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fulness. As the powers of the mind are more highly exercised,
as the laws of mental operation are better understood, as science
unfolds to us more of the mysteries of the material world, and
as language becomes a more nice medium for the transmission
of thought, the truths and doctrines of the word of God will shine
in a new and distincter light As under the long discipline of
the Jewish theocracy, the conception of God was purged of the
gross materialism and multiplicity in which it was involved, until
the Divine unity stood out nnimpaired, 8o, under the higher dis-
cipline of Christ and the 8pirit in the kingdom of the Redeemer,
will the truth be graduslly purified of whatever crudeness and
darkness still mixes itself with it, until the whole spiritual firma-
ment shall shine with unobscured brightness, and every particu-
lar star in the radiant galaxy shall be marked and known by its
own familiar light Trath itself is eternal; the mind of man
progressive ; and not until the mind shall have reached the last
stage of its development in time, will the whole mystery of the
wisdom of God be fully known or understood.

ARTICLE VI.

THE SIMILARITY BETWEEN THE EPISTLE OF JUDE AND THB
SECOND EPISTLE OF PETER.

By Rev. Frederic Gardiner, Bath, Maine.

Marny and various are the conjectures which, from time to
time, have been put forth to account for the remarkable resem-
blance between the epistle of Jude and the second of Peter
One critic finds, in the fact of this resemblance, conclusive
proof that neither Apostle could have seen the epistle of the
other, or he would not have written his own; another thinks
it equally clear that one of them must have had the epistle of
the other before his eyes. This ono cannot doubt that the epis-
tle of Jude, being more terse and having greater concinnity,
bears the plain mark of originality, and must have been the ear-
lier of the two; but another is convinced that the epistie of
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Peter preceded that of Jude, by a period long enough to allow
of his warning to have been forgotten and his prophecies fulfil-
led. It has been suggested, on the one hand, that Jude might
have been in the habit of hearing Peter preach, and so have
set down briefly, from memory, what Peter spoke, and after-
wards himself wrote more fully; and, on the other hand, it has
been imagined that both writers might have derived their ideas
and their language from some other common source, of which
we know nothing. And if there be any other possible theory, it
has not wanted an advocate among the host of those who have
sought to solve this interesting but most difficult question.

Amid this Babel of opinions among men of learning and saga-
city, it may be doubted whether there really exist sufficient data
for the establishment of any one view. Yet, in this doubt, the stu-
dent of Scripture cannot willingly acquiesce, until such data as
there are, have been fully presented to view, and all inferences
drawn from them which they will legitimately bear, Arnold has
justly remarked in regard to uncertainty in matters of history:
“ Scepticism must ever be a misfortune or a defect: a misfortune,
if there be no means of arriving at truth; a defect, if, while there
exist such means, we are unable or uawilling to use them."?
The uncertainty in regard to the present question must be con-
sidered more as a defect than a misfortune, until a clear exami-
nation, and a more careful weighing of the evidence is made,
than has hitherto been done, at least in our own language.
This defect, Lavrnax, in his admirable work upon this epistle,*
proposed to remedy ; but he abruptly left his task half-finished.®
There scems, therefore, the mare necessity, that some one else
should take up the work and carry it on to such conclusion as
he may.

There is no reliable historical evidence bearing upon the sub-
ject, and the investigation must be conducted wholly on other
grounds. To this end, the first thing is to place the epistles

1 Arnold, History of Rome, Introduction, pp. 13, 14.

2 Collectanes, sive notae criticse et commentarins in epistolam Judae. Acece-
dunt de fonte doctrinse, et dictionis Judse genere et colore, disputationes duse.
Auctore M. T. Laurman. Groningae. 1818.

8 ¢ Priorem tantum Disputationis partem dare malni, quam binas rclignas
addere, nondum ea quae par erat diligentia elaboratas; memor etiam moniti el
Praeceptoris Wassenberghii, * Mirificem quandam convenientiam esse inter hanc
Judse epistolam et caput illud secundum alterinus Petri; in ejus rei canssas in-
quirere licere, reddere tamen illas difficalter posse.’” P. 233 not. in loc. de fonts
doetr. (31).
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themselves fairly before the eye of the reader, amanged in paral-
lel columns, a few transpositions being made in Jude, and por-
tions of second Peter amitted for the sake of brevity.

2 Px1ER.

1: 2. Grace and peace be multiplied
unto yon, etc.

* * 2 & 2 = @

12. Wherefore I will not be negligent
to put you always in remembrance of
these things, though ye know them, aud
be catablished in the present truth.

13. Yes, I think it meet, as long as I
sm In this tabernacle, to stir yor up,
by putting you ia remembrance :

14. Knowing that shortly [ must pat
off this my tabernacle, even as our Lord
Jesus Christ hath showed me.

15. Morcover, I will cndeavor that ye
may be able after my decesse to have
those things always in remembrance,

16. For we have mot followed cun-
pingly-devised fables, when we made
koown unto you the power and coming
of our Lord Jesus Christ, but were eye-
witnessos of his majesty.

17. For he received from God the
Father honor and glory, when there
came such a voice to him from the ex-
cellent glory, This is my beloved Son,
in whom I am well pleased.

18, Aud this voice which came from
heaven we heard, when we were with
him in the holy moant.

19. We havo also a more sure word
of prophecy ; whereanto ye do well thag
ye take heed, as unto a light that shin-
oth in a dark place, until the day dawn,
and the day.star arise in your hearts;

20 Knowing this first, that no pro-
phecy of the sariptyre is of any privats
interpretation,

81. For the prophecy came not in old
time Ry the will of man; but holy men
of God spake as they were moved by
the Holy Ghost.

Jope.

1. Jude, the servant of Jesus Christ,
and brother of James, to them that are
sanctified by God the Father, and pre-
served in Jesus Christ, and called :

2. Merey unto you, and peace, and
love, be multiplied.

3. Beloved, when I gave all diligence
o writs unto you of the common sal-
vation, it was needful for me to write
unto you, and exbort you, that ye should
earnestly contend for the faith

which was once delivered unto the saints.
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2: 1. But there were false prophets
also among the people, even as there
shall be false teachers among you, who
privily shall bring in damnable heresies,
even denying the Lord that bought
them, and bring upon themselves swift
destructioa.

2. And many shall follow their per-
nicious ways; by reason of whom the
‘way of truth shall be evil spoken of.

3. And through covetousness shall
they with feigned words make merchan-
dise of you: whose judgment now of &
long time lingereth not, and their dam-
pation stembereth not.

4. For if God spared not the angels
that sinned, but cast them down to hell,
and delivered them into chains of dark-
nees, to be reserved unto judgment ;

5. And spared not the old world, bat
savedNoah, the eighth person. a preach-
er of righteousness, bringing in the flood
upon the world of the angodly ;

6. And turning the cities of Sodom
and Gomorrah into ashes, condemned
them with an overthrow, making them
an enssmple unto thoee that after
should live ungodly.

