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SILVANUS WAS NOT PETER’S SECRETARY: 
THEOLOGICAL BIAS IN INTERPRETING 

 

dia; SilouanouÅ . . . eßgraya

 

 IN 1 PETER 5:12

 

E. RANDOLPH RICHARDS*

 

In 1 Pet 5:12 we ˜nd the phrase “I am writing through Silvanus” (

 

gravfw

 

1

 

dia;

 

 

 

SilouanouÅ

 

). This passing remark by Peter has garnered more than its fair
share of attention from scholarship. Many a tall building has been constructed
upon this exegetical cornerstone. Yet oddly enough, very little research has
been done on this phrase, and certainly not enough to warrant the sweeping
historical conclusions usually made about this verse.

The basic formula is (a) a ˜rst or second person active form of 

 

gravfw

 

 with
(b) 

 

diav

 

 and a person or persons.

 

2

 

 With the active voice, the subject of 

 

gravfw

 

is obviously the writer, so “through” must indicate that the writing process
was somehow done through the intermediation of the person(s) identi˜ed in
the 

 

diav

 

-clause.
The question for us today concerns not the writer but rather the inter-

mediary indicated in the 

 

diav

 

-clause. This question is twofold. The ˜rst is an
ancient issue: did this formula

 

3

 

 in Greco-Roman antiquity identify the sec-
retary or the letter-carrier or perhaps both? The second question is a modern
issue: do some of us allow an evangelical agenda to prejudice our reading of
this formula?

It is often judged that this expression identi˜es Silvanus as the secretary
who was used to write down 1 Peter. The NIV seems to want to leave this as
an option: “With the help of Silvanus . . . I have written to you,” as does the
TEV: “I write you this brief letter with the help of Silas.” Other translations
are equally vague, for example, the Jerusalem Bible: “I write these few words
to you through Silvanus” or the NEB: “I write you this brief appeal through
Silvanus” or the RSV and KJV: “By Silvanus . . . I have written brie˘y.”

Others believe that this formula identi˜es the person who carried the let-
ter. This is the clear meaning of the Living Bible: “I am 

 

sending

 

 this note to
you through the courtesy of Silvanus” or the Phillip’s rendering: “I am 

 

sending

 

this short letter by Silvanus.” To make their point clear, both translations
change the verb from “I am writing” to “I am sending.”

 

1Ù

 

It is assumed that 

 

eßgraya

 

 is an epistolary aorist, though this is open to discussion.

 

2Ù

 

Obviously, any type of formula where 

 

gravfw

 

 is in the passive voice would be an entirely diˆer-

ent matter, such as the common “having been written by the prophets,” since the object of 

 

diav

 

then directly identi˜es the writer (in a typical agency syntax for 

 

diav

 

).

 

3Ù

 

I am using the term “formula” rather loosely. This expression does not have to qualify as an

established stereotyped epistolary formula for this thesis.

* E. Randolph Richards is associate professor of Biblical studies and theology at Ouachita

Baptist University, OBU Box 3706, Arkadelphia, AR 71998-0001.
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In antiquity, could this formula be used to identify 

 

either

 

 the secretary

 

or

 

 the letter carrier? It will be argued here that this formula identi˜ed 

 

only

 

the letter-carrier and was not used to identify the secretary.

 

I.

 

gravfw

 

 

 

diav

 

 

 

tinoÍ

 

 IN GRECO-ROMAN EPISTOLOGRAPHY

 

What examples do we have of the formula 

 

gravfw

 

 

 

diav

 

 

 

tinoÍ

 

? It is found in
two sets of writing that are quite analogous to 1 Peter: the letters of Igna-
tius and the Philippian letter of Polycarp. A careful historical analysis is
necessary to demonstrate that Ignatius and Polycarp are using the formula
to identify 

 

solely

 

 the letter-carrier. We will then look at the handful of ex-
amples that extant secular papyri oˆer us.

1.

 

The Letters of Ignatius

 

. According to Eusebius, Ignatius was carried
to Rome for martyrdom in the tenth year of Trajan, i.e. 

 

AD

 

 108.

 

4

 

 On the jour-
ney, Ignatius visited several churches in Asia. During a stop in Smyrna, he
wrote to Ephesus, Magnesia, Tralles, and Rome. During a subsequent stop
in Troas, he wrote to Philadelphia and Smyrna, and he also sent a letter to
Polycarp (the bishop of Smyrna).

 

5

 

In the letter to the Philadelphians, Ignatius comments: “The love of the
brethren at Troas salutes you; and I am writing thence to you by the hand of
Burrhus, who was sent with me by the Ephesians and Smyrnaeans as a mark
of honor.”

 

6

 

 Kirsopp Lake, the Loeb translator, renders the phrase

 

 

 

gravfw

 

 

 

uJm∂n

 

4Ù

 

Scholarship is by no means unanimous in supporting Eusebius’s dating, but there is general

agreement that Ignatius died during the reign of Trajan (

 

AD

 

 98–117). See e.g. Kirsopp Lake, 

 

Ap-

ostolic Fathers

 

, 2 vols. (LCL; Cambridge: Harvard University, 1912) 1:166. Streeter (

 

The Primi-

tive Church

 

, Hewett Lectures 1928 [London: Macmillan, 1929] 275–276) argues for 

 

AD

 

 115.

Lightfoot (

 

The Apostolic Fathers

 

 [3 vols.; 2d ed.; vol. 1, pt. 2: 

 

S. Ignatius, S. Polycarp

 

; London:

Macmillan, 1889] 1.2:30) conservatively summarizes: “His martyrdom may with a high degree of

probability be placed within a few years of 

 

AD

 

 110, before or after.”

 

5Ù

 

Eus. 

 

H.E.

 

 3.36.3–10. (All patristic texts and English translations are from the LCL unless

otherwise noted.)

Ignatius’s letters are extant in three recensions: the so-called “short” edition containing three let-

ters (Polycarp, Ephesians, Romans) in a very abridged form; the so-called “mean” or “middle” edi-

tion containing the three aforementioned letters in longer form plus Magnesians, Trallians,

Philadelphians, and Smyrnaeans; and the so-called “long” edition containing still longer forms of

the seven preceding letters plus Mary of Cassobola to Ignatius, Ignatius to Mary of Cassobola, Ig-

natius to the Tarsians, to the Antiochenes, to Hero, and to the Philippians.

The Middle Ages knew the enlarged and interpolated edition of 12 letters. In 1644 Ussher uncov-

ered the middle edition in Latin. The Greek text of this edition was discovered soon afterwards. In

1845 the yet shorter edition of three letters was discovered in a Syriac edition by Cureton. See e.g.

James Orr, 

 

The Early Church: Its History and Literature

 

 (2d ed.; London: Hodder & Stoughton,

1903) 41.

Seven is the number of letters supported by Eusebius. The genuineness of the seven letter edition

was ˜nally established by the monumental work of J. B. Lightfoot (

 

Ignatius

 

, 1.2:70–134, 328–430)

and Theodor Zahn (

 

Ignatius von Antiochien

 

 [Gotha: Perthes, 1873]). The more recent thesis of Rei-

noud Weijenberg (

 

Les lettres d’Ignace d’Antioche

 

 [Leiden: Brill, 1969]) that the middle recension is

an abridgement of the long—and thus authentic—recension is admirably argued but ˜nally uncon-

vincing; see e.g. Wm. R. Schoedel, 

 

Ignatius of Antioch

 

 (Hermeneia; Philadelphia: Fortress, 1985) 5.

 

6Ù

 

Ign. 

 

Phld.

