, however, we have clear references to neotēs referring to a young man who is now of age for military or athletic service (Pindar Isthm. 8[7].75; Herodotus Hist. 4.3; 9.12; Thucydides 2.8, 20). Perhaps of even more relevance is that Josephus calls Agrippa “youthful” when the latter was almost forty (Ant. 18.143-239), and Irenaeus (Haer. 2.22.5) quotes a maxim that the prime of a youth’s abilities is in the thirties and “that it reaches even to the fortieth year, everyone will allow.” Clearly, this terminology has a considerable chronological range, so we need not conclude that these letters portray Timothy (or Titus) as too young to have been addressed in this fashion. In fact, we should note that in the case of Titus, he is called upon to be an example “to the younger men,” which obviously implies that he is older than they are. That Timothy and Titus are given these sorts of elementary instructions in these letters shows that they were entering a new phase of their ministries. They would be pastors in charge of various churches, no longer just Pauline helpers or coworkers. The mantle is being passed to them.

Finally, for some scholars the real bête noire of the Pastoral Epistles is what is said about women in these letters, especially in 1 Timothy 2. Could the Paul who allowed women to pray, prophesy, teach, be patrons and the like in his earlier letters really have said what he seems to be saying in 1 Timothy 2 and elsewhere in the Pastorals about the roles of women? Should we not see this material as a later attempt to give Pauline authority to the squelching of women who sought to serve in any sort of pastoral or teaching roles? This is a fair question, and it requires detailed attention. I have already given such attention to this issue elsewhere, but it is time for a fresh look at the problem in light especially of the particular issues that the Pastorals raise about the matter.85

For now, I will simply say that in the relevant passages on women in the Pastorals, Paul is correcting problems, and one should always be wary of globalizing a corrective remark into some sort of universal Pauline principle. The ruling out of an abuse of a privilege does not rule out the proper use of a ministerial privilege, as we will see.

With these things in mind, we turn to the commentary proper, and we will examine these letters in the probable order in which they were written: Titus, 1 Timothy, 2 Timothy. The canonical order in which they were arranged has to do with the length of the documents, not their time of writing (i.e., 1 Timothy is the longest, followed by 2 Timothy and then Titus). What is interesting about pursuing this trajectory in this chronological fashion is that the most obviously “Pauline” of the three letters (2 Timothy) is the last one he wrote, and is the last one we will deal with. It does indeed serve as a powerful and appropriate coda to the ministry of Paul, including his letter writing.






BIBLIOGRAPHY FOR THE PASTORAL EPISTLES


What is listed in this bibliography is the specific material that deals rather directly with the Pastoral Epistles. I am not including more general works that from time to time will appear in the notes. A helpful place to start in understanding the Pastoral Epistles before diving into the commentaries is with Mark Harding, What Are They Saying About the Pastoral Epistles? (New York: Paulist Press, 2001). Harding does not think that Paul wrote these letters, and so his discussion is somewhat slanted in the post-Pauline direction, but he does provide a helpful survey of recent discussion by scholars.



Commentaries

We are now very well served with commentaries on the Pastoral Epistles, and it is noteworthy that the three most recent major critical studies on the Pastorals—by Luke Timothy Johnson, I. Howard Marshall, and William D. Mounce—are prepared to reckon with the Pauline authorship or at least the strong and genuine Pauline voice in these letters.86 These three commentaries have extensive critical discussion and bibliography, and they should be consulted regularly by those doing scholarly work on these letters. The present study intends to make its contribution not by attempting to offer an exhaustive highly technical study of the material, but rather by contributing to the discussion from a socio-rhetorical point of view, which has been neglected in the study of these documents, and especially by considering issues pertinent to the discussion of early Christian sermonizing and letter writing, while not neglecting the exegetical, theological and ethical particulars of these documents.

As far as commentaries on Titus alone are concerned, the only real standout is Jerome D. Quinn, The Letter to Titus, Anchor Bible 35 (New York: Doubleday, 1990). It has a couple of problems, one of which is the assumption of a Roman provenance for Titus, and it also does not do the best job of advocating that the letter is a pseudepigraphon, but it is unequalled in its insights into the grammar, syntax and vocabulary, and also into ideational parallels between Titus and other extant literature of the period. Particularly helpful is Quinn’s marshaling of the evidence for the possible Lukan influence on this letter. We should also take note here of Luke Timothy Johnson’s brief but insightful commentary on Titus in the New Testament in Context series, Letters to Paul’s Delegates: 1 Timothy, 2 Timothy, Titus (Harrisburg, Penn.: Trinity Press International, 1996).

As for commentaries on 1-2 Timothy, or on all three Pastorals, in the former category I commend most highly Luke Timothy Johnson, The First and Second Letters to Timothy, Anchor Bible 35A (New York: Doubleday, 2001). It is unfortunate that Johnson’s Titus commentary was not included with this volume, or at least that his Titus volume could have been as thorough as this volume. This, in my view, should be the standard reference commentary for pastors and teachers, as it is irenic in tone, careful in dealing with the critical problems, and highly readable. The massive tome by Jerome D. Quinn and William C. Wacker, The First and Second Letters to Timothy, ECC (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2000), is a gold mine of information and especially helpful in establishing the Lukan character of these letters, furthering the theme of the earlier volume on Titus by Quinn. The translations of the text are also especially fresh and interesting, although the notes are largely impenetrable and too technical and detailed for most audiences.