* » » L ] * * *

10. But chiefly them that walk after
the flesh in the lust of ancleanness, and

ise government. Presumptuous
are they, self-willed, they are not afraid
to speak evil of dignities :

11. Whereas angels, which are great-
er in power and might, bring not rail-
ing accusation against them before the
Lord. :

12. Bat these, as nataral brute beasts,
made to be taken and destroyed, speak
evil of the things that they anderstand
pot, and shall utterly perish in their
own corruption ;
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4. Fer there are certain meo cropt In
unawares, who were before of old or
dained to this condemnation. ungodly
men, taraing the grace of oar God into
lasciviousness, and denying the omly
Lord God, and our Lord Jesus Christ

8. I will therefore put you in remem-
brance, though ye once knew this, how
that the Lord, having saved the people
out of the land of Egypt, afterwards do-
stroyed them that belisved not.

6. And the angels which kept mot
their first estate, but loft their own hab-
{tation, he hath reserved in everlasting
chains, under darkness, unto the judg-
mont of the great day.

7. Even as SBodom and Gomorrah,
and the cities about them, in ike man-
ner, giving themselves over to fornica-
tion, and going after sirange flesh, are
set forth for an example, suffering the
vengeance of eteral fire.

8. Likewise also these filthy dreamers
deftle the flesh, despise dominion, and
speak evil of dignities.

9. Yet Michaol the archangel, when
contending with the devil (he disputed
about the body of Moses), durst not
bring against him a railing accusation,
but said, The Lord rebuke thee.

10. But these spesk evil of those
things which they know not: bat what
they know naturally, as brute beasts, in
those things they corrupt themselves.
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18. And ehall reccive the reward of
unrighteonsness, as tﬁey that coant it
pleasare to riot in the day-time. Spots
they are and blemishes, sporting them-
selves with their own deceivings while
they feast with you:

14. Having eyes full of adultery, and
that cannot cease from sin ; beguiling
unstable souls: a heart they have exer-
cised with covetous practices; cursed
children :

15. Which have forsaken the right
way, and are gone astray, following the
way of Balaam the son of Basor, who
loved the wages of unrighteonsness,

16. Bat was rebuked for his iniquity ;
the dumb ass, speaking with man's
voice, forbade the madness of the pro-
phet-

17. These are wells without water,
cloads that are carried with a tempest,

to whom the mist of darkness is reserved
for ever.

18. For when they speak great swell-
ing words of vanity, they allure through
the lust of the flesh, through much wan-
touness, those that were clean escaped
from them who live in error.

® & & ® * & &

3: 1. This second epistle, beloved, I
now write unto you; in both which I
stir ap your pure minds by way of re-
membrance ;

8. That ye may be mindful of the
words which were before spoken by the
bholy prophets, and of the command-
ment of us the apostles of the Lord and
Saviour;

3. Knowing this first, that there shall
come in the last days scoffers, walking
after their own lusts.

* # * # # * @

7. But the heavens and the earth
which are now, by the same word are
kept in store, reserved unto fire against
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18. These are spots in your feasts of
charity, when they feast with youa,

feeding themaselves without fear :

11. Woe unto them! for they have
gone in the way of Csin, sad ran gree-
dily after the error of Belaam for re
ward, and perished in the gainsaying
of Core.

Clouds they are withont water, carried
abont of winds ; trees whose fruit with-
ereth, withoat fruit, twice dead, placked
up by the roots;

13. Raging waves of the sea, foam-
ing out their own shame; wandering
stars, to whom is reserved the blackness
of darkness for ever.

16. These are murmurers, complairf-
ors, walking after their own lusts; and
their mouth speaketh great swelling
words, having men’s pexsons in admi-
ration because of advantage.

17. But, beloved, remember ye the
words which were spoken before of the
apostles of our Lord Jesus Christ;

18. How that they told you there
should be mockers in the last time, who
should walk after their own ungodly
lusts.

19. These be they who separate them-

selves, sonsual, having not the Bpirit.
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the day of judgment and perditien of

wungodly mea.

8. Bat, beloved, be not ignorant of
this oue thing, that one day is with the
Lord as a thousand years, and & thou-
sand years as oue day.

9. The Lord is not slack concerning
his promise, as some men coant slack-
ness; but is long-suffering to ns-ward,
not willing that any should perish, but
that all shoald come to repentance.

10. Bat the day of the Lord will come
88 a thief in the night; in the which
the heavens shall pass away with s
great noise, and the elements shall melt
with fervent heat, the earth also, and
the works that are therein, shall be
burned ap. ,

*® & * & e » @

14. Wherefore, beloved, seeing that
ye look for such things, be diligent that
Ye may be found of him in pence, with-
out spot, and blameless :

15. And account that the leng-suffer-
ing of our Lord is salvation ;

* L 2

L ] » » »

17. Y¢ therefore, beloved, seeing yo
know these things before, beware lest
ye also, being led away with the error
of the wicked, fall from yowr own sted-
fastness :

18. Bat grow in grace, and in the
knowiedge of our Lord and Savioar
Jesus Christ. To him be glory both
now and for ever. Amen.

14. And Enoch also, the seventh from
Adam, prophesied of these, saying, Be-
hold, the Lord cometh with ten thoun-
sand of his saints,

15. To execate judgment upon ofl,
and to convince all that are wngodly
smong them of all their ungodly deeds
which they have nngodly committed,
and of all their hard speeches which
ungodly sinners have spoken against
him.

20. But ye, beloved, bailding up your
selves on your most holy faith, praying
in the Holy Ghost,

21. Keep yourselves in the love of
God, Jooking for the mercy of our Lord
Jesus Christ wnto eternal life.

23. And of some have compassion,
making a difference:

- 23. And others ‘save with fear, pull-
ing them out of the fire; hating even
the garment spotted by tho flesh.

34. Now unto him that is able to keep
you from falling, and to presens you
faaltless before the presence of his glory
with exceeding joy,

25. To the only wise God our Savioar,
be glory and majesty, dominion and
power, both pew and ever. Amen.

It is impossible to suppose that such a resemblance, as is here

presented to us, could have been accidental. The similarity
consists, not merely in general design and argument, but extends
to the order and arrengement of the two epistles; to the use of
perticular illostrations and comparisons, and even of the same
words and phrases, and those sometimes of an unusual chamc-
ter. Such resemblance can hardly be accounted for by suppos-
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ing that one of the writers had been in the habit of listening to
the preaching of the other. The idea that both drew from some
common, but now unknown, source, is destitute of any shadow of
evidence ; and, while it must be pressed to the utmost limit to
account for the verbal coincidences of the epistles, could, in the
end, only have the effect of donbling the present difficulty.

It may, therefore, be assumed, as the basis of the present
inquiry, that one of the writers must in some way have been
made acquainted, not only with the ideas, but with the language
used by the other. It is believed that reasons abundantly suffi-
cient to justify this assumption will appear in the course of the
mvestigation.