 

 11:2; 

 

ajpavzetai

 

 

 

uJmaÅÍ

 

 

 

hJ

 

 

 

ajgavph

 

 

 

tΩn

 

 

 

ajdelfΩn

 

 

 

tΩn

 

 

 

Trwavdi:

 

 

 

o§qen

 

 

 

kaµ

 

 

 

gravfw

 

 

 

uJm∂n

 

 

 

dia;
Bouvrrou

 

 

 

pemfqevntoÍ

 

 

 

a§ma

 

 

 

ejmoµ

 

 

 

ajpo;

 

 

 

∆EfesÇwn

 

 

 

kaµ

 

 

 

SmurnaÇwn

 

 

 

e√Í

 

 

 

lovgon

 

 

 

timhÅÍ

 

.
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dia;

 

 

 

bouvrrou

 

 as “and I am writing thence to you by the hand of Burrhus.” Cer-
tainly Burrhus, a deacon, was a signi˜cant character in the present ministry
of Ignatius, for he is described in glowing terms by Ignatius in his letter to
the Ephesians (2:1):

 

Now concerning my fellow servant,

 

7

 

 Burrhus, your deacon by the will of God,
who is blessed in all things, I beg that he may stay longer, for your honour and
for that of the bishop.

 

Ignatius closes his letter to the Smyrnaeans in the same fashion as the
Philadelphian letter but with an additional remark:

 

The love of the brethren who are at Troas salutes you, whence I am writing to
you by Burrhus, whom you together with the Ephesians your brothers sent
with me, and he has in every way refreshed me. Would that all imitated him,
for he is a pattern of the ministry of God. In all things grace shall reward him.

 

8

Camelot, the translator for the Sources chrétiennes edition, seems to under-
stand the phrase o§qen kaµ gravfw uJm∂n dia; Bouvrrou to be identifying Burrhus
as the secretary: “Thus I have written to you through the intermediation of
Burrhus.”9 Lake is more ambiguous in his translation: “whence also I am
writing you by Burrhus” (LCL 1:265). Again, with wording strikingly similar
to his letter to the Smyrnaeans, Ignatius includes in his farewell greetings to
the Magnesians:

The Ephesians greet you from Smyrna, whence also I am writing to you; they,
like yourselves, are here for the glory of God and have in all things given me
comfort, together with Polycarp the bishop of the Smyrnaeans.10

Note the striking parallels between these passages:

Ign. Phld. 11:2: ajspavzetai uJmaÅÍ hJ ajgavph tΩn ajdelfΩn tΩn ejn Trwavdi, o§qen kaµ
gravfw uJm∂n dia; Bouvrrou,

Ign. Smyrn. 12:1: Âspavzetai uJmaÅÍ hJ ajgavph tΩn ajdelfΩn tΩn ejn Trwavdi, o§qen kaµ
gravfw uJm∂n dia; Bouvrrou,

Ign. Magn. 15:1: Âspavzontai uJmaÅÍ ∆Efevsioi ajpo; SmuvrnhÍ, o§qen kaµ gravfw uJm∂n,

Why does Ignatius mention Burrhus to the Smyrnaeans and not to the Mag-
nesians? Was Burrhus not with Ignatius when the letter was written to the
Magnesians and thus unable to serve as the letter’s secretary, leaving Ignatius
to use an anonymous scribe?11 We will show in a moment that Burrhus was

7ÙNote that it might be signi˜cant that Burrhus is also called a sundouÅloÍ, a term, incidentally,

that Paul uses to describe Epaphras (Col 1:7) and Tychicus (Col 4:7), both of whom traditionally

are considered to be letter-carriers and not secretaries.
8ÙIgn. Smyrn. 12:1: Âspavzetai uJmaÅÍ hJ ajgavph tΩn ajdelfΩn tΩn ejn Trwavdi, o§qen kaµ gravfw uJm∂n

dia; Bouvrrou, o¶n ajpesteÇlate met∆ ejmouÅ a§ma ∆EfesÇwn, to∂Í ajdelfo∂Í uJmΩn, o¶Í kata; pavnta me ajnev-
pausen: kaµ oßfelou pavnteÍ aujto;n ejmimouÅto, oßnta ejcemplavrion qeouÅ diakonÇaÍ. ajmeÇyetai aujto;n hJ
cavriÍ kata; pavnta.

9Ù“c’est de la que je vous ecris par l’intermediaire de Búrrhus”; P. Th. Camelot, ed., Ignace

d’Antioche (4th corr. ed.; SC no. 10; Paris: Les editions du Cerf, 1969); Smyrn. 12:1 (p. 143).
10ÙIgn. Magn. 15:1.
11ÙSecretaries were the established practice; see my work, The Secretary in the Letters of Paul

(WUNT 2/42; Tübingen: Mohr, 1991). Walter Bauer (Die Briefe des Ignatius von Antiochia und

der Polykarpbrief, vol. 2, in Die Apostolischen Väter, 3 vols. in 1 [HNTSup; Tübingen: Mohr, 1920]

254) correctly assumes that Ignatius used an amanuensis for all his letters.
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indeed with Ignatius when both letters were composed. We will argue it was
not a change in scribes but carriers. Ignatius used Burrhus to carry the let-
ter to the Smyrnaeans but not the letter to the Magnesians.

Three reasons lead us to conclude that the formula gravfw diav refers to the
letter-carrier. First, Ignatius’s closing farewell in his letter to the Romans:
“Now I am writing these things to you from Smyrna by the blessed Ephesians,
and Crocus, a name very dear to me, is also with me, and many others.”12 A
casual English reading might tie Crocus with the Ephesians, but the text
clearly lists Crocus as the subject of its own independent clause. So for our
purposes here, the germane clause is: “Now I am writing these things to you
from Smyrna by the blessed Ephesians.” Here we ˜nd again the same formula
used in other letters (see ˜g. 1). Yet it is quite improbable—if not impossible—
that an entire group of persons (the Ephesians) served as his secretary. The
logistical problems and the fact that as far as I know the practice was un-
known, rule against the possibility,13 while a group (elsewhere this group is
always mentioned collectively by Ignatius) could be cited as the carrier.14

Second, while it was not customary to commend secretaries15 nor to assert
their trustworthiness, etc., this was commonly done for the letter-carrier. He
was often a personal link between the author and the recipients. Oral addi-
tions to a letter were highly prized.16 A trustworthy carrier often carried ad-
ditional information. The letter may describe the situation brie˘y, frequently
with the author’s assessment, but the carrier was expected to elaborate all
the details.17 The church in Ephesus was told by Paul to expect such from
Tychicus as the letter-carrier:

Tychicus, the dear brother and faithful servant in the Lord, will tell you every-
thing, so that you also may know how I am and what I am doing. I am sending

12ÙIgn. Rom. 10:1: Gravfw de; uJm∂n tauÅta ajpo; SmuvrnhÍ di∆ ∆EfesÇwn tΩn ajxiomakarÇstwn. eßstin de;
kaµ a§ma ejmoµ su;n aßlloiÍ pollo∂Í kaµ KrovkoÍ, to; poqhtovn moi oßnoma.

13ÙSo also argues Schoedel, Ignatius 214. It is also unlikely that this refers to co-authors. Co-

authors are customarily listed in the letter address. I know of no examples where this formula

was used to indicate co-authors. See my work The Secretary in the Letters of Paul 47–49. Fur-

thermore, Ignatius’s letter to the Romans is such a personal, self-eˆacing letter defending his

personal right to die a martyr’s death. It scarcely lends itself to co-authors.
14ÙSee e.g. Cic. Att. 2.8.
15ÙThe rare exception might be Cicero’s references about Tiro to Atticus.
16ÙWhile in exile from Rome, Cicero preferred the oral reports of travellers over any letters he

received; Cic. Fam. 5.4.1.
17ÙSee e.g. Cicero’s complaint (Fam. 4.2.1.): “I received your letter . . . and on reading it I gathered

that Philotimus did not act . . . [on] the instructions he had from you (as you write) . . . [when] he

failed to come to me himself, and merely forwarded me your letter; and I concluded that it was

shorter because you had imagined that he would deliver it in person.” See also Cic. Fam. 3.5; 10.7;

1.8.1; 3.1.1. In Fam. 7.18.4, the carrier tells Cicero that the author wishes the letter destroyed after

he reads it. See also John White, Light from Ancient Letters (Foundations and Facets; Philadelphia:

Fortress, 1986) 216 and PCol 3.6.

