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Editorial Preface

The launching of the Word Biblical Commentary brings to fulfillment an enterprise of
several years’ planning. The publishers and the members of the editorial board met in 1977
to explore the possibility of a new commentary on the books of the Bible that would
incorporate several distinctive features. Prospective readers of these volumes are entitled to
know what such features were intended to be; whether the aims of the commentary have
been fully achieved time alone will tell.



First, we have tried to cast a wide net to include as contributors a number of scholars
from around the world who not only share our aims, but are in the main engaged in the
ministry of teaching in university, college, and seminary. They represent a rich diversity of
denominational allegiance. The broad stance of our contributors can rightly he called
evangelical, and this term is to be understood in its positive, historic sense of a commitment
to Scripture as divine revelation, and to the truth and power of the Christian gospel.

Then, the commentaries in our series are all commissioned and written for the purpose
of inclusion in the Word Biblical Commentary. Unlike several of our distinguished
counterparts in the field of commentary writing, there are no translated works, originally
written in a non-English language. Also, our commentators were asked to prepare their own
rendering of the original biblical text and to use those languages as the basis of their own
comments and exegesis. What may be claimed as distinctive with this series is that it is
based on the biblical languages, yet it seeks to make the technical and scholarly approach to
a theological understanding of Scripture understandable by—and useful to—the fledgling
student, the working minister, and colleagues in the guild of professional scholars and
teachers as well.

Finally, a word must be said about the format of the series. The layout, in clearly
defined sections, has been consciously devised to assist readers at different levels. Those
wishing to learn about the textual witnesses on which the translation is offered are invited
to consult the section headed Notes. If the readers’ concern is with the state of modern
scholarship on any given portion of Scripture, they should turn to the sections on
Bibliography and Form/Structure/Setting. For a clear exposition of the passage’s meaning
and its relevance to the ongoing biblical revelation, the Comment and concluding
Explanation are designed expressly to meet that need. There is therefore something for
everyone who may pick up and use these volumes.

If these aims come anywhere near realization, the intention of the editors will have been
met, and the labor of our team of contributors rewarded.

General Editors: David A. Hubbard
Glenn W. Barker®

Old Testament:  John D. W. Watts
New Testament: Ralph P. Martin

Author’s Preface

No N' books have been more neglected by scholars than Jude and 2 Peter. Most of the
conventional scholarly opinions about them derive from a past era of N scholarship. This
commentary is therefore an attempt to drag the study of these two books into the 1980s.
Although I am deeply indebted to a few important recent contributions to the understanding
of Jude and 2 Peter (such as those of Fornberg, Neyrey and Ellis), for the most part | have
been unable to draw on the mass of recent research in articles and monographs which is
available to commentators on most other N™ books. Consequently | regard this commentary



as in many respects an exploratory work, opening up lines of thought and investigation
which | hope others will discuss and pursue further, whether or not they confirm my
conclusions.

The general scholarly neglect of these books probably reflects the conventional
judgments that they are late in date and of little theological value. Yet, even if these
judgments were correct, Jude and 2 Peter would still be valuable evidence of the early
history of Christianity. Any Christian document from the first century and a half of
Christian history is relevant to the investigation of Christian origins and deserves the
closest study for that reason alone. If my conclusions about the background and character
of the two works are correct, then their historical interest is considerable: Jude offers a rare
glimpse into those original Palestinian Christian circles in which Jesus’ own blood-relations
were leaders, and 2 Peter documents the way in which one form of early Christianity
managed the difficult transition from the apostolic to the postapostolic generation. | hope
this commentary also shows that these two books do not deserve the contempt with which
scholars have all too often regarded them. Of course they do not have the central
theological importance of the Gospels or the Pauline letters, but when a serious and patient
attempt is made to understand them in their own terms, they can be seen to be worthy of
their place in the canon of Scripture and to make their own distinctive contributions to the
message of the Word of God even today. The moral imperative of the Gospel still needs to
be urged in opposition to ethical libertinism, and the Christian eschatological hope still
needs to be sustained in the face of shallow skepticism.

Among those who have given me generous assistance, in various ways, during the
preparation of this commentary, | should like to thank Dr. Loveday Alexander, Dr. Philip
Alexander, Mr. Malcolm Harrison, Dr. John Kane, Professor C. F. D. Moule, Miss Gillian
Shepherd, Dr. Terry Smith, and Dr. David Wenham.

RICHARD BAUCKHAM
University of Manchester,
November 1981

Note: The author has written his commentary using the sequence of books Jude-2 Peter,
thereby departing from the order in modern editions of the N™ The reason for this change
lies in his argument that Jude was in fact written first, and that 2 Peter shows signs of
literary dependence on the earlier work. This explains the sequence followed in the
subsequent pages.

All references to the LX* are to A. Rahlfs ed. Septuaginta: Id est Vetus Testamentum
graece iuxta LX* interpretes. 2 vols. 8th ed(s) Stuttgart: Wurttembergische Bibelanstalt,
1965.

Biblical and other translations are the author’s own unless otherwise indicated.

The Letter of Jude



Introduction

Most introductory issues can really only be settled as a result of detailed exegesis. This
Introduction is therefore dependent on the discussions of particular verses and passages
throughout the commentary and gathers together some of their results. Thus wherever its
statements are supported by reference to verses of Jude, the interpretation of those verses
argued in the commentary is presupposed.

FORM AND STRUCTURE

The letter of Jude is a real letter. Formally, this is shown by the letter-opening (vv 1-2)
which conforms to the style of the ancient Jewish letter. It was the letter-opening which was
the really essential formal constituent of the ancient letter. Jude then states the occasion and
theme of his message in a passage which corresponds formally to the “body-opening” of
the ancient letter form (vv 3—4). The body of the letter, however, is more like a homily than
a letter: it consists of a midrash on a series of scriptural references and texts (vv 5-19) and a
paraenetic section (vv 20-23). The work closes with a doxology (vv 24-25), a conclusion
more appropriate to a homily than to a letter.

We might therefore regard the work as an “epistolary sermon,” i.e* @ work whose main

content could have been delivered as a homily if Jude and his readers had been able to
meet, but which has been cast in letter form so that it can be communicated to readers
whom Jude could not visit in person. This practice of delivering a sermon at a distance by
writing it within an epistolary framework was a natural extension of the genre of the letter,
and was probably already in use before Jude’s time. The letter from Baruch to the exiles in
2 Apoc. Bar 78-86 is a fictional example of the genre, but the fiction presupposes that this
form of letter could be written in fact. It must therefore have existed in Judaism as well as
in primitive Christianity. N" letters vary in the extent to which they resemble private letters,
and in several cases are really written homilies or theological treatises with very little
epistolary framework (Hebrews, James, 1 John). In Jude’s case the formal characteristics of
the letter are quite sufficient to establish its right to belong to the genre of the letter.
Jude is also a genuine letter in the sense that it was written for and sent to specific
addressees. The content of the work makes it clear that it is not a tract against heresy in
general (as Wisse, “Jude,” argues), but a message for a specific situation in which a specific
group of false teachers were troubling a specific church or group of churches. There is
therefore no need to regard the occasion for the letter (v 3) as fictional, and, despite the
generality of the address (v 1), we should not see it as a “catholic letter” addressed to all
Christians, but as a work written with a specific, localized audience in mind.

The statement of the theme of the letter (vv 3—4) contains two parts: an appeal to Jude’s
readers (“to carry on the fight for the faith”) and the background to this appeal (v 4: the
false teachers, their character and their judgment). The two parts of the body of the letter
correspond to this division. The midrash (vv 5-19) is devoted to the background of the
appeal: it establishes, by exegesis of types and prophecies, that the false teachers are people
whose behavior is condemned and whose judgment is prophesied in O" types and in
prophecy from the time of Enoch to the time of the apostles. Its purpose is to demonstrate
that the false teachers constitute a serious danger to the church(es). It therefore prepares the



way for the real purpose of the letter, which is Jude’s appeal to his readers to fight for the
faith. This appeal, stated as the theme of the letter in v 3, is spelled out in detail in vv
20-23.

Commentators have usually been misled by the length and central position of the

midrash (vv 5-19) into regarding it as the main content of the letter, but this is a serious
mistake. The structure of the letter indicates that the midrash, though important, is
important only as necessary background to the appeal (vv 20-23), which is Jude’s main
purpose in writing. The appeal occupies the position it does toward the end of the letter, not
because it is a kind of postscript or “closing exhortation,” but because it is the climax of the
letter to which all the rest leads up. Recognizing this is a vital key to the understanding of
the work as a whole.
That the section vv 5-19 is in the form of a midrash has been shown by Ellis (Prophecy
and Hermeneutic), though his detailed analysis will be somewhat modified in this
commentary. (The word “midrash” is used here in the general sense of an exegesis of
Scripture which applies it to the contemporary situation, not with the implication that
Jude’s midrash bears any close resemblance to the forms of later rabbinic midrashim.) In
order to demonstrate the statement in v 4, that the character and judgment of the false
teachers has been prophesied, Jude cites a series of “texts” (vv 5-7, 11, 14-15, 17-18),
though his “texts” are not always actual quotations. The first two “texts” are summary
references to two sets of three O' types (vv 5-7, 11); he then quotes a prophecy of Enoch
(vv 14-15) and a prophecy of the apostles (vv 17-18). Each “text” (indented in the
translation in this commentary) is followed by a passage of interpretation (vv 8-10, 12-13,
16, 19) which, by pointing to the character and behavior of the false teachers, identifies
them as those to whom the type or prophecy applies. In one case, a secondary text (v 9) is
introduced in the course of a passage of interpretation (vv 8-10); there are also less explicit
allusions to other texts in other passages of interpretation (vv 12-13, 16).

Two main stylistic features mark the alternation of “text” and interpretation in the
midrash. The past tenses (vv 5-6, 9), prophetic aorists (vv 11, 14), and future tenses (v 18)
of the citations, representing historical types and prophecies, are matched by present tenses
in all the interpretations, where Jude explains the fulfillment of the prophecies in the
present. Secondly, although the “texts” are introduced in no consistent way, the passages of
interpretation are consistently introduced by the words outoi (“these people”) or outoi
eisin (“these people are”), a formula which resembles one sometimes used in exegesis at
Qumran (see Form/Structure/Setting section in the commentary on vv 5-10). A further
general stylistic characteristic of Jude’s midrashic method is his considerable use of
catchwords to link the exposition to the “text”: catchwords in the “text” are picked up in the
interpretation both before and after the citation of the “text,” and sometimes also link the
“texts” together. Catchwords are not entirely limited to the midrashic section, but they are
most prominent there.

Principal examples are asebh/ asrbein/ asebeia (vv 4, 15, 18), sarx (vv 7-8, 23),
blasthmein/ blasthmia (vv 8-10), planh/ planhth™ (vv 11, 13), lalein (vv 15-16),
kata ta'" wpiqumia" poreuomenoi (vv 16, 18), zofo" ... threin (vv 6, 13), threin (v
1, 6,13, 21).

Jude’s midrashic method bears some comparison with the pesher exegesis of Qumran.
There is the same conviction that the ancient texts are eschatological prophecy which the
interpreter applies to the events of his own time, understood as the time of eschatological



fulfillment. Whereas the main Qumran pesharim are commentaries on whole passages or
whole books of the O (“continuous pesharim”), there are also “thematic pesharim” (4QFlo”
11QMelc™ 4% 176, 177, 182, 183) which are commentaries on a collection of texts on one
theme, in this resembling Jude’s midrash. (The terms “pesher continu” and “pesher
thématique™ are those of J. Carmignac, “Le document de Qumran sur Melkisédeq,” Rev® 7
[1969-71] 360-61.) But there are also differences between Jude and Qumran. The Qumran
pesharim offer no analogies for Jude’s quotations from apocryphal books (vv 9, 14-15) or
from oral Christian prophecy (vv 17-18, perhaps v. 11), or for his use of summaries of
scriptural material instead of an actual quotation from the O' (vv 5-7, 11). Moreover,
Jude’s use of typology (vv 5-7, 11) is not really to be found in the Qumran pesharim, which
are concerned only to interpret the texts as prophecy. Jude applies Scripture to the last days
not only as prophecy, but also as typology, in which the events of redemptive history are
seen to foreshadow the eschatological events: this perspective he shares with Jewish
apocalyptic and with the primitive Church generally.