It may not be amiss to remind the reader, at the outset, that
among the writers of Scripture, quotations and imitations of one
another without express acknowledgment, stand upon a very
different footing from that occupied by the same act among un-
inspired avthors. With the former, there could be no design of
concealment, inasmuch as all earlier portions of Scripture were
already familiar to those for whom they wrote. From the nature
of their office, they could lay no claim to originality of idea ; and,
if only the truth were declared in the most effectual way, it mat-
tered little whether the language were new or old. The Spirit
of truth seems either to have required that the same things
should be set forth, in the same way, at different times, and by
different persons; or else, merely directing the same things to
be taught, the inspired writer naturally found expression for
them in language already familiar. No student of Scripture can
need to be reminded how often, especially in the visions of
prophecy, the same or very similar passages may be found in
different books. Micah 4: 1—3 compared with Isaiah 2: 2—4;
the former part of Obadiah with Jeremiah xlix. (especially Obad.
1—4 with Jer. 49; 14—16; Obad. 5, 6 with Jer. 49: 9, 10; Obad.
8, 9 with Jer. 49: 7, 8), and the striking resemblances betwcen
parts of the Apocalypse and the writings of the ancient prophets,
particularly Daniel, may be mentioned as a few among the many
instances of this fact. Therefore, without insisting upon
the reference of both Peter (3: 2) and Jude (17, 18) to the
words of others, the above considerations, if duly weighed, are
sufficient to exempt the later writer from the suspicion of that
moral obliquity which is now involved in the charge of plagia.
rism.
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The resemblance between the epistles, although most strongly
marked in the second chapter of Peter, is not altogether wanting
in the first, and is very noticeable in some parts of the third
chapter. It becomes more remarkable throughout when the
language is carefully examined in the original.

Much weight of learned authority may be found on either side
of the question: “ Which of the epistles was first written?”
Jessien (de as@esrie ep. Judae, c. iv. p. 83) alleges in favor
of the priority of Peter: “ Millius, Wolfins, Semlerus, Chr. F.
Schmidius, Zachariae certe quoad partem, Michaelis, Storrius,
Hanleinius, Stolgius, Pottius, Flattius, Dahlius, Planchins junior
in praelectionibns.” In favor of the priority of Jude: * Her-
derus, Gablerus, Vogel, Schmidtins, Hugins, Welckerns, Richto-
rus, Eichomius,” add Jessien. The list might easily be extended
on either side of the question. In this division of authorities,
the only reliance for a determination of the question is in & care-
ful balancing of the arguments to be derived from an examina-
tion of the epistles themselves.

1. The prima facie evidence is unquestionably in favor of the
priority of Jude. There is a certanin terseness about it, a
pervous brevity of expression, which ill accords with the idea of
its being borrowed. It abounds in freshness and vigor both of
thought and language, and shows in its composition the intense
order of a powerful mind. It is, moreover, far more remarkable
than the epistle of Peter for its close coherence throughout, its
concinndty, a point of no small importance in the determination
of this question.

2. The second epistle of Peter was addressed primanly to
the same persons as the first (2 Peter 3: 1), that is, “to the
strangers scattered throughout Pontus, Galatia, Cappadocia,
Asia, and Bythinia” (1 DPeter 1: 1). If the epistie of Jude
was intended primarily for some single church or class of per-
sons, we know nothing positively of any such design. It bears
no mark of any particular address, and, perhaps, was from the
first designed for the church at large. Which supposition is
the more probable — that Jude, knowing of Peters epistle to
the churches of Asia Minor, iu which there was nothing pectliar
to those churches but which did contain several passages claim.
ing especial authority for the writer, should have thought it
advisable to abridge it for the benefit of the church at large; or
that Peter, having read the catholic epistle of Jude, should

Vor. XL No. 41, 11
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have thought fit to commend its substance, extended and en-
forced by his own especial authorty, to churches to whom he
was well known, and to whom he had written before? The
balance of probabilities, to our mind, is decidedly in favor of the
latter hypothesis.

3. There is not here room for the discussion of the question
whether Jude be the same with the Zovdas ’Iaxaifor of Luke
6: 16 and Acts 1: 13, one of the twelve disciples. On the suppo-
sition, however, that he was not —and this supposition accords
well with his own silence upon the point —the argument above
given acquires fresh force. And, even if he were one of the
twelve, he was certainly less known, and his anthority less
widely reverenced than that of Peter. If Jude wrote first,
it i easy to see that Peter's repetition might have the object
of adding weight to the instructions of the former; but if
Peter's epistle were the earlier, it does not appear with pre-
cisely what object Jude should have afterwards written the
same things.

4. In their general object and design, these two epistlcs are
absolutely identical. In view of the corrupting influence of evil
men surreptitiously entered into the church, they seek to encour-
age in the faithful a firm adherence to the doctrine and practice
of the true faith.

The only apparent dissimilarity in this respect is, that, while
Jude speaks of a present and pressing danger, the words of
Peter seem to have respect to the future. This difference
has sometimes been much insisted upon; but it loses its impor-
tance when it is considered that, as the same corruption might
now be described in both the past and the present tense, so
it wight then have been spoken of, at the same time, in terms
both of the present and the future. This might suffice to say
here; but it docs not fully present the facts. The language of
Peter, fairly interpreted and one part compared with another, is
in truth by no means exclusively future! He does, indeed,
speak in some places of a time which had not then arrived.
This is shown, not merely by the use of the future tense in
2: 1—3 (where the future is evidently put in contrast with the
past éyésovro, and might be fairly interpreted of the times of the

1 Compare A. Jessicn dc adfevwia epist. Judae. Leipeire. 1821. cap. iv. pp.

90—92. This is s treatise, of little revcrence enough, but valuable in this dis-
eussion.
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Christian dispensation in opposition to those of the law); but by
other passages, in which express mention is made of a period
subsequent to the death of the writer (1: 12—16), described as
“the last days” (3: 3), and of which the readers of the epistle
were thereby forewarned (3: 17). On the other hand, however,
in other pmssages the false teachers are described with equal
clearness as already come, and busy in corrupting the charch.
Throughout the portion of the epistle extending from the tenth
to the seventeenth verses of the second chapter, and in which
the resemblance to the epistle of Jude is most strongly
marked, the language plainly refers to a state of things already
existing. The same may be said of all the following verses
of this chapter and of the sixteenth verse of the third. What-
ever differences, therefore, there may be between the two epis-
tles, in this respect, is also found between the different parts of
that of Peter itself. Hence, the arguament often based uwpon
this difference in favor of the priority of Peter's epistle, is
altogether without foundation; and, if any inference at all is to
be drawn from the fact, that Peter gpeaks both of the present and
the future, while Jude confines himself to the present, it must
be in accordance with the general probability of the later date
of the more extended composition.

5. Both writers have adopted the same plan of argument.
Little difference would appear in the logical analysis of their
epistles. Both speak of a fixed, unalterable standard of truth,
to which the faithful ought carefully to cling; both describe the
corrupters of the church in the same way, and in much the same
words ; both show the certainty of their punishment by appeal-
ing to a variety of examples in the history of the past, and to the
warnings of prophecy looking forward to the far-distant future;
both, in nervous language, describe their ungodliness in a series
of comparisons; and both, having given counsel to the faithful,
nnder the trying circiunstances of the times, conclude with a
doxology.