In the case of intrigue, the oral message from the carrier might be the real message. Brutus (Cic.

Fam. 11.20.4) makes this comment: “Please write me a reply to this letter at once, and send one

of your own men with it, if there is anything somewhat con˜dential which you think it necessary

for me to know.” Con˜dentiality was a problem. Cicero (Cic. Att. 1.13) once complained, “There

are very few who can carry a letter of weight without lightening it by a perusal.”

ONE LONG
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him to you for this very purpose, that you may know how we are, and that he
may encourage you.18

Paul would have known that Tychicus would disclose Paul’s situation. Paul
explicitly mentions this (in v. 21) as a further sign that he is not ashamed of
his chains (v. 20). He wanted Tychicus to describe his situation. Likewise
Phoebe is commended in Romans 16.19

We are all familiar with the basically verbatim endorsements of Tychi-
cus to the Colossians and to the Ephesians:

The repetition in the endorsements may be easily explained in light of the
exact same phenomenon in the letters of Ignatius. In commending the same
carrier in a diˆerent letter to a diˆerent church, Ignatius’s secretary merely
repeated the somewhat stereotypical endorsement:

We argue, then, that commendations such as we ˜nd in the Ignatian letters
are known to be given for a letter-carrier but not for a secretary.20

Third, Burrhus was available to serve as a secretary for all seven letters,
but is cited by the gravfw diav formula in only two of them.21 Furthermore,
the two letters that do cite Burrhus (Philadelphia and Smyrna) were sent to
churches (along with a letter to Polycarp the bishop of Smyrna) at a later
time and from a diˆerent location than the other letters. We could argue
that Burrhus served as the secretary only in these later two letters because
Ignatius in Troas no longer had access to the secretary he used in Smyrna

18ÙEph 6:21–22. Even if this letter were pseudonymous, the argument remains. The forger would

have considered this a normal item to note about a letter-carrier.
19ÙHer commendation is more extensive, taking the form of a littera commendatica, which was

customarily carried by the recommended person. John White (“Greek Documentary Letter Tradition,

Third Century B.C.E. to Third Century C.E.,” Semeia 22 [1981] 95–97) oˆers a convenient summary of

the structure, essential elements, and distinctives of this type of letter.
20ÙSo also Paul J. Achtemeier, 1 Peter (Hermeneia; Minneapolis: Fortress, 1996) 351–352. The-

odor Zahn (Introduction to the New Testament [3 vols.; Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1909] 2:150) inter-

estingly tries to turn this argument on its head, maintaining that the commendation of Silvanus

was too great for a mere carrier or a secretary, but rather must be an indication that Silvanus had

a larger role than that of a mere scribe, i.e. that of a co-author. In light of Paul’s commendations of

Tychicus, 1 Pet 5:12 hardly seems excessive.
21ÙPhld. 11:2; Smyrn. 12:1.

Eph 6:21 . . . pavnta gnwrÇsei uJm∂n 
Tuciko;Í oJ ajgaphto;Í ajdelfo;Í kaµ 
pisto;Í diavkonoÍ ejn kurÇå,

Col 4:7 . . . pavnta gnwrÇsei uJm∂n 
Tuciko;Í oJ ajgaphto;Í ajdelfo;Í kaµ 
pisto;Í diavkonoÍ kaµ suvndouloÍ ejn
kurÇå,

o§n eßpemya pro;Í uJmaÅÍ e√Í aujto;
touÅto, ªna gnΩte ta; perµ hJmΩn kaµ
parakalevs¬ ta;Í kardÇaÍ uJmΩn.

8 o§n eßpemya pro;Í uJmaÅÍ e√Í aujto;
touÅto, ªna gnΩte ta; perµ hJmΩn kaµ
parakalevs¬ ta;Í kardÇaÍ uJmΩn,

Ign. Phld. 11:2: ajspavzetai uJmaÅÍ hJ
ajgavph tΩn ajdelfΩn tΩn ejn Trwavdi, 
o§qen kaµ gravfw uJm∂n dia; Bouvrrou,

Ign. Smyrn. 12:1: Âspavzetai uJmaÅÍ hJ 
ajgavph tΩn ajdelfΩn tΩn ejn Trwavdi, 
o§qen kaµ gravfw uJm∂n dia; Bouvrrou,
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for the earlier letters. This is possible; however, we must explain then why
the letter to Polycarp written from Troas at the same time as the letter to
the Smyrnaeans does not mention Burrhus. This is not an insurmountable
di¯culty. Should the other evidence have argued that this formula indi-
cated the secretary, we could ˜t this evidence in. However, since the other
evidence argues that this formula identi˜es only the letter-carrier, then we
˜nd this last piece of evidence much easier to explain as referring to the car-
rier than the secretary.

Walter Bauer contends that the letters to Ephesus, Magnesia, and
Tralles, all written from Smyrna, were carried back by the very ones who
came to visit Ignatius.22 Thus these letters did not require an introduction
for the carrier. Burrhus was originally from Ephesus and probably was sup-
ported by the church at Ephesus, thus explaining Ignatius’s request: “I pray
that he may stay longer for the honor of you and your bishop” (Ign. Eph.
2:1). While in Smyrna, Ignatius also sent a letter to the Romans carried by
the group of Ephesians (Rom 10:1). Presumably they carried both the letter
to their home church, Ephesus, and this letter to the Romans, dropping oˆ
the letter in Ephesus and then securing transport on to Rome.23 Burrhus
clearly did not accompany the letter to Ephesus, since Ignatius requests in
that very letter that Burrhus remain with him longer in Smyrna. Burrhus
also did not accompany the letter to Rome, since he is found later with Igna-
tius in Troas.

While in Troas, Ignatius sent ˜nal letters to Philadelphia and Smyrna.
These two cities are not “on the way” to Ephesus from Troas. Is it reason-
able to assume that he asked Burrhus to carry these? I argue “yes” for two
reasons. One, trustworthy carriers were a problem.24 Two, Ignatius tells us
in his letter to Polycarp (Pol. 8:1) that he had wanted to write once more to
all the churches but could not because of a “sudden sailing” from Troas to
Neapolis. Because of this haste, he is likely unable to ˜nd reliable carriers
to those churches. Burrhus was leaving him to return to Ephesus.25 Igna-
tius imposes upon Burrhus to carry letters ˜rst to the other churches. He
was to stop in Philadelphia to deliver the letter, which contains a brief in-
troduction of Burrhus as the letter-carrier explaining his relation to Igna-
tius and to Smyrna and Ephesus.26 Burrhus was then to carry the other
two letters to Smyrna. Burrhus is noted in this letter as the letter-carrier
to indicate that his return to Smyrna was at Ignatius’s request. The letter
to the church at Smyrna contains a word of thanks for their contribution to
Burrhus’s support: “he [Burrhus] has refreshed me in every way. Would

22ÙBauer, Die Briefe 254. So also Schoedel, Ignatius 191.
23ÙWilliam Schoedel (Ignatius 191) argues that the special mention of Crocus may indicate that

he was the one in the group designated to carry the letter to Rome (by sea). Ignatius mentioned

it to insure the Ephesian church’s expeditious support for Crocus so that that the Roman letter

arrived in Rome before Ignatius did.
24ÙLetters were sometimes lost, intercepted/destroyed or read. Carriers were also commonly ex-

pected to supplement the information provided in the letter they carried. See my work The Sec-

retary in the Letters of Paul 7–10.
25ÙPresumably at the request of his church in Ephesus, if we may read that into Ignatius’s

“prayer” that Burrhus be allowed to stay with him a little longer (Ign. Eph. 2:1).
26ÙIgn. Phld. 11:2.