Outline of Structure

1-2

Address and Greeting

3-4

Occasion and Theme of the Letter
3

A. The Appeal

4

B. The Background to the Appeal
5-19

B. The Background to the Appeal: A Midrash on the Prophecies of the Doom of the
Ungodly

5-7

(1) Three O Types

8-10

plus interpretation

9

(1a) Michael and the Devil

(2) Three More O Types
12-13

plus interpretation

14-15

(3) The Prophecy of Enoch
16

plus interpretation

17-18

(4) The Prophecy of the Apostles
19

pius interpretation

20-23



A. The Appeal
24-25
Clo

LANGUAGE

Jude’s command of the Greek language is best shown in his wide and effectively used

vocabulary. Considering its brevity, the letter includes a high number of N' hapax
legomena. There are fourteen words not found elsewhere in the N' (apodior izein, v 19;
aptaisto’, v 24; goggusth", v 16; deigma, v 7; epagwnizesqai, v 3; epofrikw", v 13;
nenYimoiro™, v 16; pareisdunein, v 4; spila™, v 12; fginopwrino™, v 12; fusikw", v
10; ekporneuein, v 7; planhth™, v 13; upecein, v 7), and of these only four occur in the
LX* (aptaisto™, v 24; 3 Macc 6:39; ekporneuein, v 7; planhth", v 13; Hos 9:17;
upecein, v 7). Moreover, there are three more words which occur elsewhere in the N™ only
in 2 Peter, which borrowed them from Jude (enpaikth", v 18; 2 Pet 3:3; suneuwcrisqai,
v 12; 2 Pet 2:13; uperogko™, v 16; 2 Pet 2:18). Of course, some discrimination is needed in
assessing the significance of this list: some words (deigma fusikw", upecein,) are
relatively common words which other N' writers happen not to use; some (spila",
fginopwrino™, planhth™) are rather specialized words which Jude’s subject matter
requires; some (goggusth', empaikth') are cognate with words (gogguzein,
goggusmo™, empaizw, empaigmo') which are found elsewhere in the N' and are
characteristic of biblical Greek; some (apodiorizein, epafrizein) are rare. More
important than the statistic is Jude’s evident ability to vary his vocabulary and choose
effective and appropriate words (cf” e.g” vw 12-13; goggustai memYimoiroi, v 16) and
expressions from good literary, even poetic, Greek (upo zofon, v 6; kumata agria, v 13).
His command of good Greek idiom is also noticeable (pasan spoudhn spoudhn, v 3;
poioumeno", prokeintai deigma dikhn upecousai, v 7; krisin epenegkein, v 9; ta
aloga zwa, v 10).

If the vocabulary is rich and varied, the sentence construction is relatively simple,
though parataxis is largely avoided (but cf v 11). But sentence construction is handled with
considerable rhetorical effect.

Semitisms can be found, but are not very prominent, probably less common than in most Jewish
Greek. (Those in vv 14-15 result from direct translation from the Aramaic.) Examples are: ek gh™
Siguptou, v 5; ouai autoi', v 11; en th odw tou Kain eporeughsan, v 11; gaumazonte"
prodwpa, v 16; opisw with the genitive, v 7; perhaps omission of the article before krisin, v 6,
and agaph, v 21, through the influence of the construct state. Also to be noticed are the “prophetic”
aorists in vv 11, 14, the use of synonymous parallelism (v 6) and antithetical parallelism (v 10), the
chiasmus in v la and perhaps in the structure of the whole letter (see the outline on pages 5 and 6).
The author’s fondness for triple expressions is a marked stylistic trait, evident throughout the letter,
but is not necessarily Jewish (cf E. von Dobschiitz, “Zwei- und dreigliedrige Formeln,” JB" 50
[1931] 117-47): used to this extent, it must be an individual stylistic preference.

The style is lively and vigorous, and the whole work gives evidence of careful
composition. Close exegesis soon reveals great economy of expression. Single words,
phrases, and images are chosen for the associations they carry, and scriptural allusions and
catchword connections increase the depth of meaning. The section vv 11-13 is perhaps
especially effective in its use of carefully chosen vocabulary, a series of vivid images
suggested with almost poetic economy of words, scriptural allusions, catchword



connections, and the use of climax. The modern reader requires study in order to appreciate
it. The much praised doxology (vv 24-25) is more readily accessible to modern
appreciation.

SOURCES

Despite his competence in Greek, the author’s real intellectual background is in the
literature of Palestinian Judaism.

It is usually assumed that Jude, like many N authors, habitually used the OT in its
Greek version, the LX* but this assumption is mistaken. Of course, Jude shows himself
familiar with the usual Greek renderings of certain O Hebrew expressions, used both in the
LX* and in later Jewish Greek literature (note especially: enupniazesqai, “to dream” v 8;
gaumazein proswpa, “to show partiality” v 16; and cf goggusth", “grumbler” v 16), but
this is unremarkable. Much more significant is the fact that at no point where he alludes to
specific verses of the O™ does he echo the language of the LX* In two of these cases he
must depend on the Hebrew text because the Septuagint does not give even the meaning he
adopts (v 12: Prov 25:14; v 13: Isa 57:20), while in three other cases his vocabulary notably
fails to correspond to that of the LX* (v 11: Num 26:9; v 12: Ezek 34:2; v 23: Amos 4:11;
Zech 3:3). This evidence shows conclusively that it was the Hebrew Bible with which Jude
was really familiar. When he wished to allude to it he did not stop to find the Septuagint
translation, but made his own translation, in terms appropriate to the context and style of
his work.

His use of Jewish apocryphal works is at least as extensive as his use of the O™ He has a
close familiarity with 1 Enoc” (vv 6, 12-16), from which he takes his only formal quotation
from a written source (vv 14-15). It seems to be the Aramaic text that he uses (vv 6, 14),
though he probably knew the Greek text (v 15). As for his knowledge of the various parts
of our 1 Enoc", he certainly knew chaps 1-36 (vv 6, 12-13, 14-16, cf v 8), probably chap
80 (vv 12-13), perhaps chaps 83-90 (v 13), but there is no conclusive evidence that he
knew chaps 37-71, the Parables (cf vv 4, 14) or chaps 91-107 (perhaps cf vv 8, 11, 16).
The other Jewish apocryphal work which he used is the Testament of Moses (hereafter T.
Mos), both its extant text (probably, v 16; cf v 3) and its ending, which is no longer extant
(v9).

In addition to these written sources, Jude was familiar with Jewish paraenetic and haggadic
traditions which cannot be pinned down to any particular written source (vv 5-7, 11). These
had probably already been adopted into Jewish Christian instruction.

There is no convincing case of allusion to a written Christian source, though of course
Jude is familiar with traditional catechetical (vv 20-23) and liturgical (vv 24-25) material,
while the purpose of his midrashic section (vv 5-19) is explicitly to remind his readers of
instruction which they received, in substance at least, from the apostles at the time of the
founding of their church(es). In v 18 he gives a quotation from the apostles which is
probably a summary in his own words of the kind of apocalyptic warning which all the
early Christian missionaries included in their instruction to new converts. It is possible that
v 11 is a quotation from an oracle of a Christian prophet. There seems to be no allusion to
gospel traditions, but, given the brevity of the letter, this hardly distinguishes Jude from
most other N letters.



Most commentators repeat the now well-established scholarly tradition that Jude is
indebted to the ideas and terminology of Paul. But this assertion does not stand up well to
detailed investigation. It depends on the too ready assumption that ideas and terminology
which Paul uses are distinctively Pauline, so that other writers who use them must be
dependent on Paul or “Paulinism.” In fact, of course, as Pauline scholarship has shown and
as should in any case be expected, Paul took over a great deal from the common traditions
of primitive Christianity, and great care is needed in distinguishing ideas and terminology
which are so distinctively Pauline that they must derive from Paul. No alleged case of
“Paulinism” in Jude can really be substantiated. The contacts with Pauline language all
belong to the common vocabulary of the early church (see commentary on “called,”
“loved,” v 2; “saints,” v 3; “grace,” v 4; Yucikoi, “people who follow natural instincts,” v
19; “build yourselves up,” “pray in the Holy Spirit,” v 20; and the doxology, vv 24-25).

The relationship between Jude and 2 Peter is discussed in the Introduction to 2 Peter,
where the judgment of most modern scholars, that 2 Peter is dependent on Jude, not vice
versa, is accepted.

Allusions to classical Greek literature, which have sometimes been suggested (vv 6, 13),
are most unlikely.

CHARACTER OF THE LETTER

Is it “Early Catholic” or Apocalyptic Jewish Christian?

Where should the letter of Jude be placed on the map of early Christianity? The usual

answer to this question is that Jude, along with the Pastoral Epistles, Luke-Acts, 2 Peter and
perhaps other N™ books, should be seen as a product of the developing “early Catholicism”
of the postapostolic generation of Christians.
The whole concept of “early Catholicism™ as N' scholars have used it to illuminate the
history of first-century Christianity is ripe for radical reexamination. It has undoubtedly
promoted too simple a picture of the development of Christianity. Martin Hengel has
recently stated: “If we want to, we can find ‘early catholic traits’ even in Jesus and Paul: the
phenomena thus denoted are almost entirely a legacy of Judaism” (Acts and the History of
Early Christianity [London: SC" Press, 1979] 122). But even if the usual theory of early
Catholicism is accepted, Jude’s right to be included in the category must be seriously
guestioned.

A recent discussion of early Catholicism in the N (J. D. G. Dunn, Unity and Diversity
in the New Testament [London: SC" Press, 1977] chap. XIV) distinguishes three main
features: (1) the fading of the Parousia hope, (2) increasing institutionalization, (3)
crystallization of the faith into set forms. None of these three features is evident in Jude: (1)
The Parousia hope is lively and pervades the letter (vv 1, 14, 21, 24). The whole argument
of the midrash section (vv 5-19) hinges on the belief that the false teachers are to be judged
by the Lord at his coming (vv 14-15) and therefore presupposes an imminent Parousia. (2)
There is no mention of ecclesiastical officials in Jude (see commentary on vv 8, 11, 16),
and no hint of a tendency to emphasize office and order in reaction to the dangers
represented by the false teachers. The false teachers themselves were itinerant charismatics
who claimed prophetic revelations (v 8), and they were evidently accepted as prophets in
the church(es) to which Jude writes (v 12). Jude denies their claim to be men of the Spirit



(v 19), but he does not respond by asserting that charismatic activity must be subject to
properly constituted officials or by stressing that it is the officials who are endowed with
the Spirit. He does not address himself to elders or bishops who have a special
responsibility for guarding the faith against heretical deviations. Instead he addresses the
whole community, who all enjoy the inspiration of the Spirit in charismatic prayer (v 20)
and are all responsible for upholding the gospel (v 3). His response to the threat from the
false teachers is quite different from that of Ignatius, with his assertion of episcopal
authority, or even from that of the Pastorals, with their emphasis on office. (3) The case for
classifying Jude as “early Catholic” usually rests largely on v 3, understood to refer to a
fixed body of orthodox doctrine, passed down from the apostles, which only has to be
asserted against heresy (D. J. Harrington, “The ‘Early Catholic’ Writings of the New
Testament,” in R. J. Clifford and G. W. MacRae [eds.], The Word in the World: Essays in
Honor of Frederick L. Moriarty [Cambridge, Mass.: Weston College Press, 1973] 107,
Schelkle, “Spéatapostolische Briefe,” 226). But this is a misinterpretation of v 3, which
refers simply to the gospel itself, not to any formalized and unalterable “rule of faith,” and
which, in opposition to deviant teaching, urges its readers to remain faithful to the gospel
which they received at their conversion. This is exactly the tactic which Paul used against
false teaching (Gal 1:6-9; Rom 16:17). The “early Catholic” interpretation of v 3 is
peculiarly inappropriate since the dispute between Jude and his opponents was not
concerned with orthodoxy and heresy in belief, but with the relationship between the gospel
and moral obligation. Whether or not a set form of Christian belief existed in Jude’s
churches, he had no occasion to refer to it, since his concern was with the moral
implications of the gospel, which certainly featured in Christian catechesis from the
beginning.