Some differences in the development of this plan were, of
course, to be expected in epistles differing so much in length.
Thus, the long and beaatiful introduction in Peter (1: 3—11),
is wanting in Jude; yet this is, in fact, only the development
of the idea contained in both salutations (v. 2). Some differ-
ences arise from the personal circumstances of the writer, as
when Peter (1: 17, etc.) appeals to his own presence at the
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transfiguration in proof of what he says; and, if it be admitted
that Jude was not of the number of the original apostles,
Peter's claim and Jude’s omission of all claim to apostleship
i8 explained in the same way. Other differences, however,
remain. The express quotation of ancient prophecy in Jude
(14, 15) becomes a bare allusion thereto in Peter (3: 2); and
the deviations of the former, in regard to the different courses to
be pursued toward different classes of those tainted with cor-
ruption (22, 23), find no place at all in the epistle of the latter.
On the other hand, it is a part of Peter's plan alone to speak
of the deliverance of the righteous in the midst of the overthrow
of the ungodly; and it is only in his epistle that we find mention
made of the peculiar guilt of apostasy (2: 19—22). On the wholse,
these differences can be more easily accounted for by assuming
the priority of Jude than of second Peter. On this assump-
tion, indeed, there seems to be no especial reason why Peter
should have omitted the counsels given by Jude in verses 22
and 23; but, with this single exception, the other points of dif-
ference all accord well with the supposition of the priority of the
epistle of Jude.

The allusion to ancient propheey (2 Peter 3: 2), and then the
passing of it by, in the glow of the following descriptjon of the
world's destruction, is natural, and easy to be accounted for, if
the epistle of Peter were the later written; but the omission
of all that glowing description, and the introduction in its place
of the prophecy of Enoch, are not so easily to be explained,
if Jude wrote afterwards. 8o, aelso, Peter's directing atten-
tion to the deliverance of the righteous in the midst of the over-
throw of the ungodly, is & matter which might easily be intro-
duced by one who had the epistle of Jude before him, but
would not have been so likely to be omitted by one making use
of the epistle of Peter. The same may be said of the men-
tion of the peculiar guilt of apostasy (2 Peter 2: 19—22); it is
much easier to account for its introduction than for its omission.

It should be constantly borne in mind that what we here seek
is not demonstrative truth, of which the case does not admit;
but the balance of probabilities. However slight may be the
preponderance of probability in favor of the priority of one epis-
tle or the other, in each particular of the comparison, yet, if that
preponderance be uniformly, or almost uniformly, on one side, it
must, in the aggregate, be sufficient to turn the scale.
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6. As matters of more minute detail come under review, there
is the better basis for desired inferences. In the following table,
the eye can at once detect both the similarity and the dissimi-
larity of the particular illustrations, comparisons, and prophecies

of the two epistles.

Prran
2 1. False prophets of old.

4. The reservation of the angels that
ainned in darance unto judgment

5. The flood and the deliverance of
Noah.
8. The destructien of Sodom and Go-
morrab.

7. The deliverance of Lot

I1. The moderation of angels.

12. The comparison to beasts.!

13. The disturbance of the “ feasts of

Bpots (emzles = rocks 1)
15, 16. The example of Bajaam.

17. Wells withoat water, }
Clonds carvied with & tempess.

‘To whom 8 {{pog Tov ox'rovs is
yeserved for ever.
3: 2. The words before spoken by the
holy prophets.
2, 3. The prophecy of us, the Apostles.
B, 6. The flood.

Jupn

8 The destrnction of the unbelicvers,
althongh previoasly dolivered from

8. The reservation of the angels thas
sinned in durance unto judgment.

7. The destruction of Sodom and
Gomormh, apd the cities about them.

9. The moderation of the archangel.
10. The comparison to beasta.l
12. The disturbance of the “ feasts of
charity.”
Sanken rocks (oxilddes).
11. The example of Cain.
The examplo of Balaam.
The example of Korah,

12. Clouds without water,
{ carried about of winds,

Trees withoat fruit, efo.
Raging waves, etc,
‘Wandering stars.
To whom & {dipos Tou oxdrovs is
reserved for ever, .
14, 15. Enoch, the seventh from
Adam, prophesied, ete.
17, 18. The prophocy of the Apostles.

The first difference to be here noted, is the mention of “ false
prophets among the people” (sc. of Israel) by Peter (2: 1),

to which there is nothing corresponding in Jude.

This is &

matter of so little importance, that its introduction or omission
would be of little consequence either way, were it not for the
connection in which it stands. The last six verses of 2 Peter 1:

1 The comparison is the same, but used for different purposes; in Jude, to
mark the knowledge derived from natural instincts, in Peter more obscurely,
$0 express the ignorant brutality of iusubordination.

11®
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{16—21] correspond to the last clauae of Jude 3. At the end of
8o great an amplification (supposing Peter o have had the
epistle of Jude before him), the writer found himself speak-
ing of the holy prophets of old; how conld he pass over thence
to the evil men in the Christian church, spoken of in Jude 4?
The transition is skilfully mafle — “ but there were false prophets
among the people, as also there shall be false teachers among
you.” Yet, does not the allusion to the “false prophets” of old
bear the appearance of having been introduced for the sake of
the transition? And does not such and so abrupt a transition
itself suggest the presumption, that the writer had the epistle
of Jude before him, and wished to return to its course of
thought ?

In the paralle] passages occupying the 6th, 6th and 7th verses
of Jude, and the 4th, 5th, 6th and 7th of 2 Peter ii., are found
three examples, two of which are common to both, while each
supplies one additional example. There is also the further dif-
ference, that to the example of Sodom and Gomorrah is added
in 2 Peter 2: 7, 8, the deliverance of Lot—in pursuance of his
design, peenliar to limself, of showing the safety of the righteous
amidst the overthrow of the ungodly. The example added by
Peter, but omitted by Jude, is the overthrow of the world
by the flood and the deliverance of Noah; the one found in Jude,
but not mentioned in Peter, is the destruction of the unbelieving
Israelites after they had been delivered from Egypt. With the
assumed priority, with which of the epistles will this difference
best accord? We do not know that any strong inference can be
drawn from it in favor of the priority of either of the epistles;
yet such force as the inference has, it lies in the same direc-
tion with those that have gone before. If second Peter had been
already written, there seems po reason why Jude should have
omitted the pertinent and strﬁdng example, ready to his hands,
" and twice cited in the epistle before himn (2: 56 and 3: 5); nor is
there any apparent reason, beyond the excellence of the example
itself, for his introducing the destruction of the Israelites in the
wilderness, and especially for his making it the first of his illus.
trations, thereby disturbing the chronological order strictly
observed by Peter. On the other hand, if Poter had the
epistle of Jude before him, it is easy to see why he should
have omitted the mention of the destruction of the Israelites,
partly, because it did not aflord, without extension, any proof of



1854.] Simslarity of Jude and Second Peter. 127

the deliverance of the righteous, and was, therefore, not so per-
tinent to his purpose as the mention of the fiood and Noah; and,
partly, because its place, according to his chronological arrange-
ment, would have been at the close of the eighth verse, where
the sense was in danger of being obscured by the long and arti-
ficial period, and where this example was easily passed by in
the glow of composition. It is more natural, also, to suppose
that the several examples should have been reduced to chrono-
logical order by the later writer, than that this order should have
been disturbed by him when found in his exemplar. It may be
remarked, that the flood, besides being a peculiarly pertinent
example to this passage of Peter, scems to have been a favorite
illustration with him. We find it again in the following chapter
(3: 8, 6), and also in his former epistle (3: 20).