LONG ONE
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that all imitated him . . .”27 The Smyrnaeans had contributed to Burrhus’s
support in some way, since Ignatius had mentioned in another letter that
Burrhus had been “sent with me by the Ephesians and the Smyrnaeans as
a mark of honor.”28 The mention of Burrhus in this letter, then, is quite un-
derstandable. Equally understandable is why the private letter to Polycarp
needed no commendation of the letter-carrier. Ignatius did not routinely
commend his carrier, as is seen in the Magnesian letter.

2. The Letter of Polycarp. We had earlier noted that the evidence for the
use of the formula gravfw diav tinoÍ to identify only the letter-carrier came
from two sources analogous to the NT. The letters of Ignatius are one source.
The letter of Polycarp to the Philippians is the second. Polycarp, the bishop
of Smyrna, was martyred on February 23, AD 155. According to Irenaeus,
Polycarp wrote several letters.29 Only his letter to the Philippians is extant.
Apparently, the Philippians desired to make a collection of Ignatius’s letters.
They wrote to Polycarp to request his assistance. His reply letter to them
served as a “cover letter” for the copies that Polycarp was able to secure and
send to them.30

This letter, perhaps not surprisingly, concludes in a very similar manner
to Ignatius’s letters. For our purposes here, it is wise to read his entire closing
comments.

I have written this to you by Crescens, whom I commended to you when I was
present, and now commend again. For he has behaved blamelessly among us,
and I believe that he will do the same with you. His sister shall be commended
to you when she comes to you. Farewell in the Lord Jesus Christ in grace, with
all who are yours. Amen.31

The conclusion to his letter is extant only in the Latin recension, but scripsi
per seems to be the Latin translation of gravfw diav in the Greek original.
Crescens is clearly the letter-carrier here because Polycarp commends him
and then adds that his sister will also receive a commendation when she
comes to Philippi. Thus this formula (gravfw diav tinoÍ) indicates the letter
carrier in both the letters of Ignatius and Polycarp.

One argument is often cited as evidence that the formula gravfw diav tinoÍ
could not indicate the carrier but only the secretary. Eusebius quotes an ex-
cerpt from Clement’s letter to the Corinthians: “Today we observed the holy
day of the Lord, and read out your letter, which we shall continue to read
from time to time for our admonition, as we do with that which was formerly
sent [written] to us through Clement.”32 It is argued—correctly—that this

27ÙIgn. Smyrn. 12:1.
28ÙIgn. Phld. 11:2. So also Schoedel, Ignatius 191.
29ÙIren. Adv. Haer. 5.33.4.
30ÙSo Lake, LCL, 1:280.
31ÙPol. Phil. 16: Haec vobis scripsi per Crescentem, quem in praesenti commendavi vobis et

nunc commendo. Conversatus est enim nobiscum inculpabiliter; credo quia et vobiscum similiter.

Sororem autem eius habebitis commendatam, cum venerit ad vos. Incolumes estote in domino

Iesu Christo in gratia cum omnibus vestris. Amen.
32ÙEus. H.E. 4.23.11: . . . wJÍ kaµ th;n protevran hJm∂n dia; KlhvmentoÍ grafe∂san. Lake’s choice of

“sent” for grafe∂san is interesting.
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could scarcely be interpreted to mean that Clement was the letter-carrier.
I agree, but it is equally nonsensical to argue that this is identifying
Clement as the secretary.33 This phrase should not even be included in the
discussion because it does not use gravfw in the ˜rst person. Since the
writer is not the subject of gravfw, it is not surprising that the described
agent “dia; KlhvmentoÍ” ˜ts neither the carrier nor the secretary.34

3. Secular Papyri. A recent electronic search produced ˜ve papyri that
use the gravfw diav tinoÍ formula: BGU I 33, PMich VIII 466, POxy 937,
POxy 129, and PFay 123.35 Two of these papyri, BMich VIII 46636 and
POxy 129,37 have su¯cient variations from the standard gravfw diav tinoÍ for-

33ÙSee the conclusion of J. Ramsey Michaels, 1 Peter (WBC; Waco: Word, 1988) 306–307.
34ÙJ. A. T. Robinson (Redating the New Testament [Philadelphia: Westminster, 1976] 168) also

cites as a parallel, Mart. Pol. 20.1, where the church in Smyrna writes to the church in Philome-

lium: hJme∂Í de; kata; to; paro;n ejpµ kefalaÇå memhnuvkamen dia; touÅ ajdelfouÅ hJmΩn MarkÇwnoÍ (“but

we have for the present explained them in summary by our brother Marcion” [LCL]). Robinson

also concludes that Marcion could not in any way be deemed the amanuensis of the letter. I agree,

but would not consider the passage even analogous.
35ÙExcluding illiteracy formulae which use gravfw diav with the accusative (“I have written be-

cause he does not know letters”); see e.g. PLond 23; POslo 29. I would have preferred more evi-

dence from the secular papyri. Why are examples so scarce? As is the case with secretarial

references, ancient letter writers rarely commented on such mundane matters, unless there were

situational reasons; see e.g. POxy 937 discussed below; and my recent article, “The Codex and the

Early Collection of Paul’s Letters,” Bulletin for Biblical Research 8 (1998) 155 n. 22.

I am indebted to Mr. Eliseo D. Perez, who did this search in preparation for a Th.M. thesis at

Dallas Theological Seminary, sharing a rough draft with me. Perez also cited BGU II 385 and

PAmh II 131. Yet these two papyri do not even use the gravfw diav tinoÍ formula. He noted that

the gravfw formula is missing, arguing these papyri do include a delivery formula (ajpovdoÍ diav ti-
noÍ). Yet why would ancients then have used gravfw diav tinoÍ if they had a delivery formula they

could use—a reasonable assumption (though based perhaps upon the American veneration of

“e¯ciency”), but not one supported by the evidence. How many ancient epistolary formula could

survive a redundancy criterion?
36ÙThis papyrus, dated 26 March AD 107, reads:

Julius Apollinarios to his dearest father, Julius Sabinus, very many greetings. Before all

else I pray that you are well, which is what I have wished for, because I revere you next to

the gods. But this has troubled me, that though I often wrote through Saturninus the

signi˜er, likewise through Julius the son of Longinus (gr[avyantoÍ dia;] SatournÇnou touÅ
shmeaf[ovro]u, oJm[o]ÇwÍ dia; ∆Iou[l]ianouÅ touÅ LongeÇn[o]u) even yet you have not answered

me about your health. Notwithstanding, now that you have been asked, consider it a neces-

sity above all to write to me about your welfare. Several times I asked Longinus, who carries

the letter to you (Longe∂n[o]nt[o]n komeÇzontav soi to; ejpistovlion) in order to take some-

thing to you and he refused, claiming that he was unable to take anything . . . 

Using gravfw in a participial form probably alters the construction too much to be used in our

discussion here. Nevertheless, the most reasonable interpretation of this text is still that Saturni-

nus, Julius, and now Longinus were all carriers of letters.