Since the development of “early Catholicism,” with its growing insistence on

institutional order and on creedal orthodoxy, is usually attributed in large part to the fading
of the imminent eschatology and to the struggle with heresy, it is clear that Jude does not
belong to this development at all. The primitive eschatological perspective remains
dominant, and the response to false teaching is quite different from the “early Catholic”
response. So there is not just a lack of evidence for Jude’s “early Catholicism,” there is
compelling evidence against it.
Is there a more appropriate category in which Jude can be placed? Most recent
commentators have recognized the strongly Jewish character of Jude’s Christianity, but the
category of Jewish Christianity is a large and flexible one. There are two or three features
of the letter which perhaps enable us to be a little more specific:

(1) Jude’s attitude to the law of Moses can be gathered at all only by reading between
the lines. Against its rejection by the false teachers, he seems to imply that it remains a
moral authority for Christians (vv 8-9), but he does not stress the law of Moses in his
response to antinomianism. He refers rather to the moral authority of Christ (vv 4, 8) and
the holiness of Christian life on the basis of the gospel (v 20, cf v 24). No doubt he saw the
Law fulfilled in the gospel. Perhaps it would be safe to say that his attitude to the Law,
while perhaps more conservative than Paul’s, was not the hardline position of the right
wing of the Jerusalem church.

(2) As we have already noticed, Jude’s brief letter is remarkably full of allusions to the
apocryphal books 1 Enoc” and the T. Mos. This is one feature which sets Jude rather apart
from most first-century Christian literature, and although 1 Enoc" seems to have become
more popular in second-century Christianity, the T. Mos was never widely used in



Christian circles. 1 Enoc" and the T. Mos are Jewish apocalyptic works, and Jude’s
evidently high respect for them, along with other aspects of his letter, places him definitely
within those early Christian circles whose Christianity was of a strongly apocalyptic kind.
Their Jewish apocalyptic outlook was now reinterpreted and focused on Jesus, and it was
not unnatural that some of them should have interpreted the Jewish apocalypses in the light
of Jesus, just as they did the O™ Jude’s letter gives us a rare glimpse of those circles which
did this.

(3) Another indication of the character of Jude is to be found in his argument about the

false teachers. We have seen that he does not respond to them in an “early Catholic” way,
insisting on the authority of ecclesiastical office. A common complaint of the
commentators is that he indulges in “mere denunciation” (V. Taylor, “The Message of the
Epistles: Second Peter and Jude,” ExpTi™ 45 [1933-34] 439; cf Kelly, 223: “Jude’s almost
unrelievedly denunciatory tone”), but this rests on a failure to enter Jude’s apocalyptic
world of thought. Jude does not merely denounce, he engages in a serious argument which,
though strange to modern readers, carried conviction in its own context. His midrash (vv
5-19) demonstrates that the false teachers’ behavior incurs divine judgment, by the
exposition of eschatological typology and apocalyptic prophecy. Its hermeneutical principle
is the apocalyptic principle that inspired Scripture speaks of the last days in which the
interpreter is living. The same principle enabled the Qumran community to see its enemies
portrayed in Habakkuk and Isaiah. In the N' it is widespread, but the exegetical work is
often below the surface, presupposed rather than explicit. Jude offers us a sustained
example of this kind of exegesis.
Apocalyptic was a very considerable influence on the whole Christian movement from the
very beginning, and its influence was still strong in secondcentury Christianity in, for
example, Asia Minor. To say that Jude belongs to apocalyptic Jewish Christianity is not a
very precise statement, but the dominance of the apocalyptic outlook in Jude and his use of
the Jewish apocalypses at any rate locates him in circles where apocalyptic was not just one
influence, but the dominant vehicle through which faith in Jesus found expression.

Rowston (NT® 21 [1974-75] 561-62; and Setting, 100-19) argues that Jude used
apocalyptic in a deliberate attempt to counter a developing antinomian Gnosticism.
Gnosticism developed out of Paulinism and apocalyptic, but away from the apocalyptic
sources of Paul’s theology. Jude attempted to reverse this trend, to revive the
apocalypticism of Paul and the apostolic church against the postapostolic drift toward
Gnosticism. But this is too subtle a view of Jude’s strategy. He does not assert apocalyptic
eschatology against denials of it (as Paul in 1 Cor 15 does, and as 2 Pet 3 does). Jude’s
apocalyptic is not at all self-conscious. It is the world-view within which he naturally thinks
and which he takes it for granted his readers accept.

THE OPPONENTS

Jude’s opponents are a group of itinerant charismatics who have arrived in the
church(es) to which he writes. Everything else Jude tells us about them is related to their
antinomianism, which is the target of his attack. They reject all moral authority, whether
that of the law of Moses (vv 8-10) or that of Christ himself (vv 4, 8), even though they
claim to be followers of Christ. Evidently they understand the grace of God in Christ (v 4)



as a deliverance from all external moral constraint, so that the man who possesses the Spirit
(v 19) becomes the only judge of his own actions (cf v 9), subject to no other authority.
When accused of sin by the standard of the law of Moses or of the moral order of creation,
they speak disparagingly of the angels who gave the Law and administer the moral order of
the world, alleging that they are motivated by ill will toward men and women (vv 8-10).
This tactic enables them to detach accepted moral standards from the will of God himself,
attributing them only to malicious angels, but Jude sees their contempt for the
commandments as presumptuousness in relation to God himself, rooted in resistance to his
will: so their complaints about the commandments and their arrogant, insolent words are
directed against God (v 16), and their characteristic attitude is irreverence (v 12). It is a
plausible, but not certain, deduction, that they denied the reality of future judgment (this
depends on the mention of Cain in v 11)—or perhaps they denied that as men of the Spirit
they themselves would be subject to the judgment.

In line with their rejection of moral authority, they indulge in immoral behavior, especially
sexual misconduct (vv 6-8, 10); in this they may be deliberately flouting accepted
standards of Jewish morality and conforming to the permissiveness of pagan society. For
their authority to behave in this way they appeal to their charismatic inspiration, manifested
in prophetic visions (v 8), in which perhaps they receive revelations of the heavenly world
and of their own exalted status above the angels of the Law. Such visions and similar
ecstatic phenomena are probably for them the mark of possession of the Spirit (cf v 19),
and so they gather their own group of followers in the congregation whose enjoyment of
ecstatic experience gives them the status of spiritual people, to which more conventional
Christians have not yet attained (v 19).

It is clear that Jude’s opponents are not simply members of the church, but teachers (vv
11-13). They are present at the church’s fellowship meals (v 12), where no doubt they
impart their prophecies and teachings to the rest of the community. Like other itinerant
teachers in the early church, they are dependent on the hospitality and support of the
churches, and Jude accuses them of being motivated by greed for the material gain they
receive from the church or from their particular followers (vv 11-12). Their lax moral
teaching helps them to ingratiate themselves with their followers, Jude implies (v 16).

Most of these characteristics can be paralleled from other early Christian literature.
Itinerant charismatics were frequently a source of trouble in the churches (Matt 7:15; 2 Cor
10-11; 1 John 4:1; 2 John 10; Did- 11-12), and their reliance on the support of the churches
was easily abused (Rom 16:18; 1 Tim 6:5; Tit 1:11; Did 11:5-6, 12). Their claim to
possess the Spirit in ecstatic experience and the élitist implications of this have parallels in
1 Corinthians, and the appeal to the authority of private visionary experience is also found
elsewhere (2 Cor 12:1-3; Col 2:18; cf Rev 2:24). Again, their antinomianism resembles the
attitude of the Corinthians (1 Cor 5:1-6; 6:12-20; 10:23) and the prophetic teaching of
“Jezebel” and her followers (Rev 2:14, 20-22). Only the blaspheming of angels seems to
have no parallel.

There are some reasons, though not conclusive ones, for thinking that Pauline teaching
may have had some influence on the false teachers. Not only did Paul recognize and oppose
the danger of an antinomian distortion of his teaching on Christian freedom (Rom 3:8; 6:1,
15; Gal 5:13), but also the otherwise unparalleled feature of blaspheming angels is not too
distant from some of Paul’s teaching about the angels of the Law and “the elemental spirits
of the world” (ta stoixeia tou kosmou) (Gal 3:20; 4:3, 8-9; Col 2:8-23; Rom 8:33-39).



If the exegesis supporting the above sketch of the false teachers is sound they cannot be
called Gnostics. What is missing from their teaching is the cosmological dualism of true
Gnosticism. Even though their sense of moral autonomy and spiritual status and their
attitude to the angels of the Law resemble the views of many later Gnostics, Jude provides
no evidence that they saw these hostile angels as creators and lords of the material world,
thereby detaching not only morality but also all other features of this material cosmos from
the will of the supreme God. Nor do we know that their indulgence in sins of the flesh was
linked to a disparagement of the body as material. In the absence of cosmological dualism,
it is misleading even to call their teaching “incipient Gnosticism.” It is better to see their
antinomianism as simply one of the streams that flowed into later Gnosticism, but which at
this stage is not distinctively gnostic.

Many commentators have detected truly gnostic doctrines as the target of some of
Jude’s attacks: a docetic Christology (v 4), doctrines of the demiurge and the archons which
deny the unity of God (vv 4, 8, 25), and the gnostic division of mankind into pneumatics
and psychics (v 19). On these grounds they have dated Jude as late as the second century,
when such developed Gnosticism first appeared (so, most recently, Sidebottom). But such
teachings have to be read into Jude’s words. It is unlikely that Jude should oppose such
serious and extensive deviation from common Christian belief with the merest hints of
disapproval. If his polemic is really aimed against Gnosticism it is singularly inept. Of
course, it is always possible that Jude was ill-informed about the full extent of his
opponents’ heretical teaching, but in that case the modern scholar has no means of knowing
it. The strength of the view of Jude’s opponents argued in this commentary is that it both
provides a coherent picture of the false teachers themselves and accounts for the kind of
argument which Jude uses against them.

DATE

Questions relevant to the date of the letter have already been discussed in previous
sections. Jude is not dependent on “Paulinism,” nor does the letter display features of the
“early Catholicism” of postapostolic Christianity. The opponents confronted in the letter are
not second-century Gnostics. Jude belongs to the milieu of apocalyptic Jewish Christianity
and combats teachers of antinomian libertinism, who may have been influenced by Pauline
teaching. These features make it unlikely that the letter could be later than the end of the
first century A.D., but they do not really place it more precisely than in the second half of
the first century. Comparable antinomianism can be found in Corinth in the 50s, but also (if
the book of Revelation is rightly dated in the reign of Domitian) in Asia in the 90s.
Apocalyptic Jewish Christianity remained a strong influence in the church throughout the
first century. All the same, once one has cast off the spell of the early Catholic and
antignostic reading of Jude, the letter does give a general impression of primitiveness. Its
character is such that it might very plausibly be dated in the 50s, and nothing requires a
later date.

The relationship to 2 Peter is relevant to the date, but if Jude is prior and 2 Peter is not
written by the apostle himself (the position argued in the commentary on 2 Peter) it gives
no very firm indication of the date of Jude. All that can be said is that if 2 Peter belongs to
the later first century, it favors an earlier rather than a later date for Jude.



The tendency of modern scholars to prefer a date at the end of the first century or the
beginning of the second has resulted not only from the early Catholic reading of v 3 and the
gnostic interpretation of the false teachers, but also from the usual interpretation of v 17, in
which Jude is thought to be looking back on the apostolic age as an era now past. This is a
misunderstanding. In v 17, as in vv 3, 5, Jude is recalling his readers to the instruction they
received at their conversion, from the apostles who founded their church(es). It is not the
apostles themselves, but their missionary activity in founding these particular churches,
which belongs to the past. Jude’s statement is exactly parallel to many of Paul’s in which
he refers his readers back to the teaching he gave them when he founded their church (1
Cor 15:1-3; Gal 1:9; 1 Thess 4:1-2), with the one difference that, since Jude was evidently
not one of the founding missionaries of the church(es) to which he writes, he speaks of the
apostles’ teaching rather than his own (but ¢f Rom 6:7; 16:17). In fact vv 17-18 put not a
lower but an upper limit on the date, for “they said to you” (elegon umin, v 18) implies
that most of the original converts are still living.

Only one other issue has an important bearing on the date: the authorship (see next
section). If the letter is pseudonymous it must have been written after the death of Jude the
Lord’s brother, if authentic before his death. We shall argue for the second alternative, but
unfortunately we do not know when Jude died. It could have been as late as A.D. 90 (see
next section). J. A. T. Robinson (Redating, 197) argues that if James (v 1) were dead he
would probably be given some epithet such as makario™ (“blessed”), agaqo™ (“good”), or
dikaio™ (“just”: his usual epithet: Hegesippus, ap' Eusebius, Hist. Eccl- 2.23.4; Gos. Thom
21), and so Jude must be dated before James’s martyrdom in A.D. 62. But this cannot be
regarded as a very conclusive argument.