In the illustration drawn from the conduct of angels (Jude 9,
2 Peter 2: 11), there is this difference: Jude cites a particular
instance; Peter makes a general declaration. It can hardly
be doubted that both had the same facts in mind. If any
inference can be drawn from the analogy of the inductive
sciences, we must believe the record of the particular fact to be
prior to the enunciation of the general principle based thereon.
There was, indeed, in this case no discovery of either fact or
principle ; yet the fact is more likely to have suggested the prin-
ciple, than the principle the fact.

In Jude 10 and 2 Peter 2: 12, there is the same comparison to
dloya {wa, but for different purposes. In the former, as already
remarked in a note, it is used to indicate the knowledge derived
from patural instincts. The comparison is apt, the illustration
clear, and the whole verse graceful. In the parallel passage of
Peter there is much obscurity. The object of the comparison
seems to be, to set forth the ignorant brutality of insubordination.
The addition of the words “made to be taken and destroyed,”
although in harmony with the general design of the epistie, yet
makes this particular comparison still more involved. The lan.
guage of Jude has the running clearness of the fountain;
that of Peter, the fulness and also the comparative turbidness
of the lake fed by it. This passage will come again under
review.

Jude has given very briefly three examples (11), where
Peter (2: 15, 16) has only one, but that one much more fully
developed. The additional examples of Jude are not those
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of an epitomist, but are new matter thought out by the anthor
himself. On the supposition that Jude was the later writer, it
is hard to account for his having preserved no trace of all that
Peter has said concerning Balaam. On the other hand, if Peter
had the epistle of Jude before him, it is easy to see why, having
just spoken (v. 14) of “ covetous practices,” he should have seized
upon the example of Balaam, and have dilated upon it, to the
exclusion of the others.

That Jude should have retained no trace of the whole 14th
verse of Peter, is only to be accounted for on the supposition
that it had never been seen by him.

The word enilo, with the addition xai poduol, in 2 Peter 2: 13,
seems not so much required by the context, as suggested by the
word of similar sound, but of different import, omlddsg, in Jude
12. The comparison, by the latter, of the evil men who had
crept unobserved into the dydnn of the faithful, to sunken rocks
at sea (for such, unquestionably, is the true sense of omilade),
is pertinent and beautiful. The description of the same persons
under the same circumstances by Peter, as “spots and blem-
ishes,” does not appear so natural, nor is the figure a clear one,
unless we suppose that his anidos was suggested by the omdadsg
in Jude. The word dadrais has also the appearance of having
been suggested by the ¢yanaw of Jude.

The remainder of the 12th and the 13th verses of Jude are
occupied with a series of comparisons of which little appears in
Peter. Suffice it here to say, that, while a later writer can easily
be supposed to have selected an illustration or two from a num-
ber before him, it is hardly supposable that he should have
introduced all the richness of illustration we find in Jude. A
writer, having the epistle of Peter before him, and wishing to
amplify this passage, would naturally have done so, by expand-
ing the comparisons before him, and not by introducing wholly
new matter. Moreover, the last clause, which is word for word
the same in both epistles, although pertinent enough to its con-
nection in 2 Peter 2: 17, is yet introduced with far greater force
and beauty in Jude 12. Everlasting imprisonment in infernal
darkness is a far more fitting termination to the career of * wan-
dering stars,” than to that of “clouds borne with a tempest.”
But, however this may be, the whole of this striking passage in
Jude bears indubitable marks of originality. It evidently comes
fresh from a mind highly wrought up with the subject. Instead
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of the calmness of ordinary forms of expression, there is in it
that glow and fervor, that heaping of figure npon figure, cach
rising above the other in intensity of meaning, which marks the
creative power of the poet.

On a comparison of Jude 14, 16, 17 and 18 with 2 Peter 3: 2,
3, it appears that mention is made in both of ancient as well as
of apostolic prophecy; but the former is only mentioned by
Peter, while by Jude an express quotation is made of the remark-
able prophecy of Enoch. We leave all inference from these
facts to be made by mare competent critics. For ourselves, we
are not able to discover the beanng they may have upon the
question of the relative priority of the episties.

7. The general arrangement of the matter in both the epistles
is precisely the same. In the details, also, the same order is,
for the most part, observed, with only a few trifling variations,
too slight to be of consequence in the present inquiry. Such &
coincidence, in the arrangement of previously cvincident thoughts
and illustrations, is altogether beyond the range of accident, and
gives warrant for the assumption, that one of the writers had the
epistle of the other before his eyes, or at least strongly imprinted
on his memory. Nevertheless, it may be said, in general, that
the epistle of Jude has the compactness, the cleamess of arrange-
ment, and the close coherence of the vanious parts, which indi-
cate an original ; while, in the second epistle of Peter, the pro-
portion of the parts is changed, and in scveral instances their
connection more or less obscured, as if the writer had enlarged
particular illustrations in an earlier document.

8. In comparing particular words and expressions in the two
epistles, it will again be convenient to use a tabular form, setting
down the more remarkable expressions of each in the original.

2 PeTER. Jupk.
1: 2. zdpus vy xal eigvy mlndvr- 2. Fliog ipi wal siprvy xad dydmn
Ouin2 nlndov.)

5. omovdsy mivay magescsviyxavrscs 3. macay owovdiy mowperos
1. 1ois sodTeuor? sy dagoios mioTsy. NOIPTIS OWTTPIS
16—2l. 5] dmaf wagadoduioy rois dy. wiovas.
2 1. mapssdfovon’ 4. mopusidvour!

ya.d0diddoxalos’ Tives dyOpwnos

1 An anusual word in relation to spiritaal things (yet see Matt. 34: 13). In
apostolic salutations accarring only in the epistle of Jude and the two of Foter.
2 These words are dr. Asy.
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2 PxTer. Juow.
éndyovres éavrois aymy dnd- {u wdlas mwgoysypauuivos ss rovso
Leiay. 70 npiua
3. ol vd xglua Ixmalas! avx doyeil
xal 7 dnoilaa ayrdy vvord s,
2. alrar raic dosdyslus 8 obs o xdosv pevaredtvres als dodlyssay
0ddc viye dlnOules ﬁlacmpq&i—}

oeras.
1. 7ow dyogdoavra alr. Ssomdrny dg-  vov pdvov toméryy w. K, iu. I. X,
voUuevos. dgvoruevos.
4. dyydluy dpagryodvrey 6. dyydhove 15 Tovs p1j Tnproavres Ty
{ {avroy dpgny,allddmolim.cd 1oy ol
wagédunsy eic nplow Thgovulvons®  &ls nplory peyding fulpas . . . . Teve.
(Conf. udpay xplasaxs ver. 9.) onxey.?
aetpais Lopov. deopois &idloss trd Lpow.
4 and 17. tdpos.® 6 and 13. {dpos.®
4. Tagrageloag.!
10. tods omlow oognde &y imdvuly 1. Ixmopveianom,) xal dseldoiows
fuaouot mopevoudyors. Smrivm eaxpuds érépag
6. vnédesyua, Sidypal
10. wvgudrrros saxapoevoivsas 8. uvpibryra 83 dOszovos

d6Eas ob Toduovas fluggmuoivres.  Bdkus 32 plaspnuoior.
11. oU glpovas xar' ait. m. K. plda- 9. odx rdhunos xplow’ Eneveyn. flac-

gruav splow * pnplas.
12, 17, repetition of olros. 10, 12, 16, 19, repetition of oiros.
12. év olc dyvoovas Blacpruotyres 10. Soa ud¥ ovx oldaos flaspnuotasy
& ahoyad (e, puod, gromas,! d¢ 7d dloya® {Sa,

& 7] plinpg alrey xatapdupraovras. & rovrows pdrlporras.
10. wogevopdvous® (of the manner of 11, Zwopsiifyoar.®
life).