37ÙThis papyrus, a marriage revocation dated to the 6th Christian century, is published in two

diˆerent sources, POxy, vol. 1 and Select Papyri (LCL), and reads: 

I, John, father of Euphemia, my unemancipated daughter, do send (diapevmtomai ejg[w]) this

present deed of separation and dissolution to you, Phoebammon, my most honorable son-in-

law, by the hand of the most illustrious advocate Anastasius (dia; ÂnostasÇou touÅ lam-
pro[tavtou] ejkdÇkou) of this city of Oxyrhynchus. It is as follows . . . I therefore send you

(diapemyavmhn soµ) the present deed of dissolution of the engagement between you and her,

my daughter Euphemia, by the hand of the most illustrious advocate aforesaid with my own

LONG ONE
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mula that they cannot be used.38 Of the remaining three papyri, PFay 123 is
a clear parallel to 1 Pet 5:12:

Harpocration to his brother Bellenus Sabinus, greetings. I wrote to you yes-
terday too by your servant Mardon (kaµ ejdqevÍ soi eßgraya dia; MavrdwnoÍ), de-
siring you to know that owing to having been molested I was unable to come
down . . .39

The letter also mentions that one of Harpocration’s servants, a Jew named
Teuphilus, also desired to go to Sabinus (probably as the carrier of the letter).
Thus Mardon was noted as the carrier of the previous (yesterday’s) letter,
which he carried as he returned to his master, in the manner typical of the
period, in case the letter had been lost in transit.

The second papyrus, POxy 937, dated to the 3rd Christian century, has
some variation: a 2nd person imperative of gravfw in a compound form is
used, ajntigravfw (“to reply in writing”). Nevertheless, the parallelism to 1 Pet
5:12 is compelling:

Demarchus to his sister Taor, very many greetings. I would have you know
that you wrote to me about what Agathinus did to me . . . Write me a reply
through the man from Antinoöpolis about whom I sent to you (ajntÇgrayovn moi
dia; touÅ Ântinoevw[Í] perµ ou¶ soi eßpemya) and write the list there that you re-
ceived so and so. If the man from Antinoöpolis wants anything provide him
with it, and come with him to meet Tasoitas. Send our cloak and the jar of
pickled ˜sh and two cotylae of good oil. I pray for your health. You will receive
three bags from the man from Antinoöpolis who is the bearer of this letter (touÅ
ÂntinoevwÍ touÅ soi ta; gravmmata didovntoÍ).
[Addressed:] Deliver to my sister Taor from Demarchus.

Because the bearer is also to deliver goods, he is deliberately named again,
removing any question that ajntÇgrayovn moi dia; touÅ Ântinoevw[Í] refers to the
bearer of the letter.

The third papyrus, BGU I 33, reads: 

Greet your sister and your brother and the little one (female) and all those in
the house. And write to me (travyiÍ dev moi) a reply concerning everything
through Dioscorus the son of Chairemene(?) or through the son of [ ] (dia; uiJouÅ).
Goodbye.

38ÙF. H. Chase (“Peter, First Epistle,” Hastings Dictionary of the Bible [Edinburgh: T. & T.

Clark, 1898] 3:790) uses BGU II 385 as a prooftext for the formula gravfw diav tinoÍ to indicate the

letter-carrier. Yet this papyrus does not use gravfw but instead ajpovd[oÍ] (delivered). While I share

his conclusions, this papyrus is not appropriate evidence.
39ÙGrenfell, Hunt, and Hogarth, Fayum Towns and Their Papyri (London: Oxford, 1900) 279–280.

signature (dia; touÅ e√rhmevnou lampro[tavtou] ejkdÇkou meq∆ uJpografhÅÍ ejmhÅÍ) and I have taken

a copy of this document, written by the hand of the most illustrious advocate aforesaid (ejn-
upovgrafon ceirµ touÅ aujtouÅ lampro[tavtou] ejkdÇkou). Wherefore for the security of the said

Euphemia my daughter I send you this deed . . . 

It is clear that the ˜rst two instances refer to the letter carrier, since they use some form of a

pevmpw diav tinoÍ formula. The last occurrence does use gravfw but does not use diav. Furthermore,

since Anastasius is mentioned twice as the carrier and is now the writer, it is probably to avoid

confusion that the text adds ceirÇ. In any event, we do not see anything like the gravfw diav tinoÍ
formula.
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The identity of DioskovroÍ is less certain, but still seems (to me) to be referring
to the letter carrier because of (a) the sense of the letter, (b) the use of ajn-
tif∫nhsin40 and the fact that (c) one would hardly oˆer advice about which
scribe to use.

4. Summary. To summarize the argument that the formula gravfw diav
tinoÍ was used solely to identify the letter-carrier and never to identify the
secretary, let us note four points.

First, although references identifying a secretary are found in Greco-
Roman letters,41 we have found no examples of the formula gravfw diav tinoÍ
being used to identify the secretary. There is an adequate number of exam-
ples of this formula. The formula seems always to be identifying the letter-
carrier.

Second, the best two examples we have of this formula come from liter-
ature that is quite analogous to the NT and clearly demonstrate that the
formula gravfw diav tinoÍ42 was meant to identify the letter-carrier and not
the secretary. The remaining secular papyri support this contention.

Third, the expanded superscription for Romans found in the majority
text reads: “. . . . proÍ PwmaiouÍ egrafh apo Korinqou dia FoibhÍ . . .” where
Phoebe is clearly the carrier and not the secretary. While we would not ar-
gue for the historical reliability of the superscription, it is noteworthy that
egrafh . . . dia is use to identify the carrier, not the secretary.

Fourth, a variation of this formula is found in the letter/decree of the Ap-
ostolic Council (Acts 15). There we ˜nd the text of the letter introduced:
“They sent Judas called Barsabbas, and Silas, leading men among the
brethren, writing through their hand . . .”43 The structure and wording is
su¯ciently diˆerent, so that it might not serve as an example of the gravfw
diav tinoÍ formula. Nevertheless, the usual interpretation of this phrase is
that Judas and Silas were chosen as bearers of the letter to accompany Paul
and Barnabas and are commended to the church in Antioch in the manner
we have seen as fairly typical for a letter-carrier.44

40Ùajntif∫nhsin means “an answer by letter” (here translated “reply”) and could have a strong

legal sense, although the context suggests it does not here. LSJ, “ajntifwnevw,” 165.
41ÙSee my work The Secretary in the Letters of Paul 68–76.
42ÙOr its Latin equivalent scripsi per.
43ÙActs 15:22b–23: . . . pevmyai e√Í Ântiovceian su;n tåÅ Pauvlå kaµ BarnabçÅ, ∆Iouvdan to;n kalouv-

menon BarsabbaÅn kaµ SilaÅn, aßndraÍ hJgoumevnouÍ ejn to∂Í ajdelfo∂Í, [v. 23] gravyanteÍ dia; ceiro;Í
aujtΩn.

44ÙJudas and Silas are to communicate the council’s ˜ndings to the church in Antioch by word

of mouth, but also to carry the letter. That this phrase refers to the letter-carriers is the interpre-

tation of, inter alios, F. F. Bruce, Acts (NIC; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1954) 314; and Richard

Bauckham, “James and the Jerusalem Church,” in The Book of Acts in its First-Century Setting

(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1995) 4:468, n. 158. Haenchen, The Acts of the Apostles (trans. R. McL.

Wilson; Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1971] 451) concludes similarly that Judas and Silas are the bear-

ers of the letter, not the secretaries. Oddly enough, though, Haenchen adds (without argumenta-

tion) in the footnote that “1 Peter 5:12 makes him [Silas] the scribe who wrote this epistle.”

Pace, Theodor Zahn (Die Apostelgeschichte des Lukas, Kap. 1–12 [Kommentar zum Neuen Tes-

tament 5/1; Leipzig: Diechert, 1922]) contends that this formula in Acts 15:22 de˜nitely does not
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II. gravfw diav tinoÍ IN 1 PET 5:12

As we have demonstrated, this formula gravfw dia; tinoÍ elsewhere clearly
identi˜es only the letter-carrier and cannot be construed as identifying the
secretary.45 With such compelling evidence, one would assume unanimity
among commentators. However, what we ˜nd is that commentators are not
unanimous in interpreting this phrase.