AUTHORSHIP

The Jude (Judas) named in v 1 is almost certainly Judas the brother of Jesus, and his
brother James is James “the Just,” leader of the Jerusalem church. (Other suggestions are
discussed and this conclusion argued in the commentary on v 1.) Most modern
commentators agree on this, but disagree as to whether the real author was Jude himself or
someone who used Jude’s name as a pseudonym. The pseudepigraphal hypothesis has
prevailed in most recent commentaries (Barnett, Schelkle, Reicke, Sidebottom, Kelly,
Grundmann; also Rowston, Setting), but largely because the arguments for a late date have
been held to place the letter outside Jude’s probable lifetime. These arguments have already
been shown to have no force.

Against the pseudepigraphal hypothesis, it has often been asked why anyone should
adopt as a pseudonym the name of so obscure a figure as Jude. This objection does not hold
if Jude comes from the milieu of Palestinian Jewish Christianity, that ‘“dynastic
Christianity” (Rowston) in which the family of Jesus was revered and Jude would be a
figure of authority. In that case, however, it is inexplicable that the letter does not call Jude
“the brother of the Lord,” the title by which he was always known in such circles and by
which his authority was indicated. The description of Jude as “brother of James” only (v 1)
is much more easily explicable on the hypothesis of authenticity than on that of
pseudepigraphy (see commentary on v 1).

We know little about Jude the brother of Jesus. One of four brothers of Jesus, probably



younger than James (Matt 13:55; Mark 6:3), he was presumably, like the other brothers, not
a follower of Jesus during his ministry (Mark 3:21, 31; John 7:5), but became a believer
after the resurrection (Acts 1:14). According to 1 Cor 9:5, the brothers of the Lord were
traveling missionaries; Jude is very likely included here, especially as James probably is
not. His missionary labors were no doubt among Jews, but not necessarily in Palestine
only: he could have gone to the Diaspora. Julius Africanus (ap- Eusebius, Hist. Eccl 1.7.14)
says that the relatives of Jesus, oi desposunoi, spread the gospel throughout Palestine,
starting from Nazareth and Cochaba (in Transjordan). According to the Acts of Paul (N’
Apoc 2, 388), Judas the Lord’s brother befriended Paul in Damascus, but this is no doubt
based only on identifying the Judas of Acts 9:11 with the brother of the Lord.

Hegesippus (ap Eusebius, Hist. Eccl- 3.19.1-20.8) has a story about the grandsons of
Jude (whose names are given in another fragment as Zoker [i.e- Zechariah] and James: C.
de Boor, Neue Fragmente des Papias, Hegesippus und Pierius [TU 5/2; Leipzig: J. C.
Hinrichs, 1889] 169). They were brought before Domitian as belonging to the royal family
of David and therefore politically dangerous. But when they explained that they were only
poor farmers, supporting themselves by their own labor, and that the kingdom of Christ
they expected was eschatological and heavenly, the Emperor dismissed them as harmless
and ordered the persecution of the church to stop. Hegesippus adds that they became
leaders of the churches and survived till the reign of Trajan.

It is remarkable how uncritically most scholars writing on Jude have accepted this story

from Hegesippus, whose legendary account of the martyrdom of James does not inspire
confidence in his historical accuracy. The story of the grandsons of Jude has clear
apologetic features, and historical improbabilities (the investigation before Domitian
himself; the cessation of persecution as a result). Although there is no doubt some historical
fact behind it, it would not be wise to put too much trust in the chronological implication
which commentators on Jude have usually drawn—that Jude had grandsons who were adult
in the reign of Domitian, when Jude himself was dead. There is even some question
whether Hegesippus referred to grandsons of Jude, as in the text in Eusebius, or to sons of
Jude (H. J. Lawlor, Eusebiana [Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1912] 44-45).
Even if we can trust Hegesippus’ story, it does not tell us how long Jude lived. It probably
implies that Jude himself was dead when the incident occurred, but he need have died only
recently. As Mayor calculated (cxlviii), if Jude, as one of the youngest of Jesus’ brothers,
was born in A.D. 10, he could have had grandsons aged thirty in A.D. 90, when he himself
was eighty. This enables commentators such as Mayor who hold the letter to be authentic,
still to date it as late as © A.D. 80 (cf also Zahn, Introduction, 255). But in any case we have
already seen that the letter itself contains no evidence which requires so late a date.

The one real difficulty in the way of attributing the letter to the brother of Jesus is the
language. Although the author was certainly a Semitic speaker, who habitually used the O'
in Hebrew and probably the book of Enoch in Aramaic (see third section), he also had a
considerable command of good literary Greek. It is true that many recent studies have
shown that both the Greek language and Hellenistic culture had penetrated Jewish Palestine
to a much greater extent than used to be supposed, but it is still surprising that a Galilean
villager should show such a high degree of competence in the Greek language. On the other
hand, it must be admitted that our knowledge is insufficient to set limits on the competence
which the brother of Jesus could have acquired. He was probably still a very young man
when he became a Christian missionary, and if his missionary travels took him among



strongly Hellenized Jews there is no reason why he should not have deliberately improved
his command of Greek to increase his effectiveness as a preacher. A wide vocabulary,
which Jude has, is easier to acquire than a skill in literary style, where Jude’s competence is
less remarkable. The kinds of skills he shows are the rhetorical skills which a Jewish
preacher in Greek would need. Moreover, the features of good literary Greek, both
vocabulary and idiom, with which he shows himself familiar, need not have been acquired
directly from the reading of secular Greek literature; familiarity with Hellenistic Jewish
literature and much listening to Jewish and Christian sermons would be sufficient to
account for them. Since there are no other reasons for denying the authenticity of the letter,
it would be unwise to consider this extremely uncertain question of language an insuperable
obstacle.

Finally, we should notice that the general character of the letter, its Jewishness, its debt to
Palestinian Jewish literature and haggadic traditions, its apocalyptic perspective and
exegetical methods, its concern for ethical practice more than for doctrinal belief, are all
entirely consistent with authorship by Jude the brother of Jesus.

DESTINATION

Attempts to determine the locality of the church(es) which Jude addresses are largely

guesswork. Since Jude recalls his readers to the teaching which they received from the
apostles at their conversion, but not to his own teaching, it is probable that he himself was
not one of the missionaries who founded those churches, though he may have visited them
at a later date. It is natural to think of predominantly Jewish Christian churches, both
because they evidently come within the area of Jude’s pastoral concern and responsibility,
and also because of the high degree of familiarity with Jewish literature and traditions
which Jude’s allusions presuppose. The latter is not necessarily a decisive argument, since
such Jewish material was no doubt used in the instruction of Gentile converts and since a
writer does not always tailor his allusions to the knowledge of his readers. It is usually said
that the antinomianism of the false teachers argues a Gentile background, but it should be
noticed that the false teachers are itinerant teachers who have arrived in the church(es) from
elsewhere (v 4), and also that antinomianism was not unknown even in first-century
Judaism (Vermes, “Decalogue”; and cf perhaps Matt 7:21-23, for Jewish Christianity).
Nevertheless the antinomian problem finds its most plausible context in a church in a
Gentile environment (as in Paul’s Corinth, and the churches of the book of Revelation). A
predominantly, but not exclusively, Jewish Christian community in a Gentile society seems
to account best for what little we can gather about the recipients of Jude’s letter.
A destination in Syria has often been suggested and would be appropriate, except for the
fact that this was the one area of the later church which did not accept Jude as canonical
(see Chaine, 26667, for details). Asia Minor, with its large Jewish communities, the
influence of Paul, and antinomian movements attested by Rev 2:14, 20, is a strong
possibility, and the contacts between Jude and the Martyrdom of Polycarp (hereafter Mart.
Pol) (vv 2, 25; Mart. Pol" inscr., 20:2) could point in this direction. Another possibility is
Egypt, where Jude was accepted as canonical by the time of Clement of Alexandria, and
from its use by Clement and Origen seems to have been a popular work.



ATTESTATION

Passages from the Didache, 1 Clement, the Epistle of Barnabas, Polycarp, the Mart.
Pol,, Justin, Athenagoras, and Theophilus have often been cited (e.g” Bigg, 307-308;
Chaine, 261-62) as showing the influence of Jude, but none is a really convincing case of
dependence. The only clear early witness is 2 Peter, if the priority of Jude to 2 Peter is
accepted. But that such a brief work should not have left unambiguous marks on the
Christian literature of the second century is not surprising. More remarkable is the evidence
that by the end of the second century Jude was widely accepted as canonical: by Tertullian
in North Africa, Clement and Origen in Alexandria, the Muratorian Canon in Italy (for the
detailed evidence see Chaine, 263-67). It was only subsequent to this general acceptance
that doubts about the book, attested by Origen, Eusebius, Didymus, and Jerome, arose
because of its use of the apocryphal books 1 Enoc" and the Assumption of Moses (hereafter
As. Mos). (Tertullian, on the other hand, had been able to cite Jude as evidence for the
authority of 1 Enoc": De cultu fem. 1.3.) These objections do not seem to have had a serious
effect on the acceptability of Jude except in the Syrian church, where it was not accepted as
canonical until the sixth century.

Address and Salutation (Jude 1-2)

Bibliography
Spicq, C. Agape, 365-67.

Translation

LJude,” a servant of Jesus Christ and brother of James, to those who are called, who
are loved® in° God the Father and kept for Jesus Christ.
“May mercy, peace, and love be given you in abundance.

Notes

a. flouda™, elsewhere in English versions of the N rendered “Judas,” has traditionally
been rendered “Jude” in this one instance. This commentary follows the convention of
calling the writer “Jude.”

b. For hgaphmenoi", some Ms® have hgiasmenoi”, “sanctified” (* * P. a). This is
probably an assimilation to 1 Cor 1:2, prompted by the difficulty of the phrase en gew
patri hgaphmenoi'.

c. Westcott and Hort, followed by Mayor (cIxxxii—clxxxiii), suggested that the en
originally stood before ilhsou, not before gew; the versions give some support to including
en before Elhsou, but not to omitting it before gew. The difficulty of the present text is
better tackled by exegesis.



a. flhsou Crstw: dative of advantage. The meaning “by Jesus Christ” is unlikely, since
God should be the agent implied in both hgaphmenoi* and tethrhnenoi*, “kept,” and the
dative of agent is rare in N™ To take flhsou Cristw as governed by the en which precedes
gew (Wand) is highly unnatural.

Form/Structure/Setting

The opening was the most stereotyped part of the ancient letter, and Jude here follows

the form of the Jewish letter of his day, in which the opening normally contained (a) a
parties’ formula, naming the sender and the recipient(s), and (b) a salutation.
(@) The parties’ formula (v 1) follows the form “X to Y” (found in the Aramaic and Greek
letters from Nahal Hever, as well as in all the N' letters which have letter-openings). An
extended Christian theological characterization of the recipients is common in early
Christian letters (cf Rom 1:7; 1 Cor 1:2; 1 Thess 1:1; 2 Thess 1:1; 1 Pet 1:2; 2 Pet 1:2; 1
Cle™ inscr.; and all the letters of Ignatius), and the binitarian form can also be paralleled (1
Thess 1:1; 2 Thess 1:1; 1 Cle™ inscr.; all the letters of Ignatius mention God the Father and
Jesus Christ in describing the recipients).

Most early Christian letters specify in the parties’ formula a destination, a specific
church or group of churches, to which they are sent. Jude’s failure to do this has led to the
view, traditional from an early period, that his letter is a “catholic letter,” addressed to all
Christians. This view is expressed in the addition of the phrase toi" egnesi (“to the
Gentiles”) in v 1 in a few minuscule manuscripts and the Syriac version. Among modern
scholars it is still held by Plummer (376), Windisch, Reicke, Krodel (92), and Wisse
(“Jude”). Most modern commentators, however, have recognized that Jude addresses a
specific situation in which false teachers of a specific kind were active, and so he must have
intended his letter for a specific church or group of churches. It is possible that the
destination was omitted when the letter was copied for wider circulation, perhaps in the
second century when its relevance to the problem of Gnosticism throughout the church was
seen. Alternatively, Jude did not include the destination in his parties’ formula, either
because his messenger would in any case know where to deliver it, probably with
additional verbal messages, or perhaps because it was intended for a large group of
churches which Jude intended the messenger to visit in turn, allowing each church to make
its own copy.