13. & rais dmwdroug 12. & zais dydmwass
o dos xos (o0 omdddec!
oUVELLIYOUKEVOST oVYSVLYOLLEYOS

1 These words are dx. dey.

¥ Very observable is this signification of Tvpsiy — carcere asservare.

8 This Homeric word, so peculiarly appropriate to the darkness of the infer-
nal regions, in the New Testament occurs only in these two epistles, and is not
found in the LXX.

$ xgloss does not elsewhere in the New Testament occar in this sense, and but
rarely in the LXX,, although the signification is established by classical usage.

8 This peculiarly oxpressive word occurs clsewhere in the New Testament
only in Acts 25: 27.

® mopedeodus is frequently used in this sense in the LXX. = 741 (e. g. Lev.
26: 3, 23, 27, 40; 2 Chron. 6: 186, bis; Ps. 26: [25:] 1, ete.), and occasionally in
the New Testament (see Luke 1: 6); but very seldom, if indeed ever, in the
classica.

7 Occurring only in these places in the New Teatament, and not fonnd in the
LXX.
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2 Pxran. Jupk.
17. myyed dyvdgos, Splydas [vegélas] vapllas dyvdpos vad
vad
Aaldamos Aavviusvas. ovipwy nagapepduevas,
oic 6 ldgoc vou omdr. ¢ aiwva  13. ois O {dgos ToD oxdr. sic eiwve
TeTionTes. seripnras.
6. desfsiv.! 15. qeifneaw.)
10. Iy émOvuip pmaopov mopevoud- 16, sard vds insOwulng adv. wopewd-
vovs? 2

18. Umégaynatyde paraidryros Ouyy.
3: 2. pynobvres T. wootsgnuivaw g1
pedrew omd 1. dy. mpog., xal 1.
t. dxeor. qu. dvrolic rov Ko
@fov zal Jwrigos.
3. isisovras in’ éopdrow Téy yuigey
fpsmaixrast
xerd 1dg (dias énsdrpias avr. mo-
e ?
14. owovddoars Gomwidos xal dueipnros
avre eopndypas év sigivy and v.

pavos
el 16 ordua avr. dalsi vripoyxad
17. pwiolyre ¢. ¢nudrow r. mootr
enuévuy vd Tév dmoordwy rou

Xrplov.
18. dv doydry ypdoy loovres

fpmaixrast
xard tae iavrey Emidvulas xo-
pevoys.®
U, gridia vpas drvalorovs, wed
orvjous natey, v. 8kne alr. dud-

17. pove iv dyad.

These resemblances, it will be observed, consist, for the most
part, in the use of the saine, or nearly the same, words, to ex-
press the same thing; in a few instances, the similarity is in
sense only; and in several, words are used alike in sound, but
differing more or less widely in meaning; a8 magasafovery and
magecéOvoay, dandzay and dydrwg, onikos and omdades, syyai dov-
3¢o: and regélas arvdgor. To bring out the full force of the verbal
lmilarity between the epistles, it must be remembered that the
style of the two is widely different. 'The resemblance is not such
as would arise from one writer's hawving heen accustomed to heax
the discourse of another until he gradunally fell into the same way
of thinking and speaking himself; but, on the contrary, each pre-
serves throughout his own characteristic manner, while a large
number of words and phrases, in several instances, of quite an
unusual character, are common to them both. Such similarity,

1 The verb is found only in these places. The noun dosfic occurs three
times in Jude, three times in Peter (one of them 1 Peter 4: 18) and thrice only
alsewhere (Rom. 4: 5; 5: 6; 1 Tim. 1: 9).

2 See note 6 sbove.

® Found only in these places in the New Testament, and somewhat rare in
the LXX.

4 Found only in these places in the New Testament. In the LXX. occurs
Isa 3: 4, and (in var. lec.) 66: 4.
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taken in connection with the other points of resemblance pointed
out above, could not have been the result of accident.

Comparisons have been instituted between the language of
Jude and several other books of Scripture, but with too little
result to be here detailed. The following table, however, of
words used by Jude, and not found more than once elsewhere,
msay be acoeptable.

Jope. 2 Peren. Otrer Booxs,

didio 6. Rom. 1: 30.

decfio 15. % 6.

doydyyelos o 1 Thess. 4: 16.

spmadsens 18. 2 8.

Evumvialduevos 8. Acts % 17.

{dgos 6,13. 2 4,17.

eixnriigiay 6. 2 Cor. 5: 8.

onliw 3 James 8: 6.

qursvwosas 19. *38.

URiégoymos 16. 2: 18

dgllaa 16. Rom. 3: 1.
To these should be added in the peculiar sense it here bears,

Kplasc 9. %9

From this it appears that of these twelve words there are as
maay common to Jude with second Peter only, as to Jude with all
the rest of the New Testament together. There still remain in
Jude fifteen words, and in second Peter fifty-four, not found at
all elsewhere.

The consideration of the more minute resemblances between
the two writers, has a most important bearing upon the question
of the relative priority of the dpistles. One can hardly select, at
random, any half dozen of the expressions used hy one writer,
and modified by the other, without feeling that Jude, if we may
so speak, furnished the raw material, Peter the finished product.
To write in detail of every instance, would be a long and unne-
oessary labor; the more striking and important passages may
well serve for examples of the whole.

Jude 3, as compared with 2 Peter 1: 5, shows, as Jessien hag
remarked, far more elegance in the latter, both in the arrange-
ment of the words, and in the choice of the participle.

For the simple xowqs cwzngias in the same verse of Jude, we
have the same idea in the longer expression of 2 Peter 1; 1; and
for 1§ anal megadodeisy 1ois dyiow miszes, the whole six verses at
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the close of 2 Peter i. It would have been difficult, indeed, thus
to abridge Peter's language; it is far more easy to suppose that
he has thus beautifully developed and enforced the idea sug-
gested by Jude.

The words oi acdas ngoyey. el 7. 7. xpiua in Jude 4, are much
amplified in 2 Peter 2: 1 and 3. First, is the strong expression
in verse 1, imdyorres davy. zay. anwhaar; then verse 3, the words
oi; 10 npipe Exmalas ovx dgyei, corresponding in sense with the
langnage of Jude, but altered in form, as if for the express pur-
pose of removing any possible ambiguity in their meaning; then,
without the introduction of any new thought, apparently for the
sake simply of fulness and emphasis, the expression is further
amplified by the words xas § anwlaa avr. ov worals. These
changes look like amplification on the part of Peter rather than
abridgment on that of Jude.