Such respected—although quite diverse—commentators as Paul Achte-
meier in the Hermeneia series, Ramsey Michaels in the Word Biblical Com-
mentary series, and John H. Elliott in his social-scienti˜c commentary46

argue brie˘y (with the same basic line of argumentation I had given in an
earlier work47) that this formula gravfw dia; SilouanouÅ indicates solely the car-
rier. This is not just the conclusion of more recent commentators. Alexander
Nisbet (1658), John Brown (1850), Robert Leighton (1853), Mason, Plummer,
and Sinclair (1957), and John A. T. Robinson (1976) all argued that gravfw dia;
SilouanouÅ indicated that Silvanus was the letter-carrier.48

Nevertheless, such respected commentators as Cran˜eld, Haenchen,
Metzger, Kistemaker, and Guthrie consider the formula gravfw dia; SilouanouÅ
as evidence that Silvanus was Peter’s secretary.49 This is not an opinion held

45ÙWerner Georg Kümmel, Introduction to the New Testament (rev. ed.; trans. H. C. Kee; Nash-

ville: Abingdon, 1975) 424 cogently concludes: “no one has yet proved that gravfw diav tinoÍ can

mean to authorize someone else to compose a piece of writing.”
46ÙAchtemeier, 1 Peter 348–350; J. R. Michaels, 1 Peter (WBC; Waco, TX: Word, 1988) 306; J. H.

Elliott, A Home for the Homeless: A Social-Scienti˜c Criticism of 1 Peter, Its Situation and Strat-

egy (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1981) 279. See also the interesting argumentation by Norbert Brox,

“Zur pseudepigraphischen Rahmung des ersten Petrusbriefes,” BZ 19 (1975) 84–90. Brox’s view

on authorship (Pauline school) is dismissed by Elliott as “no more than a counsel of despair”

(Elliott, Home for the Homeless 289 n. 12), but Elliot commends Brox’s argumentation for the

emissarial meaning of 5:12 (294 n. 39).
47ÙI had presented the arguments in this paper in a much more abbreviated and incomplete

way in my 1991 work, The Secretary in the Letters of Paul.
48ÙNisbet, An Exposition of 1 and 2 Peter (repr. ed., Geneva series; Edinburgh: Banner of Truth,

1982 [1658]) 210; Brown, 1 Peter (2 vols.; repr. ed.; Geneva series; Edinburgh: Banner of Truth,

1850) 2:623–626; Leighton, Commentary on First Peter (Grand Rapids: Kregel, 1972 [1853]) 510;

A. J. Mason, Alfred Plummer, W. M. Sinclair, The Epistles of Peter, John, and Jude (ed. C. J.

Ellicott; Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1957) 115; and John A. T. Robinson, Redating 168–169.
49ÙSee, inter alios, Everett F. Harrison, Introduction to the New Testament (rev. ed.; Grand Rap-

ids: Eerdmans, 1971) 404–405; Donald Guthrie, New Testament Introduction (rev. ed.; Downers

Grove: InterVarsity, 1970) 779: “no doubt” Silvanus was the secretary; D. A. Carson, Douglas J.

Moo, and Leon Morris, An Introduction to the New Testament (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1992) 422:

secretary is the “preferable” interpretation; Bruce Metzger, The New Testament: Its Background,

Growth, and Content (2nd enl. ed.; Nashville: Abingdon, 1983) 256: this verse “explicitly states” Sil-

vanus was the secretary; Simon Kistemaker, New Testament Commentary: Peter and Jude (Grand

Rapids: Baker, 1987) 207; I. H. Marshall, 1 Peter (Downers Grove: InterVarsity, 1991) 173–174;

and Joe Blair, Introducing the New Testament (Nashville: Broadman & Holman, 1994) 197.

refer to the bearers of the letter (without substantiating arguments). [Although there is no an-

cient evidence, it could be possible that the quali˜er ceirovÍ was added to prevent this from being

understood as the usual carrier-formula. The lack of evidence for or against mitigates against

such an argument.] Yet there is no reason to understand the formula in Acts 15:22 as anything

other than a reference to the carrier. Unlike 1 Pet 5:12, the NIV translates Acts 15:22 as clearly

referring to the carrier: “With them they sent the following letter.”
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solely by those favoring Petrine authorship: Conzelmann and Lindemann, in
their introduction to the NT, state that 1 Peter claims to be written by Sil-
vanus, citing 5:12 as evidence.50 Ernst Best argues that while gravfw diav tinoÍ
is “ambiguous” and could mean either the secretary or the letter-carrier,
1 Pet 5:12 is referring to the secretary.51 Other writers maintain that 1 Pet
5:12 can mean that Silvanus was either the secretary or the carrier.52

Since the evidence outside 1 Peter argues rather conclusively that this
formula indicates solely the letter-carrier, what arguments are marshaled
for 1 Pet 5:12 being an exception to the rule? Four arguments regularly ap-
pear in works on 1 Peter to argue that gravfw dia; SilouanouÅ means that Sil-
vanus was the secretary. These more “pragmatic” arguments usually make
speci˜c reference to the context of 1 Pet 5:12. These four arguments may be
summarized as follows.

First, it is argued that the reference in 1 Pet 5:12 could not mean that Sil-
vanus was the letter-carrier because it is highly doubtful that one person
would have been expected to carry the letter to all the churches mentioned
in the letter’s address. I ˜rst noticed this argument in Beare’s commen-
tary.53 Although Beare soundly rejects what he calls the “Silvanus Hypoth-
esis,” he does add that verse 12 could not have been used to indicate the
carrier: “it is simply fatuous to think of a single courier conveying such a
letter to all parts of the four provinces mentioned in the Address; it would
take him months, or even years to accomplish such a task.”54 This argument
is picked up again by L. Goppelt and Ernst Best.55 Achtemeier dismisses
this by noting the “kind of traveling that Acts reports of Paul on his mis-
sionary journeys.”56 Selwyn adds the additional point that the letter address
was so ordered to indicate the route which Silvanus was to take.57

50ÙThey do not, of course, maintain that this is historically accurate; nevertheless, they still in-

terpret verse 12 as identifying Silvanus as a writer not a carrier; Hans Conzelmann and Andreas

Lindemann, Interpreting the New Testament (8th ed.; trans. S. S. Schatzmann; Peabody, MA: Hen-

drickson, 1988) 273. Note also Bart H. Ehrman (The New Testament: An Historical Introduction [Ox-

ford: University Press, 1997] 373), who concludes that 1 Peter is pseudonymous; nevertheless, the

formula in 5:12 was to identify Silvanus as the scribe (though possibly the carrier); as does J. N. D.