(b) The salutation (v 2) is somewhat closer than many other early Christian examples to
Jewish forms. This kind of salutation originates from blessing formulae (K. Berger,
“Apostelbrief und apostolische Rede,” ZN" 65 [1974] 191-201): the writer desires God to
bless the recipients. All such salutations wish peace to the recipients, some add mercy
(eleo™, corresponding to de

). The one extant example in a Jewish letter is 2 Apoc. Bar 78:2: “Mercy and peace be
with you” (for the text see P. Bogaert, Apocalypse de Baruch [S® 144-45; Paris: Editions du
Cerf, 1969] 1, 68, 70; cf 2, 142), but non-epistolary blessings provide other parallels (Num
6:25-26; Tob 7:12 °

; ¢f 1 Enoc" 5:6; and for “mercy” in blessings, cf also 2 Sam 2:6; 15:20; Ps 33:22). In
early Christian letters eleo™ occurs in 1 Tim 1:2; 2 Tim 1:2; 2 John 3; Pol Phil inscr.;
Mart. Pol, inscr. (cf also Gal 6:16, in a letter-ending): like Jude’s, these represent a
continuation of Jewish practice. The third element in Jude’s salutation, however, is a



Christian addition to the formula: agaph (“love”) is found in no Jewish example, and in
only one other early Christian example, the salutation in Mart. Pol" (though cf also 2 Cor
13:14; Eph 6:23; ““3 Cor.” 3:40, in letter-endings). Finally, the use of “increase”
(plThgunein, Aramaic a(®

) again derives from blessings formulae (K. Berger, “Apostelbrief und apostolische

Rede,” ZN" 65 [1974] 195-96 and n.29; and to his references add Herm. Sim- 9:24:3), and
is found in both Jewish and early Christian letter salutations (G. R. Driver, Aramaic
Documents of the Fifth Century B.c. [Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1957] nos. 1, Il, 111, XIII; A.
Cowley, Aramaic Papyri of the Fifth Century B.c. [Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1923] nos.
38-42; Dan 3:31 [Aram.]; Dan 4:1 Theod. Geeek.; 4:37¢c LX* 6:26 [Aram” Theod. Geeek b.
Sanh 117 y. San" 18% 1 Pet 1:2; 2 Pet 1:2; 1 Cle™ inscr.; Pol' Phil- inscr.; Mart. Pol' inscr.;
Ep. Apos' 1). It is used as a “divine passive” to wish that God may give blessings
abundantly.
Thus, apart from the addition of agaph, Jude’s salutation follows the form of Jewish
letters. It should be noted that Jude does not adopt two other Christian adaptations of the
salutation which are extremely common in early Christian letters. One of these, the use of
cari' (“grace”), is nearly universal: it occurs in all the N letters which have this kind of
salutation (all Pauline letters; 1 Pet 1:2; 2 Pet 1:2; 2 John 3; Rev 1:4) and in 1 Cle™ Among
early Christian letters which have this kind of salutation, cari' is lacking only in Jude; Pol
Phil; and Mart. Pol

The other common feature of early Christian letter salutations which Jude does not
adopt is the indication of the source of blessings by a binitarian formula such as “from God
our Father and our Lord Jesus Christ” (all Pauline letters except Col 1:2, which has “from
God our Father,” and 1 Thess 1:1; also 2 John 3; Rev 1:4-5; 1 Cle™ inscr.; Pol Phil" inscr.;
Mart. Pol" inscr.; Ps-Clementine Epistle of Peter to James).

Also unusual is the threefold form of Jude’s salutation, though three N' letters have the

formula “grace, mercy, and peace” (1 Tim 1:2, 2 Tim 1:2; 2 John 3), and Jude’s triad
“mercy, peace, and love” reappears in the Mart. Pol (cf also ““3 Cor.”; 3:40: “peace,
grace, and love”—a letter-ending). We cannot therefore be sure that Jude himself invented
his form of salutation by adding agaph, but he certainly chose it according to his marked
stylistic preference for triple expressions.
The unusual form of Jude’s salutation is a minor indication that he belongs to
Jewish-Christian circles somewhat apart from those represented by the bulk of the early
Christian literature we possess. The closest parallel is the salutation in the Mart. Pol' (“May
mercy, peace, and love, from God the Father and our Lord Jesus Christ, be given
abundantly”), which also, it may be noted, has a doxology (20:2) similar to Jude’s (vv
24-25). Whether the Mart. Pol reflects the influence of Jude, or the influence of the
tradition to which Jude himself was indebted, it is impossible to tell.

Comment

1. flouda™. The name was common among Jews of the first century. The following
identifications of this Judas (traditionally known in English as Jude) have been made:
(1) The overwhelming majority of scholars have understood this Judas to be Judas the
brother of Jesus, who is mentioned in Matt 13:55; Mark 6:3; and Hegesippus (ap Eusebius,
Hist. Eccl 3.19.1-20.6), though they are divided on whether Jude himself wrote the letter



or a later writer wrote under his name. This view seems to give the best explanation of the
two phrases by which Jude is described in v 1: “a servant of Jesus Christ and brother of
James.” The brothers of the Lord were not known as “apostles” in the early Church, and so
Jude’s authority to address his readers is expressed by the term “servant” rather than
“apostle” (see below). The second phrase, which distinguishes this Judas from others of the
same name, does so by mentioning his relationship to the only man in the primitive church
who could be called simply “James” with no risk of ambiguity (see below). The only
difficulty in this view is to understand why Jude is not here called “brother of the Lord” or
“brother of Jesus Christ.” It is easier to explain this if the letter is authentic than if it is
pseudepigraphal. Palestinian Jewish-Christian circles in the early church used the title
“brother of the Lord” not simply to identify the brothers, but as ascribing to them an
authoritative status, and therefore the brothers themselves, not wishing to claim an authority
based on mere blood-relationship to Jesus, avoided the term (see below).

(2) Some older commentators (e.g- Calvin, Matthew Henry) identified the author as the
apostle “Judas of James” (Luke 6:16; Acts 1:13: Elouda™ flakwbou). But (a) “Judas of
James” naturally means “Judas son of James” rather than “Judas brother of James” (the
latter translation, found in A", derives from the assumption that this apostle is the same
person as Judas the Lord’s brother); (b)Jude does not call himself “apostle.”

(3) H. Koester (“GNWMAI DIAFOROI,” HT® 58 [1965] 297) suggested that Jude is the
apostle Thomas, who in Syrian Christian tradition was known as Judas Thomas or Judas
“the twin” (Eusebius, Hist. Eccl 1.13.11; Acts Thom’; Gos. Thom; Thom. Cont John 14:22
sy°). Since Thomas is almost certainly not a personal name but a surname meaning “the
twin,” the apostle must have had another name and it is possible that tradition has correctly
preserved it as Judas. But this does not mean, as Koester thinks, that Judas “the twin” was
the twin brother of Jesus and therefore identical with Judas the Lord’s brother. It is true that
later tradition interpreted the surname “the twin” as meaning Jesus’ twin (Acts Thom' 31;
39; Thom. Cont 138:4-8), but the idea was usually not that he was a blood-brother of Jesus
but that he bore a close physical resemblance to Jesus (A. F. J. Klijn, “John xiv 22 and the
Name Judas Thomas,” in Studies in John: presented to Professor Dr J. N. Sevenster
[NovTSuP 24; Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1970] 88-96) or that he was a kind of spiritual twin (cf J.
J. Gunther, “The Meaning and Origin of the Name ‘Judas Thomas,” ” Mu® 93 [1980]
113-148). Only at a late stage was Judas Thomas, Jesus’ “twin,” confused with Judas the
blood-brother of Jesus.

This suggestion therefore cannot explain “brother of James,” and encounters the same
difficulty as (2) in explaining why Jude does not call himself “apostle.”

Sidebottom (69, 79) adopted the same suggestion in arguing that Jude is a
pseudonymous work of the early second century directed against gnostic heresy. Against
the objection that Judas the Lord’s brother was too obscure a figure to be used as a
pseudonym, Sidebottom points out that Judas Thomas was an important figure in gnostic
literature (Gos. Thom; Thom. Cont). This argument, however, rests, like Koester’s, on the
mistaken assumption that Judas Thomas was identified with Judas the Lord’s brother.
Second-century Gnostics would not have recognized Judas Thomas under the description
“Judas ... brother of James.”

(4) Several scholars (Selwyn, Christian Prophets, 148; du Plessis, “Authorship,”
developing an earlier argument by W. J. Fournier; Ellis, “Jude”; and cf Plumptre, 85-86)
have identified the author with Judas Barsabbas (Acts 15:22, 27, 32). But this Judas might



be expected to distinguish himself from others of the same name by using his surname
Barsabbas, rather than “brother of James,” even if this can be taken to refer to spiritual
fraternity (du Plessis, “Authorship,” 197; for Ellis’s interpretation of “brother” here, see
below).

(5) B. H. Streeter (The Primitive Church [London: Macmillan, 1929] 178-80) thought
Jude was written by the third bishop of Jerusalem, whom the Apostolic Constitutions 7:46
called “Judas of James,” and that ‘“brother” is a later addition to the text of Jude 1. This
enabled him to date the letter in the early second century without regarding it as
pseudonymous. Much earlier, Grotius had thought the author was Judas, the last Jewish
bishop of Jerusalem according to Eusebius (Hist. Eccl 4.5.3) (see Chase, DB(H' 2, 804 n’
who was perhaps the same man. These suggestions would be at all plausible only if the
evidence for so late a date for Jude were compelling, but even then it would be hard to
understand how the work of such an author could have come to be widely regarded as
authoritative throughout the church by the end of the second century.

(6) Moffatt (244-46) thought the author was probably an otherwise unknown Judas,
brother of an equally unknown James. This fails to take account of the fact that to identify
oneself by reference to one’s brother, rather than one’s father, was extremely unusual and
requires explanation. (The only theory which does explain it is that which identifies James
as the James whom everyone knew.)

The traditional identification (1) remains the best. On whether the letter is an authentic
writing of the Lord’s brother, or a pseudepigraphal letter written under his name, see
Introduction.
flhsou Cristou doulo™, “a servant of Jesus Christ.” The phrase occurs in letter-openings
at Rom 1:1; Phil 1:1 (plural, of Paul and Timothy); Jas 1:1 (“servant of God and the Lord
Jesus Christ”); 2 Pet 1:1. Elsewhere, Paul uses it of himself (Gal 1:10), of Epaphras (Col
4:12), of Timothy (2 Tim 2:24), and of Christians in general (1 Cor 7:22; Eph 6:6). In the
background lies the Jewish term “servant of God,” used especially as an honorific title for
leaders such as Abraham (Ps 105:42), Moses (Neh 9:14: Rev 15:30; Josephus, Ant' 5:39),
David (Ps 89:3), Daniel (Dan 6:20). The Jewish title was sometimes used of Christians (1
Pet 2:16; Rev 7:3; 1 Cle™ 60:2) or the apostles (Tit 1:1), but the more characteristic
Christian phrase became “servant of Jesus Christ,” suggesting the idea that Christians have
been bought by Christ from captivity or slavery and now belong to him as his slaves (1 Cor
7:23). All Christians were therefore “servants of Jesus Christ,” but the phrase could be used
of those called to special service, Christian workers, not as an indication of privileged rank,
but, as in the case of the term diakono™ (“servant”), indicating that the Christian worker
exemplifies the servant role which all God’s people are called to play. Probably in this
context as Jude’s self-designation, it contains a claim to authority, but an authority based on
his call to serve the Lord rather than on his family relationship with the Lord. Though the
term “servant of Jesus Christ” could be used of apostles, it was not in itself equivalent to
“apostle” (cf Rom 1:1; 2 Pet 1:1), and so we should probably infer that, while Jude
exercised some kind of leadership role in the church, he was not given the title “apostle.”
James 1:1 (whether or not the letter is authentic) indicates that “apostle” was not thought an
appropriate title for his brother either. On the other hand, Jude 17 (see Comment on that v)
does not necessarily exclude Jude from the category of the apostles.