The expression in the same verse, ydpi» perandivies eig coed-
yaas, is replaced in 2 Peter 2: 2, by something to the same pur-
pose, but much more full. In this change may be observed, not
only the substitution of the requisite 08o¢ 7ij¢ alyBeias in place
of the more common ¥ tot Oeov yapww, o change which would
hardly have been made the other way, but also the popularity of
the false teachers (mollo: éfaxodovBrcovair avr. 7. dafl.), and, if
we may so speak, the commentary upon peraslrevre. As the
expression stands in Jude, its meaning is ambiguous, and may
be explained either of the act of perverting the gracious doctrines
of the Gospel, or of the effect of that act in making the Gospel,
in the opinion of many, a system of licentiousness. Peter has
chosen and clearly expressed the latter sense.

Still, in the same verse, we have a singular instance of &
longer expression (7ov uoroy deamorny x. ¢. L.) in Jude, replaced by
one more brief in Peter. Nevertheless, even this passage argues
against the priority of second Peter; for it is hardly supposable
that Jude, having it before dim, should purposely have omitted
the volame of argument bound up in the word dyopsgarra.

On a review of this verse, the remarks of Jessien (ubi sup.
cap. iv. p. 94) are in place: “ If one carefully examine the whole
passage in both writers, he will find in Jude the greatest brevity
and closeness of connection ; in Peter, his interpretation ; in Jude,
wonderful simplicity; in Peter, almost oratorical skill in the
arrangement of words.” Hence he argues that Jude was the
earlier writer.

Vor. XL No. 41, 13
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Passing on to Jude 6 and 2 Peter 2: 4, several striking differ-
ences between the two writers occur. In Jude there is a con-
siderable description — the most full in Scripture — of the sin of
the evil angels; in Peter, the matter is despatched in a word:
“ the angels that sinned.” The greater fulness of Jude here, is
a fulness of matter, not of mere words or ornament. In the
remainder of the verse, however, the matter is essentially the
same, and several of the words are the same in both writers;
but the polish of the language, and the skill in the armangement
of the words, especially of the participles, is far greater in Peter.
He begins with the graceful expression ovx épeioaso; then, for the
simple deauois aidiow, he puts the more elegant phrase ceipaisy
{ogov; and, where Jude writes plainly aig xgiow psy. qu. . . . . v%é
{ogoy rerqonxer, Peter expresses the same idea more artistically,
sagraguicas magéduxey sl xg. Tngovussovs. Surely the ordinary
laws of composition indicate Peter as the later writer.

The expression éxmogy. xai AnéABovoas on. cagrds srigag, in
Jude 7, is omitted in 2 Peter 2: 6, but subsequently introduced in
an altered and more elegant form in verse 10. The last clanse,
too, of Jude 7, compared with 2 Peter 2: 6, exhibits a striking
difference. In the former, we read simply and briefly mpoxavzas
dsiypa nvgos aioviov, dixny vrégovoas. Peter, like one working up
this idea placed before him, says, much more rhetorically, repge-
dag xarectgogi naréxgivey, vaodeyua ueAlorroy dosfeiy sebeixey,

For xvguérnra 85 aberovos, in Jude 8, we read in 2 Peter 2: 10,
svpuoTyros xaraggorovrrag. Immediately, however, the writer
changes to the nominative, inserting the words rolpunresi, av8d-
8s15, and for the simple 3¢§. fAaspnuotar of Jude, substituting the
more artificial expression 30f. ov tpfuove: PAacgnuovrres. The
change of case admits of easy explanation, if the writer had the
3ok, Blacg. of Jude before him; and the whole passage gives the
impression of having been modified from the straightforward
language of Jude by one skilled in the use of participles.

The chief point of difference in the illustration which occupies
Jude 9 and 2 Peter 2: 11, has already been noticed. In the lan-
guage may be observed, here as everywhere, Peter's verbal pol-
ishing and amplification. Instead of * Michael the archangel,”
he says “angels which are greater in power and might;” for the
xgiow Blaspnuiag of Jude, he has the more elegant fldognuoy
xpicw, and adds thereto, paraphrastically, “ against them before
the Lord” For the “did not dare to bring” of Jude, Peter,
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indeed, writes more simply, “ do not bring ;” but the change is not
so much a verbal one as a designed softening of the sentiment.

In the following verse, there is a clcarness and closeness of
connection in Jude, which is lost in the artistic construction and
added epithets of Peter. This is apparent to any one who care-
fully compares the two passages together. Particularly striking
are the expressions é» ol @yvoovos flacpyuovrres, and #» 1ff plopd
avioy xaragpdagisorra, in place of the much simpler langnage
in Jude. The whole is still further amplified by the addition of
the words xemiovussos ussdor» adixiag, which properly belong to
this verse.

Comparing Jude 11 and 2 Peter 2: 15, the words in the latter
xavalimorre; wOeiay 030w inlaviOnoay, have the air of a parm-
phrase ; and the expression s§axolovdncarres 7§ 00¢ vov Bal. uo-
Qo eduxiag fyanmasy seems like a diffuse rendering of Jude’s con-
cise rg mldsy 1. Bad. puaBov $sayvdnoas.

The verbal differences between Jude 12 and 2 Peter 2: 13 are
very remarkable, but have been already mentioned. In regard
to those observable between the latter part of the same verse
and 2 Peter 2: 17, Jessien has well remarked (ubi sup. p. 102),
that Jude could hardly have compiled his one verse from Peters
13th and 17th, and then have added the original matter it con-
tains, particularly when the connection with the preceding and
following verses is taken into consideration; while Peter could
easily have recurred as he pleased to Jude 12. 'When the two
passages are compared together, it is almost impossible to resist
the impression, that one of them was taken from the other.
Peter introduces a new figure by the word mnyai, yet, as he
thereby withdraws d»dm from repsias, he thereby greatly weak-
ens the force of Jude’s comparison, which he still retains. One
cannot fail to notice the similarity in sound between vepéias drv-
dpos and myyai dvwdges. In what follows, the general character
of the illustration is the same; but each word (supposing opiylas
to be, as Griesbach adjudges, the true reading) is so changed as
to create a slight difference in the whole figure. Jude brings
before the mind light clouds of the air, borne about hither and
thither by every varying breeze; Peter, the dark mist of the sea,
driven impetuously before the tempest, ending with that terrible
{opoc 1ob oxdrove ey addva, which Jude, a little further on, had
assigned as the portion of the wandering stars. In this figure,
the words used in Jude are the more common, those in second
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Peter, the more recondite. The most natural way of accounting
for the difference between the two, is, by supposing the myy. a.
to have been suggested by the »eq. dv., and, after adopting it,
Peter still wished to retain the figure of the »ag. mapagep. which
he has done in its general scope, but with different language,
and not caring to use all the comparisons furnished by Jude, he
has closed the figure with the last words of Jude's succession of
figures — ois 0 {ogog ». 7. A.

The clause in Jude 16, 76 ozopa avroy varpoyxa Aalei, is far
more artistically expressed in 2 Peter 2: 18, vnép. yap parauoryrog
@Oepyouevor. And the simple expression Qavualovreg mpdsona
e@eleing ydgsr, is greatly amplificd and repeated in 2 Peter 2: 14
and 18, in the clauses beginning with dcdealorrec and Ssieclovei.