Kelly, A Commentary on the Epistles of Peter and of Jude (London: Black, 1969) 214–215; and

Donald Senior, 1 & 2 Peter (Wilmington: Glazier, 1980) 93–94; see also Goppelt’s case for Silvanus

as the author (Der erste Petrusbrief [KEK 12/1; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1978] 347).
51ÙE. Best, 1 Peter (NCB; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1971) 176–177; as does James L. Price,

Interpreting the New Testament (NY: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1961) 486–488.
52ÙSee e.g. Robert Gundry, A Survey of the New Testament (rev. ed.; Grand Rapids: Zondervan,

1981) 329–330; or Timothy Johnson, The Writings of the New Testament (Philadelphia: Fortress,

1986) 433.
53ÙF. W. Beare, The First Epistle of Peter: the Greek Text with Introduction and Notes (3rd ed.;

Oxford: Blackwell, 1970).
54ÙIbid. 209.
55ÙGoppelt, Der erste Petrusbrief (ET: 1993) 369; Best, 1 Peter 176–177.
56ÙAchtemeier, 1 Peter 350.
57ÙSo E. G. Selwyn, The First Epistle of St. Peter (2d ed.; repr. ed.; Thornapple Commentaries;

Grand Rapids: Baker, 1981 [1947]) 241; so also Peter Davids, First Epistle of Peter (Grand Rapids:

Eerdmans, 1990) 198 n. 2; and Norman Hillyer, 1 and 2 Peter, Jude (New International Biblical

Commentary; Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1992) 3. Michaels argues that the letter was carried

only to an initial port of entry (307); but see the cogent rebuttal by Achtemeier, 1 Peter 350 n. 28.
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Second, it has been argued that if Silvanus were the bearer only, eßpemya or
ajpevsteila would have been the more natural word”58 —a reasonable assertion
which unfortunately, as we have seen, is not supported by the evidence.

Third, J. N. D. Kelly readily notes that gravfw diav tinoÍ can mean to dis-
patch a letter. He then adds, though, that the use of the adverb “brie˘y” (di∆
ojlÇgwn) makes the idea of “sending” nonsensical: “I am sending brie˘y??”59

The addition of dij ojlÇgwn renders it impossible to see a carrier-formula
here.60 Yet this argument is not persuasive. dij ojlÇgwn (brie˘y) here is mod-
ifying eßgraya (I wrote) and not dia; SilouanouÅ (through Silvanus). The ex-
pression dij ojlÇgwn eßgraya is merely part of ancient epistolary convention.61

The carrier idea does not come from the meaning of gravfw. gravfw means “to
write” and not “to send.” The carrier idea is idiomatic and comes from the
diav construction.

Fourth, 1 Pet 5:12–14 is clearly the epistolary postscript.62 Hillyer ar-
gues that in a postscript it was common to make a reference to the secre-
tary; hence the appearance of Silvanus.63 This argument is likewise not
persuasive. While it is true that secretaries were mentioned in postscripts,
it was also common—and probably more common—to commend the letter-
carrier in just such a way in the postscript. Thus postscripts were used for
both secretarial and emissarial remarks. Identifying 1 Pet 5:12–14 as a
postscript is of no bene˜t for interpreting verse 12. So these four arguments,
though commonly cited, are not convincing.64

Since the Greco-Roman epistolary evidence argues that 1 Pet 5:12 identi-
˜es Silvanus as the carrier and since counter-arguments from the context of
1 Peter are unconvincing, what line of reasoning is used to maintain Sil-
vanus as the secretary? Ironically many—if not most—authors who cite
1 Pet 5:12 as evidence of Peter’s secretary do not defend their position at all.
While this might be expected in less technical commentaries or by more pop-
ular writers, C. E. B. Cran˜eld, Ernst Haenchen, Donald Guthrie, D. A. Car-
son, Leon Morris, Leonhard Goppelt, I. H. Marshall, or Peter Davids could
hardly be so described.

We must note that those who cite 1 Pet 5:12 as indicating Peter’s secretary
do so in the context of discussing (and usually defending) Petrine authorship.

58ÙSo Selwyn, First Epistle of St. Peter 241; C. E. B. Cran˜eld, I and II Peter and Jude: Intro-

duction and Commentary (Torch Bible Commentaries; London: SCM, 1960) 121; Goppelt, Der

erste Petrusbrief 347; and Carson, Moo and Morris, Introduction 422 n. 4.
59ÙKelly, Commentary 215.
60ÙGoppelt, Der erste Petrusbrief 369; so also Davids, First Epistle of Peter 198; I. H. Marshall,

1 Peter 174.
61ÙAs is ably demonstrated by Achtemeier, 1 Peter 352. It was no indication of length nor modesty.
62Ù1 Pet 5:12–14 has all the looks of an epistolary postscript, including the closing doxology in

v. 11, the commendation of the letter-carrier (v. 12a), the summary (v. 12b), closing greetings

(v. 13), and a ˜nal benediction (v. 14). See my work The Secretary in the Letters of Paul 81–90,

176–181; also G. J. Bahr, “The Subscriptions in the Pauline Letters,” JBL 87 (1968) 27–41.
63ÙHillyer, 1 and 2 Peter 151.
64ÙI am certainly not alone. Achtemeier and Michaels both decisively reject these arguments.

See also C. J. Hemer, “The Address of 1 Peter,” ExpT 89 (1977–78) 239–243, who traveled to

Turkey and concluded that this was a reasonable route.
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Let’s take, for instance, the layman’s commentary by Curtis Vaughan and
Thomas Lea:

The statement [in verse 12] could mean that: (a) Silas was the bearer of the let-
ter to its readers; (b) Silas, as amanuensis, wrote under the general direction
of Peter. The second view is preferable. Understanding this view helps to ex-
plain the diˆerence in the style of Greek in 1 Peter and that found in 2 Peter.65

Why is the second view preferable? Is it the result of analysis? No. The second
view is preferable for precisely the reason they state: expediency. It helps to ex-
plain the problems with authorship. A layman’s commentary might be forgiven
(or dismissed) for such argumentation, but consider, for example, Cran˜eld:

. . . the actual arguments against the traditional authorship are not nearly as
strong as has been made out.

For anyone reading the letter in the original language the most obvious
di¯culties in the way of accepting the Petrine authorship are the good Greek
style and the extensive literary vocabulary. Is it likely, it is asked, that a Gali-
lean ˜sherman, who at the beginning of the Apostolic mission could be de-
scribed as “unlearned and ignorant” (Acts 4.13) and for whom Greek was a
foreign tongue, would ever have written some of the best Greek in the NT?
But this di¯culty disappears at once, if we attribute to Silvanus (mentioned
in 5:12 as Peter’s amanuensis) a rather more responsible share in the compo-
sition of the letter than that of a mere scribe writing to dictation.66

Interestingly, Cran˜eld later adds that “Silvanus was the amanuensis
and not just the bearer,”67 indicating that he also considers Silvanus the
bearer of the letter. He is presuming that this formula serves double-duty.
This presumption is more the rule than the exception. E. H. Plumptre
(1903) and Kenneth Wuest (1942) maintain in their commentaries that 5:12
indicates that Silvanus was the secretary; yet they also add as somewhat of
an aside that Silvanus also carried the letter. For example, “This [5:12]
would indicate that Silvanus was the amanuensis, the one to whom Peter
dictated the letter and by whom it was sent.”68 Selwyn in his classic com-
mentary makes the same argument: Silvanus served “both as draftsman
and as bearer of the Epistle.”69

What is the current state of evangelical scholarship? Most modern com-
mentators agree that the formula gravfw dia; SilouanouÅ indicates the carrier;
yet some wish to maintain that it also identi˜es the secretary.70 Conserva-
tive introductions to the NT are still very prone to interpret this formula as

65ÙVaughan and Lea, 1, 2 Peter, Jude (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1988) 132.
66ÙCran˜eld, I and II Peter 7–8. Later under the discussion of 5:12, Cran˜eld (p. 121) oˆers as

support the second “pragmatic” defense mentioned above.
67ÙIbid. 121.
68ÙWuest, First Peter in the Greek New Testament (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1942) 132. See also

Plumptre, The General Epistles of St. Peter and St. Jude (Cambridge: University Press, 1903) 159;

and J. W. C. Wand, The General Epistles of St. Peter and St. Jude (London: Methuen, 1934) 29–30.
69ÙSelwyn, First Epistle of St. Peter 241.
70ÙIn addition to those cited above (n. 48) see also Alan Stibbs, First Epistle General of Peter

(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1959) 175.
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identifying Silvanus as the secretary.71 Why? Because we really want it to
indicate a secretary.