Whether Paul included the Lord’s brothers among the apostles is not quite clear (1 Cor
9:5; 15:7; Gal 1:19). Paul’s understanding of the “apostle” as one who had received a
missionary call from the risen Lord in person might exclude James, who was not a



missionary; other brothers, probably including Jude, did exercise a missionary role (1 Cor
9:5), but whether they had seen the risen Christ we do not know (possibly Acts 1:14
permits a guess that they had). Perhaps what these Pauline texts really indicate is that
although James and the other brothers of Jesus might be regarded as qualifying for the title
“apostles,” by Paul’s criteria, they were not usually called “apostles,” simply because their
usual title was “the Lord’s brothers.” Their blood-relationship to Jesus put them in a special
category, in the eyes of the first Christians, and they preferred a title for them which
indicated this special category, rather than including them in the general category of
apostles. Hence Paul seems to class them with the apostles, but early Christian literature
never explicitly calls them “apostles.” Jewish-Christian tradition, represented by
Hegesippus (ap' Eusebius, Hist. Eccl 2.23.4) and the Pseudo-Clementines, distinguished
James from the apostles. (Of course, we do not know for certain that Paul’s understanding
of apostleship was accepted in the cirles in which Jude moved, and another possibility is
that the restriction of the title “apostle” to the Twelve is not a late feature in Acts, but a
characteristic of Palestinian Christianity from the first. In that case, Jude did not see himself
as an apostle because he was not one of the Twelve.)

If the brothers of the Lord were not known as “apostles,” it is natural that they should

not call themselves “apostles.” But from Jude 1 and (if it is authentic) Jas 1:1, it seems that
they also avoided calling themselves by the title which others used of them: “brother of the
Lord.” This is not surprising. It is perfectly credible that they should have been more
conscious than their followers of the fact that mere blood-relationship to Jesus could give
them no authority (cf Mark 3:33-35). It is not so much because of modesty, as many
commentators have suggested, that they refrain from mentioning their relationship to Jesus.
The point is rather that the self-designation in the letteropening must establish their
authority to address their readers, as Paul’s habitual mention of his apostleship in his
letter-openings does. For this purpose they adopt the designation “servant of Jesus Christ”
(as Paul and Timothy, who was not an apostle, did in Phil 1:1).
It seems reasonable, therefore, to see Jude 1 and James 1:1 as reflecting the characteristic
way in which the brothers described themselves. This is much more plausible than
attributing the description to later writers, using the pseudonyms of James and Jude at a
time when, not only were they regularly called “the Lord’s brothers,” but also Jewish
Christians increasingly looked to the family of Jesus as authoritative precisely by virtue of
their kinship to the Lord. It is incredible that Jude should be a pseudepigraphal product of
this “dynastic Christianity” (as Rowston, NT® 21 [1974-75] 554-63, and Setting, argues),
and yet not state Jude’s kinship to Jesus explicitly. There is no evidence for Kelly’s
suggestion that growing reverence for the Lord made the claim to blood-relationship seem
presumptuous.

adelfo" de flakwbou, “and brother of James.” After the death of James the son of
Zebedee, only one early Christian leader was commonly called simply “James,” without the
need for further identification (Acts 12:17; 15:13; 21:18; 1 Cor 15:7; Gal 2:9, 12); and only
one pair of brothers called James and Judas are known from the N' (Mark 6:3). Jude
therefore uses this phrase to identify himself by reference to his more famous brother. Of
course, he must have been known to the churches he addresses, but Judas was too common
a name, even among Christian leaders, to identify him alone (cf Luke 6:16; John 14:22;
Acts 15:22). Unlike flhsou Cristou doulo", “servant of Jesus Christ,” this phrase must be
simply for identification, not to establish Jude’s authority. If mere kinship to Jesus should



convey no authority, still less should mere kinship to James. But if Jude could not use his
usual title “brother of the Lord” to establish his authority, why could he not use it simply to
identify himself? The answer may be that it was generally understood as conferring
authoritative status and could not be used without this implication. Moreover, “servant and
brother of Jesus Christ” may have seemed an incongruous combination.

Ellis argues that adelfo™ means not “blood-brother” but “co-worker” (“Jude,” 227),
and this enables him to identify Jude as Judas Barsabbas, one of the “brothers” of the
Jerusalem church (Acts 15:22). But it is unlikely that adelfoi in Acts ever means more
than “Christians” (against E. E. Ellis, “Paul and his Co-Workers,” Prophecy and
Hermeneutic in Early Christianity [WUN' 18; Tubingen: J. C. B. Mohr, 1978] 15-17).
Pauline usage is another matter; sometimes, at least, adelfoi seems to approximate to a
technical term for Paul’s fellow-workers in the Christian mission (Ellis, 14-15). But this is
not a very secure basis for supposing that adelfo™ flakwbou could be easily understood to
mean “one of James’ co-workers.”

en gew patri hgaphmenoi®, “who are loved in God the Father.” It is possible that all
three terms with which Jude describes his readers derive from the Servant Songs of Isaiah,
where Israel is described as called, loved and kept by God (called: Isa 41:9; 42:6; 48:12, 15;
49:1; 54:6; loved: 42:1; 43:4; cf 44:2 LX* kept: 42:6; 49:8). Following early Christian
usage, Jude applies them to the church as the eschatological people of God. According to
the O" God’s love for Israel (cf Deut 7:7-8; Jer 31:3: Hos 11:1; 14:4; 2 Apoc. Bar 78:3) is
shown especially in the salvation-event of the Exodus and in the eschatological
salvation-event of the new Exodus, which the N sees fulfilled in Christ. In the LX* (0)
hgaphmeno' becomes almost a title for Israel (Deut 32:15; 33:5, 26; 2 Chr 20:7; Ps 28:6;
Isa 5:1; 44:2; Bar 3:37) and in the prayer in 3 Macc 6:11 the Jews are oi hgaphmenoi sou,
“your loved ones.” In Pauline usage, hgaphmenoi applied to Christians is closely
associated with other terms transferred from the old Israel to the new (“chosen”: 1 Thess
1:4, eklogh; 2 Thess 2:13, eilato; Col 3:12, eklektoi; “holy”: Col 3:12, agioi), just as
Jude associates it with tethrhmenoi (“kept”) and klhtoi (“called”) (cf also Ign- Trall
inscr.). This transference of titles from the old Israel to the church as the eschatological
Israel was universal in primitive Christianity, and there is no need to see Jude’s use of
hgaphmenoi as influenced by Paul.

The perfect participle (hgaphmenoi) implies that God’s love, once bestowed on his

people, remains (cf Jer 31:3; Rom 8:39).
The unexpected phrase en gew patri, “in God the Father,” has been much discussed. Since
it is clear that Jude 1s speaking not of his own love for his readers, but of God’s love, it is
natural to expect a reference to God as agent (cf 1 Thess 1:4: hgaphmenoi upo geou; 2
Thess 2:13: hgaphmenoi upo kuriou). But it is unlikely that the instrumental use of en can
be extended, even by a Semitism, to give the meaning “loved by God” (1 Cor 6:2, en umin,
is not a real parallel because it is a technical for forensic usage), and such uses as “in the
sight of” (cf 1 Cor 14:11, en emoi), and “in the department of” (Moulton, Grammar, 103)
give no sense that Jude can have preferred to that of upo geou. Most commentators
therefore try to give meaning to the local sense, “in God the Father”: “by God” must be
implicit in hgaphmenoi, and en gew patri must convey some further idea.

The Pauline usage of en cristw, “in Christ,” and en kuriw, “in the Lord,” is hardly
relevant; in the Pauline corpus only 1 Thess 1:1 and 2 Thess 1:1 use en gew patri (adding
kai kuriw £lhsou Cristw) in a (probably) local sense. Johannine usage, however, speaks



more often of Christians’ being “in God,” as one side of the reciprocal relationship between
Christians and God (John 17:21; 1 John 2:24; 3:24; 4:13, 15, 16). This usage seems
particularly relevant since it is closely related to love: the indwelling is that of an intimate
love relationship (see especially 1 John 4:16). It should be noted that Jude 21 (“keep
yourselves in the love of God”) also approximates to a Johannine idea (John 15:9-10; 1
John 4:16). Jude may therefore mean that those whom God loves are taken into the intimate
fellowship of God’s love, embraced and enfolded by his love. To be in God’s love is to be
“in God.”

flhsou Cristw tethrhmenoi”, “kept for Jesus Christ.” This phrase has an
eschatological sense: Christians are kept safe by God for the Parousia of Jesus Christ when
they will enter into their final salvation in his kingdom. (Perhaps the metaphor is:
Christians are the property of Jesus Christ, kept safe for him until he comes to claim it; cf- 1
Pet 1:4, where the inheritance of Christians is kept safe [tethrhmenhn] for them in heaven
until, at the Parousia, they can claim it.) For this eschatological sense, cf 1 Thess 5:23
(“may your spirit and soul and body be kept [thrhgeih] sound and blameless at the coming
of our Lord Jesus Christ”); 1 Pet 1:5 (“guarded [frouroumenou™] by God’s power through
faith for a salvation ready to be revealed in the last time”); and Jude 24 (where Fulassein
has the same sense as threin, “to keep,” here, cf John 17:12). The idea that God must keep
Christians safe (also in John 17:11, 15; Rev 3:20) clearly belongs to no one tradition of
early Christianity but was widespread (Chaine, 277, thinks it is from the common primitive
catechesis). It has a special appropriateness at the beginning of Jude’s letter, with its
concern that its readers be kept safe from the influence of the false teachers. The
eschatological orientation also belongs to the letter as a whole (cf v 21).
Again the perfect participle (tethrhmenoi’') expresses the secure state of being in God’s
safekeeping.

toi" ... klhtoi", “to those who are called.” This is another title transferred to
Christians from O Israel, especially from Deutero-Isaiah (41:9; 42:6; 48:12, 15; 49:1; 54:6;
cf also Hos 11:1; the Qumran community applied the title to themselves as the faithful of
Israel: C° 2:9; 4:4). Israel’s “calling” is closely linked with God’s “choice” or “election” of
Israel (Isa 41:8, 9; 42:1; 43:10; 44:1, 2; 49:7; cf C° 4:4): God’s choice takes effect in his
call to Israel to be his servant people. The idea expresses the divine initiative to which man
must respond in faith, and in the N" kalein (“to call”) becomes a technical term for the
process of Christian salvation. It refers to God’s call to men and women, through the
gospel, to enter his kingdom, to belong to the new people of God. Alongside the O'
background, there may be the influence of Jesus’ parables in which the call to enter the
kingdom is represented by the invitation (kalein) to a marriage feast (Matt 22:3-9, 14;
Luke 14:8, 16-24; Rev 19:9). With the technical use of kalein goes also the use of klhto™
as a substantive (as here) as a technical term for Christians. Both are characteristic of
Pauline usage, but by no means confined to Paul. Christians are klhtoi not only in Rom
1:6-7; 8:28; 1 Cor 1:2, 24 (as noun: Rom 1:6; 1 Cor 1:24), but also in Matt 22:14; Rev
17:14; 1 Cle™ inscr.; Barn' 4:13-14; Sib. Or 8:92 (as noun: Rev 17:14; 1 Cle™ inscr.; Sib.
Or 8:92; cf Heb 9:15, oi keklhmenoi). In the parties’ formula of a letter, klhtoi* is found
in Rom 1:7; 1 Cor 1:2; 1 Cle™ inscr., as well as in Jude 1.
2. eleo™ umin kai eirhnh kai agaph plhqungeih, “May mercy, peace, and love be given
you in abundance.” The Jewish greeting, “Mercy and peace” (cf 2 Apoc. Bar 78:2), is a
comprehensive expression of God’s blessing, which Jude asks God to lavish on his readers.



“Mercy” (O" tS]

, “steadfast love™) is the divine attitude of kindness toward the covenant people, “peace”
©" il

) is the well-being which results. No doubt Jude’s readers would read the Jewish greeting
with Christian overtones: God’s mercy shown in Christ, and Christian salvation in Christ.
The Christian interpretation is reinforced by the addition of agaph, “love,” found in no
Jewish salutation (though it may be worth noticing that 2 Apoc. Bar 78:3, following the
salutation, continues: “I bear in mind, my brothers, the love of him who created us, who
loved us from of old ...”). The central Christian perception of the love of God in Christ was
expressed in the frequent use of this word in primitive Christianity, and this distinctive
Christian sense of God’s love accounts for the addition of agaph here, even though the
Jewish greeting already contained the idea of God’s love in the word eleo™ (“mercy”). The
love of God is a favorite theme of Jude (vv 1, 2, 21).