If we turn to commentaries on all three letters, we must divide them into small and large volumes, less technical and more technical volumes. Of the small and less technical volumes, there are five that I have used and commend: (1) Robert J. Karris, The Pastoral Epistles, NTM 17 (Wilmington, Del.: Michael Glazier, 1979), an interesting popular commentary that reads the Pastorals in light of ancient ethical and polemical literature with some fruitfulness. Like Quinn’s work (and that of Barrett, Bassler, and Collins [see below]), he deems these letters pseudonymous. (2) C. K. Barrett, The Pastoral Epistles, NClB (Oxford: Clarendeon Press, 1963). This little gem of a commentary packs more into fewer pages than any other commentary on the Pastorals. Though the volume is now dated and subscribes to the fragments hypothesis that has largely been abandoned now, his exegesis is constantly interesting and stimulating. (3) Gordon D. Fee, 1 and 2 Timothy, Titus, GNC (San Francisco: Harper & Row, 1984) is a fine commentary that deals at length with these documents as ad hoc letters. It is more recent than Barrett’s and equally readable and helpful. (4) Jouette M. Bassler, 1 Timothy, 2 Timothy, Titus, ANTC (Nashville: Abingdon, 1996). This is a useful volume in many ways and readable as well, though it has its axes to grind, which leads to some misreading of the material about slaves and women in these letters. It is a good example of the problems created if one reads these letters as pseudonymous and to be taken collectively, and thus not addressing real situations in the life of Paul. (5) Thomas C. Oden, First and Second Timothy, Titus, Interpretation (Louisville: John Knox Press, 1989). This is in many ways my favorite small commentary, especially because of its rich interaction with the church fathers’ work on the Pastorals, and also because of its constant attention to the spiritual substance of these letters. The format of the commentary is somewhat off-putting, as it clusters material together by subject from all three letters, but it is still a wonderful read. Shorter commentaries that are either too dated or not very helpful anymore include A. T. Hanson, The Pastoral Epistles, NCBC (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1982); Walter Lock, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Pastoral Epistles, ICC (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1924), replaced well in this series by the fine volume by I. Howard Marshall (see below). Of the really old volumes of this size and ilk that still are good reads and have some good exegetical insights, I especially commend Alfred Plummer, The Pastoral Epistles (London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1898); J. H. Bernard, The Pastoral Epistles (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1980), which is a reprint of the 1899 commentary.

Of the medium sized commentaries that are nonetheless technically oriented but very readable, two should be mentioned. J. N. D. Kelly A Commentary on the Pastoral Epistles, BNTC (London: A & C Black, 1963), which though dated is still useful and one of the better attempts to argue for the Pauline character of these letters. Kelly brings to the task a considerable knowledge of the early Christian literature of subsequent centuries and indeed of patristics in general, and so his opinion that these letters do not reflect a second-century or post-Pauline setting carries great weight. Raymond F. Collins, 1 & 2 Timothy and Titus, NTL (Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 2002), is a wonderful commentary in so many ways, not least because it deals with major terms and concepts in some depth, does not slight the theological or ethical content of these documents, and recognizes some of the rhetorical dimensions of these letters (as do Lewis Donelson and Mark Harding [see below]).

Of the larger and inevitably more technical tomes, other than Jerome D. Quinn’s (listed above), pride of place should go to I. Howard Marshall (with help from Philip H. Towner), A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Pastoral Epistles, ICC (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1999). One of the things that makes this volume interesting is that it hedges its bet, not quite wanting to see this as a later (at least not much later) post-Pauline document but recognizing the problems with ascribing these letters to Paul. This volume is especially a good window on the European discussion on these letters not readily available to North American audiences. Of the foreign language commentaries, there is much to be commended in Ceslas Spicq’s two-volume St. Paul, les Épîtres pastorales, EBib (Paris: Gabalda, 1969). It is instructive to read this volume side by side with Martin Dibelius and Hans Conzelmann’s influential and flawed The Pastoral Epistles, Hermeneia (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1972), because both cover the same material with good critical scrutiny, especially the parallel material from the Jewish and Greco-Roman world, and come to diametrically opposite conclusions about the provenance, authorship and character of these letters. It simply shows how much presuppositions factor into the discussion of the issues of prolegomena. A small but insightful and readable German commentary that upholds Pauline authorship of these letters is Joachim Jeremias’s Die Briefe an Timotheus und Titus, TNT 9 (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1975). We could have wished for more, but Jeremias’s volume is bound together with August Strobel’s Hebrews commentary. A fuller, more up-to-date German commentary that is helpful is Jürgen Roloff, Der erste Brief an Timotheus, EKKNT 15 (Zurich: Benzinger; Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 1988), but of course it does not deal with all the Pastorals.

Finally, I commend William D. Mounce, The Pastoral Epistles, WBC 46 (Nashville: Nelson, 2000), a massive tome of over six hundred pages. This commentary certainly covers the waterfront and is unmatched for its bibliographical completeness. It does not, however, show the same creative insight into the text that some of these other volumes do; but still it is a helpful compendium of the scholarly discussion of these letters and is quite valuable especially for that reason. I regret that Philip H. Towner’s fine new commentary on the Pastorals did not appear in print in time for me to take full advantage of it.
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