The difference between Jude 17 and 2 Peter 3: 2, 18 quite re-
markable. The words 7y ayiwy mgogyzos» are inserted in the
midst of the clause by Peter, precisely as if he had Jude’s epistle
before him, and, wishing to omit the prophecy of Enoch given in
Jude 14, 16, would yet retain a trace of the argnment to be drawn
therefrom. In Jude, the verse is compact and its connection
close; in second Peter, this clause is almost parenthetical. The
xai ti¢ fvrolse is added in the latter, and also the word gudy is
inserted, with a construction so harsh as by itself to suggest the
probability of its having been thrust into & sentence already
written. At the close of the verse, Peter adds Zwrypo¢, which,
from 1: 1, 11; 2: 20; 3: 18 and this passage, seems to have
been a favorite title with him, although it does not occur in the
first epistle at all.

The simple év éoydre yeovep in Jude 18, Peter, with his accus-
tomed skill in the moulding of words, changes (3: 3) to én’ éoya-
Tov 10y fuspwy ; and the foovres funainras to élevoorras &y dumasy-
pory fumaixras; and for his rag éavr. #m0. writes more emphati-
cally 7ag (8iag émid. avr.

Beyond this point, the coincidence between the two epistles
is less close, although a distinct parallel is still observable
between Jude 21 and 24 and 2 Peter 3: 14, 17, 18. The clos-
ing doxology of Jude 13 much more rich and full than that of
Peter.

The result of this comparison of the verbal resemblances and
differences between the two writers, is, that, while here and there
a point is found on which, taken separately, it would be possible
to basc a fceble infcrence for the priority of Peter's epistle,
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almost every verse presents some indication, more or less strong,
that Peter wrote with the epistle of Jude before him.

The same result has been reached independently by the con-
sideration of the other elements in the remarkable likeness be-
tween the two epistlcs, of the probable aunthority of the two wri-
ters, of their different address, and of the general character of
their epistles. The inference in each case may not be decisive
in itself; but there is strength in the combination. When it is
once admitted that the two epistles could not have been written
independently of each other, an admission to which we are
irresistibly forced, it is, of course, admitted at the same time,
either that they were written conjointly, or else that one must
have been written after the other, and with reference to the
other. The former theory no one appears to advocate, and the
guestion is thus brought within narrow limits. Neither epistle
refers directly to the other; there is no reliable historic evidence ;
and the greatest possible interval between them is altogether
too short to have wronght any perceptible change in the lan-
guage. The question of priority must depend, therefore, for its
solution, upon such indications of originality as may be observed
in the one, and such appearances of an opposxte character as
may be found in the other.

These points have now been discussed at length. In conclu-
sion, it may suffice to say, that the style of Peter is ornate, and
at times almost artificial; that of Jude is simple, compact and
direct. The style of Peter is well suited to paraphrase and am-
plification, while that of Jude has too much nerve and vigor for
an epitome. In the language of the rhetoricians, Jude’s skill is
conspicuous in invention, Peter's in composition. Fulness of
thonght and rapidity of illastration are pecnliarly characteristic
of the epistle of the former. The epistle of Jude, on its face,
bears no appearance of having been wrought out from the epis-
tle of Peter; on the other hand, there are indications of Peter's
baving written with the epistle of Jude before him. There are
many matters in second Peter of which there is not the slightest
trace in Jude; but, with the exception of a few passages for the
omission of which a reason can easily be imagined, there is noths
ing in Jude which is not also found substantially in second Peter,
The illustrations throughout favor the supposition that those of
Jude were first written, those of Peter formed from them. The
eonnection of the parts is clear and compact in Jude; in second
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Peter the language often becomes involved, as if the writer were
moulding his epistle upon the former work of Jude; and, as often
as he wandered away in paraphrase and amplification, sought to
return to the point at which he had departed from his model.
Finally, the details of the language, almost everywhere, present
Peter as polishing, ornamenting and amplifying the straightfor-
ward, inartificial language of Jude.

These facts are believed to be the result of a fair comparison
of the epistles. Any one can test them for himself. It must be
left to the judgment of the reader to decide to how much weight
they are entitled. To the mind of the writer they are quite suf-
ficient to establish the priority of the epistle of Jude.

In concluding this Article, however, it may not be amiss to
allude to some of the consequences which flow from the admis-
sion of the priority of the epistle of Jude; consequences of suffi-
cient importance to justify the labor of the investigation.

In the first place, we obtain, at once, & fixed limit below which
the date of this epistle cannot be carned. The time of Peters
death is known with sufficient certainty, and, as his second epis-
tle (of course, assuming its genuineness) must have been writ-
ten before then, its date cannot be later than A. D. 67 or 68, and
must be placed several years earlier still, if Cave's determination
of the death of Peter to A. D. 64 be admitted. Taking the latest
date, however, it follows that the epistle of Jude must have been
written before A. D. 68. As its matter shows it to have been
written sometime after the general diffusion of the Gospel, we
thus obtain such narrow limits within which to fix its date, that,
by assigning it to the year of our Lord 65, we cannot be very
far wrong.

The step thus gained is important in many ways. Itis a help
to the solution of the much vexed question concerning the pro-
phecy of Enoch contained in verses 14 and 15. For the “ Book
of Enoch,” from which Jude has been often supposed to have
quoted, is assigned by many, perhaps most, critics, to a later
date. It would pot be difficult, indeed, to prove that this apoc-
ryphal book is a composition of a period later than any possible
date of the epistle of Jude; but it is satisfoctory to know that,
even if we admit the arguments of those who refer its publica-
tion to the close of the first century, we are still safe in main-
taining that it cannot possibly have been quoted by Jude.

Passing by other uses to be made of the determination of this
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question, such as its bearing upon the genuineness and aunthority
of the epistle of Jude, we are struck with the insight hereby
given into the state of the Christian church within less than two-
score years of its foundation. From the other epistles of the
same period we learn, it is true, essentially the same facts; but
here we look upon them from a different point of view, and, as
it were, throngh the mind of another inspired writer. We find
here the full verification of our Saviour's parables of the wheat
and the tares, of the net gathering fish, good and bad; and we
are certain that the church must have made great progress, before
it could have been exposed to the dangers here mentioned, and
before wicked men could have thought it worth their while sur-
reptitiously to enter the Christian fold. We leamn, too, how very
short a time was necessary for the growth of corruptions in Chris-

tian doctrine, and how, from the earliest period, a certain fixed
body of trath had been established, a “ faith once delivered to
the saints,” to he earnestly contended for, as it is, without im-
provement and without change.

In a word, the whole epistle appears in guite a different light,
if it be considered as belonging to A. D. 90, or as having been
published A. D. 65. And, although its direct teaching is in either
case the same, yet the information to be incidentally gained from
it depends very much upon whether it wys written five-and-
twenty years earlier or later.

The earlier date is nearer than the later to what may be called
the balance of the various dates adopted by the learned.

ARTICLE VII.
MAN AND HIS FOOD.
By Leonard Withington, D. D., Newbury, Mass.

Earine is one of the lowest enjoyments of a rational being,
and yet necessary to our repose and our mental speculations.
If & man will not work neither shall he eat; but it is equally
clear that, if he does not eat, neither can he work. There is no