Explanation

Jude identifies himself as the brother of James (i.e- James “the Just” of Jerusalem, the
Lord’s brother). His authority to address his readers does not rest on his kinship to Jesus,
which he omits to mention, but on his commission to serve Jesus Christ. Although (as one
of “the Lord’s brothers”) he was not known in the early church by the title “apostle,” he
should probably be understood to have exercised a leadership role alongside the apostles,
which is expressed in the term “servant of Jesus Christ.”

He addresses his readers in terms drawn from the descriptions of Israel in Isa 40-55,
applied now to Christians as members of the eschatological people of God. They are those
whom God has called into his kingdom, who are embraced by God’s love, and whom God
is keeping safe through the dangers of their life in this world until Jesus Christ at his
Parousia claims them for his own. In the light of the rest of the letter, it appears that the
terms of this description have been carefully chosen. Threatened by the false teachers, these
Christians are in danger of apostatizing from their calling and incurring the judgment which
awaits the false teachers at the Parousia. Jude knows that the divine action in calling,
loving, and keeping safe must be met by a faithful human response, and when he takes up
the themes of v 1 in v 21 it is to put the other side of the matter: his readers must keep
themselves in the love of God and faithfully await the salvation which will be theirs at the
Parousia. The divine action does not annul this human responsibility. But in his final
doxology Jude will return to the note on which he began: his confidence that the God who
is their Savior through Jesus Christ can keep them safe until they come to their
eschatological destiny (v 24).

The salutation is a Jewish form, invoking divine blessing in abundance, but adapted by the
addition of “love” to make reference to the blessings of God’s love in Christ.

Occasion and Theme (Jude 3-4)
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Translation

My dear friends, although | am very eager to write to you about our common salvation, |
find® it necessary to write appealing to you to carry on the fight for the faith which was
once and for all delivered to the saints. *For certain persons have infiltrated® among you,
who were long ago designated for this condemnation, as ungodly men, who pervert the
grace of our God into immorality and deny our only Master and Lord Jesus Christ.

Notes

a. escon: epistolary aorist, more naturally rendered as a present tense in English.
(Greek uses a tense appropriate from the standpoint of the readers at the time of reading,
English a tense appropriate at the time of writing.)

b. The meaning is the same whether pareiseduhsan (¥ or pareisedusan (all other Ms°) is
read.

Form/Structure/Setting

These verses correspond to the “body-opening” of the Greek letter, i.e' the introduction to
the body of the letter. this is “the point at which the principal occasion for the letter is
usually indicated” (White, Body, 18).

As in spoken conversation, a starting point common to both parties must be established
(White, Body, 19), and this may be the formal function of Jude’s reference to his intended
letter about “our common salvation.” He then proceeds to indicate the purpose of his actual
letter, and to do so employs the form of the “petition,” the form in which both official and
private requests were presented in the literature of the period. T. Y. Mullins (“Petition as a
Literary Form,” Nov' 5 [1962] 46-54) does not include Jude 34 in his list of N petitions,
presumably because parakalein (“to appeal”) is not in the first person, but Jude 3-4
should be seen as a minor adaptation of the petition form with parakalein, which, of the
four verbs generally used for petitions, was “the most personal and intense,” the favorite
verb in personal letters (Mullins, “Petition,” 48—49). Mullins analyzes the petition into three
basic elements: (a) background, (b) petition verb, (c) desired action, with optional
elaborations including (d) the address. Jude 3—4 has these four elements: (a) v 4, following
the petition and introduced by gar, as in 1 Cor 1:11 (cf White, Body, 74); (b) parakalwn,
“appealing”; (c) epagwnizesqgai K.t.l., “to carry on the fight” (v 3); (d) fAgaphtoi, umin,
“My dear friends, you” (v 3). A close formal parallel, at a comparable point in a N' letter, is
1 Cor 1:11-12 (cf also Philem 8-10).

It is important to notice how vv 3—4 relate to the rest of the letter. The section vv 5-19
consists of a midrash intended to establish from Scripture (and other prophecies) the
statement of v 4, namely that the sin and judgment of the false teachers has been
prophesied. In other words, vv 5-19 really belong to the background of Jude’s petition, to
his explanation of the situation which requires his appeal in v 3. The petition itself is not
further explained until v 20. This means that vv 20-23 are in no sense an appendix to
Jude’s homily (“closing exhortations,” as commentaries sometimes call them): they are



actually the section which spells out the content of Jude’s petition, which v 3 announces as
the purpose of the letterti Jude’s appeal to his readers to contend for the faith is contained in
vv 20-23.

Thus v 3, the appeal, is the statement of theme for the exhortatory section vv 20-23,
while v 4, the background, forms a statement of theme for the midrash section, vv 5-19.
These relationships are reinforced by the catchword connections: in v 3 agioi™ piotei
with agiwtath .. pistei (v 20); in v 4 krima ... asebei" with krisin (vv 6, 15),
asebei", asebeia", hsebhsan, (v 15), asebeiwn (v 18).

fAgaphtoi (also in vv 17, 20) is a common address in Christian letters (Rom 12:19; 2
Cor 7:1; 12:19; Heb 6:9; 1 Pet 2:11; 4:12; 2 Pet 3:1, 8, 14, 17; 1 John 2:7; 3:2, 21; 4:1, 7,
11; 1 Cle™ 1:1; 7:1; 12:8; 21:1; 24:1-2; 35:1; 36:1; 50:1; 53:1; cf 1 Enoc" 91:3).

The marked alliteration of the “p” sound in vv 3—4a is a rhetorical feature.

If, as is argued in the Comment, despothn (“Master,” v 4) refers to Christ, the end of v
4 presents a binitarian formula with the two members in parallelism:

1. thn tou geou hmwn carita metatigente™ ei” aselgeian
2. kai ton monon despothn kai kurion hmwn £Elhsoun criston arnoumenoi.
1. “Who pervert the grace of our God into immorality”

2. “and deny our only Master and Lord Jesus Christ.”

Comment

3. pasan spoudhn poioumeno™, “although I am very eager.” The expression spoudhn
poiein is good classical Greek, and pasan spoudhn poiein, where pasan means “the
utmost,” is frequently found (Chaine, 293; Moulton and Milligan, Vocabulary, 586). The
phrase means either “to be very eager to” or “to make every effort to,” and so could
indicate either that Jude was intending to write (RS") or that he was already engaged in
writing (NE®). The former seems the more usual meaning and makes good sense here.

pasan spoudhn poioumeno™ grafein umin ... anagkhn escon grayai, “although I
am very eager to write to you ... I find it necessary to write.” Does Jude here refer to two
letters or only one? Our translation (rendering the participial phrase “although ...”)
embodies the exegesis, adopted by a majority of scholars, according to which Jude had
been intending to write one letter, a general treatment of the Christian faith, but interrupted
this plan to write another letter which the urgent necessity of the moment required. Some
scholars, however (Knopf, Windisch, Reicke; Rowston, Setting, 114-18), adopt a different
exegesis (with the participial phrase meaning “when ...” or “because ...”) according to
which Jude refers to only one letter, which he was intending to write and then actually
wrote. The following are the main considerations in the issue:

(@) The contrast between the present infinitive grafein (“to write”) and the aorist
infinitive grayai (cf 3 John 13; Barn 4:9; 21:9) is probably not decisive. If it is to be
pressed, the distinction will be between the general intention of writing (or perhaps the
process of writing already begun) and the concrete action actually carried out. But this
distinction could apply either to one letter, intended and then actually written (Reicke), or
two letters, one intended, the other written.

(b) Does peri th™ koinh™ nmwn swthria™ (“about our common salvation™) describe
the letter Jude actually wrote? According to Windisch, it is synonymous with “the faith
which was once and for all delivered to the saints.” In that case, Jude does not mean that he
intended to write about the content of “our common salvation,” but an appeal to his readers



to stand up for it against heresy. This is just possible, but it is easier to take “about our
common salvation” to refer to an exposition of the content of the Christian gospel, and
Jude’s actual letter is clearly not that.

(¢c) The view that Jude refers to only one letter “makes the sentence unnecessarily
laboured and repetitive” (Kelly), in contrast to Jude’s normally terse style.

(d) Rowston (Setting, 117) objects to the view that Jude is an emergency letter, dashed

off in immediate response to the news of the crisis, on the grounds that it is a polished
literary product. This is true, but the view that Jude refers to two letters need not mean that
he could not have taken reasonable time and trouble to compose the letter he actually wrote.
The contrast is simply between the letter he had been planning, probably at considerable
length, on a general theme, and the short letter to which he turned his attention instead,
when the news from the church(es) required a letter specifically about the danger from the
false teachers.
If, then, Jude refers to a letter he intended to write, but, so far as we know, never in fact
wrote, there is some force in Zahn’s contention (Introduction, 269) that this is an indication
of the authenticity of our letter. Such a reference makes little sense in a pseudepigraphal
letter; it is very unlikely that there was a well-known work in Jude’s name (now lost) to
which the author might be supposed to be referring, but even if there was, one would not
then expect such a vague reference to Jude’s intention of writing it.

Robinson, arguing for the authenticity of Jude, thinks that Jude later fulfilled his
intention of writing “about our common salvation,” and that the result was 2 Peter, written
by Jude as Peter’s agent (Redating, 193-4). The proposed subject matter (“our common
salvation”) is somewhat more appropriate to 2 Peter than to Jude, but the difficulties in the
way of attributing both letters to the same author are insuperable (see Introduction to 2
Peter). A.-M. Dubarle (“Rédacteur et destinataires de I’Epitre aux Hébreux,” R® 48 [1939]
506-29) suggested that the intended letter is Hebrews, of which Jude was the redactor,
while the “word of exhortation” mentioned in Heb 13:22 is the letter of Jude; but, apart
from anything else, the problems of the churches addressed in Hebrews and Jude seem
wholly different.

peri th™ koinh™ hmwn swthria™, “about our common salvation.” The phrase h
koinh swthria was used in secular Greek to mean “the safety of the state” (references in
BA® s.v' koino"): Jude’s use might be a Christian adaptation of the secular phrase, but
could be merely coincidental. The term swthria, “salvation,” had a religious sense in the
mystery religions, but also in Judaism (LX* Isa 45:17; 46:13; 52:7, 10; Wis 5:2; Pss. Sol
16:5) before being quite widely adopted in primitive Christianity to refer to the
eschatological deliverance, accomplished and to be fulfilled by “God our Savior” (v 25)
through Jesus Christ. Chase (DB(H' 2, * 805; and in Mayor, 19) thought Jude wrote “our
common salvation” as a Jewish Christian writing to Gentile Christians; this is possible, but
it is likely that Jude’s readers were predominantly Jewish Christians, and the phrase would
be quite natural in any case. “It brings out the corporate nature of salvation as understood
by Judaism, with its consciousness of being the people of God, and even more vividly by
Christianity, with its conviction of fellowship in Christ” (Kelly). But there is no ground for
Kelly’s further assertion, that “salvation” here lacks the eschatological aspect it has in Paul
and in 1 Pet 1:5; on the contrary, in view of v 21, we might expect that Jude’s intended
treatise would have stressed the salvation which is coming for the faithful at the Parousia.

epagwnizesgai th ... pistel, “to carry on the fight for the faith.” epagwnizesqai
seems often to be used, in place of the simple agwnizesqai, in the sense of “to continue the



struggle” or “to follow up” previous contests (examples in Mayor, LPG"; cf Whitaker,
ExpTi™ 29 [1917-18] 425); the dative of advantage is not common with epagwnizesqai
(but some examples in Mayor, xi, 22; LPG"), but must be the sense here (cf Phil 1:27:
sunaglounte™ th pistei tou euaggeliou, “striving together for the faith of the
gospel”).

The verb is an example of the common metaphorical use of terms from the athletic contests
of the Greek games. Such metaphors had been popularized especially by their use in
Stoicism for life as a moral contest, but their connotations were not necessarily those of
Stoic moral philosophy. They were widely used in Hellenistic Judaism (V. C. Pfitzner, Paul
and the Agon Motif [NovTSu® 16; Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1967] chap 3) and are found even in
Palestinian Jewish writings (4 Ezra 7:92, 127-28; 2 Apoc. Bar- 15:7-8). In the primitive
church they occur especially in the Pauline corpus (Rom 15:30; 1 Cor 9:24-27; Phil
1:27-30; 4:3; Col 1:29-2:1; 4:12-13; 1 Tim 6:12; 2 Tim 4:7), but also elsewhere (Heb
10:32; 1 Cle™ 2:4; 5; 7:1; 35:4; 2 Cle™ 7; 20:2; Barn 4:11). We need not therefore see
Jude’s usage as influenced by Paul. The metaphor frequently became a very pale metaphor,
often suggesting little more than striving or exertion, without much hint of its original
reference to the games (Pfitzner, Paul, 72). To what extent it retains a live metaphorical
sense in this verse is difficult to tell.