Why our sudden interest in the secretary? Despite my arguments else-
where, the role of the secretary in the writing of the NT letters is rarely dis-
cussed in commentaries, including commentaries on Romans, where the
presence of the secretary is undisputed. We don’t ˜nd ourselves agonizing
over the possible in˘uences of Tertius—although perhaps we should. In
general, NT exegetes, including conservative ones, have tended to ignore
the role of the secretary. Except in this case. The role of Silvanus ˜gures
prominently in most introductions to 1 Peter. We must ask, why is this so?

Furthermore, virtually all assertions that 1 Pet 5:12 identi˜es the secre-
tary are done in the context of arguing for Petrine authorship. An a priori de-
sire to “rescue” the Petrine authorship of 1 Peter—and thus often to explain
how 2 Peter could have been written by the same author72 —has led most of
these conservative commentators to seek help where it may be found, a move
Beare bluntly calls nothing more than “a device of desperation.”73

Let me spill my own hand. I think Peter wrote 1 Peter.74 Actually to the
dismay of some of my colleagues, I even think he wrote 2 Peter.75 Nonetheless,
academic integrity should dictate the proper use and limitations of this for-
mula. We should not “seize upon this verse” as a ready way out of the prob-
lems of the Greek of 1 Peter.76

How then do we ˜nd our way out of the problems of the Greek of 1 Peter (or
2 Peter)? The stylistic peculiarities/dissimilarities of 1 Peter and 2 Peter are
easily explained by the intermediation of a secretary. I am well aware of two
common criticisms of any theory citing a secretary. First, as Eduard Lohse has
adroitly pointed out “with secretary-hypotheses one could attempt to prove
the authenticity of any letter.”77 Yet I would say that such an argument does
not invalidate the point. It merely demonstrates that style analysis is a very
dubious criterion for determining authorship questions in the NT.

71ÙSee above, n. 48. E.g. Thomas Lea (The New Testament: Its Background and Message [Nash-

ville: Broadman, 1996]) speci˜cally discusses the role of Silas and states that Silas could have been

the secretary or the bearer of the letter (p. 540); yet earlier in the more general introduction to

1 Peter, he plainly comments: “Peter tells us in 5:12 that he used Silvanus as his secretary” (p. 535).
72ÙThis second motive is by no means always the case. J. W. C. Wand (General Epistles, 143–

144) argues that Silvanus is the reason for the “good Greek” in 1 Peter, but maintains 2 Peter is

pseudonymous: “Even Silvanus . . . could not have made 1 Peter out of this [2 Peter].”
73ÙBeare, First Epistle of Peter 209; see also Stephen L. Harris, The New Testament: A Stu-

dent’s Introduction (3rd ed.; Mtn. View, CA: May˜eld, 1999) 329.
74ÙIncidentally, I am not standing alone against the vast sea of German scholarship who for the

most part reject Petrine authorship. Hillyer (1 and 2 Peter, 20, n. 16) maintains that English com-

mentaries slightly favor Petrine authorship of 1 Peter: “Among commentaries in English, those

by Bigg, Clowney, Cran˜eld, Grudem, Marshall, Michaels (on balance), Selwyn, Stibbs/Walls, and

Wand decide in favor of apostolic authorship; against are Beare and Best, while Kelly remains on

the fence.” (Nose counting, though, is meager vindication.)
75Ù2 Peter leaves us with only two options: apostolic authorship or a forgery. I reject the myth

of innocent apostolic pseudepigrapha. The so-called “problem” caused by 2 Pet 3:16’s reference to

a collection of Paul’s letters can be answered; see my article, “The Codex and the Early Collection

of Paul’s Letters” 162 n. 53 and 165–166.
76ÙTo use the phrasing of John A. T. Robinson, Redating 167.
77ÙEduard Lohse, “Paränese und Kerygma im 1. Petrusbrief,” ZNW 45 (1954) 71.
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The second common criticism can be seen in the typical observations of
Achtemeier and N. Brox that the more mediation one ascribes to Silvanus,
the less the letter may be ascribed to Peter.78 Very recently, J. R. Michaels
reiterated this objection: “Although this hypothesis has become popular
among some scholars as a defense of Petrine authorship, its eˆect is to make
Silvanus and not Peter the real author of the letter, just as Mark and not
Peter was identi˜ed as author of the gospel of Mark.”79 In response, I must
assert that the author retained responsibility for all that was written.80 We
should not confuse style with content. Ancients clearly distinguished between
authors and secretaries. Paul listed his co-authors in the letter address (e.g.
Col 1:1). Secretarial remarks were by stereotyped formula only (e.g. Col
4:18).81 Also, the variations caused by a secretary were generally limited to
certain types.82 Furthermore, a comparison of Peter/Silvanus to Peter/Mark
is not appropriate for any number of other reasons.

Yet, is arguing for secretarial mediation in 1 Peter not where we started?
Yes, but academic integrity prevents me from appealing to 1 Pet 5:12 as
support for the use of a secretary in 1 Peter.83 Silvanus certainly could have
been the secretary. This verse at least demonstrates that Silvanus was
there (at least long enough to pick up the letter). The stylistic diˆerences
between 1 and 2 Peter are easily explained by the use of a more skilled sec-
retary for 1 Peter. We do not need 1 Pet 5:12 to argue that there was secre-
tarial mediation, such should be assumed for all NT letters.84 However,
1 Pet 5:12 does not address the role of the secretary.

While many—perhaps most—commentators now interpret this verse as
identifying Silas as the carrier, there are still lingering tendencies among
us evangelicals, those defending Petrine authorship of 2 Peter, to “seek wa-
ter for thirsty souls” here in 1 Pet 5:12.85 Yet this is a “broken cistern that
can hold no water.”

78ÙAchtemeier (1 Peter 9) and N. Brox, “Tendenz und Pseudepigraphie im ersten Petrusbrief,”

Kairos 20 (1978) 111.
79ÙJ. R. Michaels, “1 Peter,” Dictionary of the Later New Testament and Its Developments (eds.

R. P. Martin and P. H. Davids; Downers Grove: IVP, 1997) 916.
80ÙSee my work The Secretary in the Letters of Paul 53–56.
81ÙExcept when Tertius sends a personal greeting.
82ÙRichards, The Secretary in the Letters of Paul 111–128.
83ÙSo also the conclusion of Michaels in his commentary, 1 Peter 307. Is an appeal to Silvanus an

automatic solution to 1 Peter’s problems anyway? Cran˜eld (I and II Peter 14) notes: “It is true

that there is no evidence that Silvanus was capable of writing elegant Greek; but at least there is

in his case no particular reason for thinking that he was not.” Achtemeier (1 Peter 9 n. 84) correctly

observes how tenuous such an argument is.
84ÙSee my work The Secretary in the Letters of Paul; O. Roller, Das Formular der paulinischen

Briefe (Stuttgart: W. Kohlhammer, 1933); or more recently, Jerome Murphy-O’Connor, Paul, the

Letter-Writer (Collegeville: Liturgical, 1995) 6; Ben Witherington III, The Paul Quest (Downers

Grove: InterVarsity, 1998) 100–102.
85ÙAn example of responsible and very capable scholarship that still wishes to skirt around the

edges may be Hillyer, 1 and 2 Peter, Jude (NIBC). He maintains Petrine authorship (pp. 2–3). He

also argues that the formula in 5:12 “can mean that Silas was the bearer of the letter, or that he

was the writer under Peter’s dictation, or that he composed the letter as a ghost-writer, embodying

Peter’s thoughts,” since, in the opinion of Hillyer, gravfw dia; SilouanouÅ “according to the examples

in Greek literature, can have several interpretations” (p. 151). I did not ˜nd such latitude.