Pfitzner has shown that Paul does not use the athletic metaphors in the Stoic way to
refer to life as a moral contest. He uses them primarily to characterize his apostolic mission
as a struggle for the gospel. They refer to Paul’s exertions in the cause of the gospel,
including his struggle against opposition to it. Although the contest is primarily that of Paul
and his co-workers, the missionaries (Phil 4:3; 1 Tim 6:12), all Christians share in it (Rom
15:30; Phil 1:27-30). Perhaps the best Pauline parallel to Jude 3 is Phil 1:27-30. Like Paul,
Jude uses the metaphor for the contest on behalf of the gospel (“the faith,” see below). It
should be noted that, neither for Paul nor for Jude, is this contest simply a defense of the
gospel; it is offensive, promoting the gospel’s advance and victory. Nor is the contest
fought only verbally. For Paul it involves a way of life which is faithful to the gospel (Phil
1:27; 1 Tim 6:11; cf Heb 10:32-34), and Jude’s idea of contending for the faith includes
the exhortations of vv 20-21. His phrase should not therefore suggest primarily the
negative task of opposing the false teachers. He appeals to his readers to continue the
positive exertions of Christian life in the service of the gospel. But to do this they must
resist the influence of the false teachers, since the latter have betrayed the cause of the
gospel and given up the struggle by denying the moral implications of the gospel.

The structure of the letter is most important for establishing what Jude intended his
readers to do to continue the fight for the faith (see Form/Structure/Setting section). What
his appeal means he spells out in vv 20-23, which contain entirely positive exhortations.
The common mistake of supposing that, for Jude, contending for the faith means
denouncing opponents, arises from a misunderstanding of the significance of vv 5-19.
Those verses are intended to awaken Jude’s readers to the dangerous reality of their
situation which makes Jude’s appeal necessary, but it is only when he has done this that
Jude goes on (in vv 20-23) to explain how they must continue the fight for the faith.
th apax paradogeish toi" agioi" pistei, “the faith which was once and for all
delivered to the saints.” Since this phrase has often been taken as a mark of “early
Catholicism” in Jude (e.g Windisch, Schelkle), it must be examined carefully. It is said to
reflect the idea of a fixed body of orthodox doctrine, the “deposit” of tradition, unalterable



and normative, authoritatively transmitted from the past. Clearly it is not difficult to read
this idea into Jude’s words, if a late date for the letter is already presupposed, but it is much
less clear that Jude’s words demand this interpretation. The contrast set up between Jude
and the Christianity of the first generation generally results from (1) underestimating the
role of tradition in Christianity from the first, and (2) exaggerating the extent to which
Jude’s language implies a fixed body of formal doctrine.

The word pisti' (“faith”) here refers to the content of what is believed (fides quae
creditur, not fides qua creditur). This usage can already be found in Paul, most clearly in
Gal 1:23 (euaggelizetai thn pistin, “preaches the faith”), where pisti™ is equivalent
to “the gospel,” “the Christian message.” Greek had a well-established “objective” use of
pisti' to mean “a belief, a conviction” (e.g Josephus' C. Apio" 2:163), but this is probably
not the main source of the early Christian usage. In Gal 1:23 thn pistin does not mean
“the Christian faith,” as distinguished from other faiths, so much as “the faith,” the
message which demands faith. It was because the Christian gospel was characteristically a
message demanding faith (Rom 10:8: “the word of faith”) that it could come to be called
“the faith.” Thus “to obey the faith” (Acts 6:7; and perhaps Rom 1:5; 16:26) is equivalent
to “to obey the gospel” (Rom 10:16; 2 Thess 1:8; 1 Pet 4:17); it means to respond to the
gospel in faith. (Other instances in Paul where pisti' may mean “the gospel” or “the
Christian religion” are 1 Cor 16:13; Gal 3:23, 25; 6:10; Phil 1:25; Col 1:23; c¢f Eph 4:5; and
see Bultmann in TDN' 6, 213.) The objective use of pisti'* (“faith”) as fides quae creditur
becomes especially common in the Pastorals (1 Tim 3:9; 4:1, 6; 2 Tim 4:7; other instances
are less certain) and is occasional in the apostolic Fathers (Ign. Eph 16:2; Pol Phil 3:2?),
but since it goes back to Paul there is no ground for treating Jude’s use of it as evidence of a
late date. Moreover, there is no reason to suppose that Jude means by pisti™ anything
other than “the gospel.” It need not refer to confessional formulae (Grundmann), though
such formulae were already known in Paul’s time, nor does it imply the idea of a defined
body of orthodox doctrines, which commentators frequently attribute to Jude. Jude’s
readers are to contend, not for some particular formulation of Christian belief, but for the
central Christian message of salvation through Jesus Christ. (In fact this is probably still the
meaning in the later instances of pisti* as “the faith” in Ign. Eph- 16:2; Pol Phil 3:2.)

The faith is that which has been “delivered to the saints.” As most commentators
recognize (against Spitta), “the saints” are not the apostles, who received the gospel from
Jesus Christ, but the Christians of the church(es) to which Jude writes, who received the
gospel from the apostles who founded the church(es). (The use of oi agioi, “the saints,”
for Christians, though apparently not common to all strands of early Christian tradition, was
not peculiarly Pauline: cf- Acts 9:13, 32, 41; Heb 6:10; 13:24; Rev 5:8; 8:3; 11:18; 13:7, 10;
14:12; Herm' Vis 1:1:9; 1:3:2; Asc. Isa 4:13, 14, 16; Did 16:7; Ign- Smyrn- 1:2.) Almost
certainly it is the apostles who are the agents implied in paradogeish (“which was
delivered”). The technical use of paradidonai (“to hand on, deliver” a tradition, equivalent
to Hebrew 1 rsm

) with its correlative paralambanein (“to receive” a tradition, equivalent to =M Isq

) was taken over by early Christianity from its use with reference to Jewish tradition:
“in the Pauline epistles we find the whole Jewish paradosis terminology” (O. Cullmann,
“The Tradition,” in The Early Church [London: SC" Press, 1956] 63). Jude’s idea of the
tradition of the gospel conforms exactly to the Pauline usage (on which see Cullmann,
“Tradition,” 59-99; P. Fannon, “The Influence of Tradition in St Paul,” S* 4/1 [= T" 102;



Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1968] 292-307; G. E. Ladd, “Revelation and Tradition in Paul,”
in W. W. Gasque and R. P. Martin (eds.) Apostolic History and the Gospel [F. F. Bruce
Festschrift; Exeter: Paternoster, 1970] 223-30; and most recently, J. I. H. McDonald,
Kerygma and Didache [SNTSM?® 37; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1980] chap.
4). Paul uses paradidonai (“to deliver”) and paralambanein (“to receive”) with
reference to his initial instruction of the churches he founded: he delivered the traditions to
the churches and they received them from him (1 Cor 11:2, 23; 15:3; Gal 1:19; Phil 4:9;
Col 2:6; 1 Thess 2:13; 2 Thess 2:15; 3:6; cf Rom 6:17). The central content of these
traditions was the gospel itself (1 Cor 15:1; Gal 1:9), but they also included traditions about
the life of Jesus (1 Cot 11:23) and instructions on Christian conduct and church practice (1
Cor 11:2; Phil 4:9; 2 Thess 3:6). Probably these various elements should not be
distinguished too sharply. Particularly noteworthy are Paul’s injunctions that his readers
should “hold fast” or “maintain” (again technical terminology, cf Mark 7:8) these traditions
(1 Cor 11:2; 15:2; 2 Thess 2:15), and his appeal to them as a standard by which teaching
and practice may be judged (2 Cor 11:3-4; Gal 1:8-9; Col 2:6-8; 2 Thess 3:6; implicitly in
1 Cor 11:2, 17; 2 Thess 2:15).

Jude’s appeal to his readers to contend for the gospel they originally received does not
go beyond these Pauline ideas. The word apax (“once and for all”) emphasizes that
because the gospel is the message of the “once and for all” salvific action of God in Christ
(Rom 6:10; Heb 9:12; 9:26-28; 10:10; 1 Pet 3:18) it cannot change, and so it is the gospel
as they first received it when they became Christians to which Jude’s readers must remain
faithful. This emphasis, too, is thoroughly in line with Paul, who similarly, when
confronted with false teaching, appealed to the gospel as originally received by the
churches from their founding apostles (Rom 16:17; 2 Cor 11:4; Gal 1:9). Both Paul and
Jude are reflecting a common principle of the early Christian mission.

Jude’s concern is especially with the moral implications of the gospel (not with
doctrinal orthodoxy; hence the idea that “the faith” means a set of doctrinal formulae is
quite inappropriate). No doubt he has in mind particularly the instruction in Christian
conduct which accompanied the gospel in the initial teaching given by the apostles, but he
refers to the gospel itself, h pisti®, because it is the gospel itself for which his readers will
be fighting when they remain faithful to its moral demand and resist the antinomianism of
the false teachers. Antinomianism is a perversion of the gospel itself, and so just as Paul in
Galatians opposes the imposition of circumcision as contrary to the gospel his converts first
received from him, so Jude opposes antinomianism as contrary to the gospel his readers
first received from the apostles.

Two differences between Jude and Paul are sometimes invoked at this point, in support
of a later date for Jude. In the first place, it is pointed out that in Paul’s understanding of
tradition it is not seen as the rigid preservation of fixed formulae, as excluding the
necessary role of the Spirit in inspiring and interpreting the tradition, or as ruling out the
kind of theological development to which Paul himself subjects the tradition. All this is
true, but the corresponding claim that these implications are present in Jude’s
understanding of tradition has no basis in the evidence. They cannot be deduced from his
strong opposition to what he sees as a gross distortion of the gospel, any more than they can
be deduced from Paul’s equally strong opposition to what he sees as gross distortions of the
gospel.

Secondly, with rather more justification, it is said that Jude does not seek to refute his
opponents by theological argument, as Paul does. This observation, however, may simply



tell us that Jude is not Paul, rather than that Jude is later than Paul. Theological argument of
the Pauline kind is not Jude’s style, but it was quite probably not the style of many of
Paul’s fellow apostles either. In fact Jude offers his own style of theological argument in
the midrash of vv 5-19.

A parallel to v 3 has been noticed in T. Mos 4:8: “the two tribes shall remain in the faith
first laid down for them” (in the Latin version: permanebunt in praeposita fide sua). Jude
was acquainted with the T. Mos (see vv 9, 16) and perhaps the phrase had stuck in his
mind, but his words are fully explicable on the basis of early Christian usage.

4. pareiseduhsan gar tine" anqrwpoi, “For certain persons have infiltrated among
you.” The verb pareisdu(n)ein, “to infiltrate” (only here in N" other examples in Mayor,
Xi, 24) need not invariably, but tends to carry the connotation of secrecy or stealth (cf the
noun pareisdusi’™ used of the activity of the devil in Barn 2:10; 4:9; Paul’s use of
pareisakto™ and pareisercesqai in Gal 2:10; pareisagein in 2 Pet 2:1, of heretical
teachings; pareisporeuesqai used with lelhgotw" in 2 Macc 8:1). The use of tine"
(“certain persons”) to designate a definite group of people, well-known to the readers, is
common (Rom 3:8; 1 Cor 4:18; 15:34; 2 Cor 3:1; 10:12; Gal 1:7; 1 Tim 1:3, 19; 2 Pet 3:9;
Ign. Eph- 7:1; 9:1): it is often used of opponents, with a hint of disparagement.

Jude’s language suggests that the troublemakers were itinerant prophets or teachers,
perhaps with a group of followers. Such wandering teachers were a feature of early
Christianity, as of the contemporary religious world in general, and frequently occur in
early Christian literature as the cause of trouble in the churches (Matt 7:15; 2 Cor 10-11; 1
John 4:1; 2 John 10; Did 11-12; Ign. Eph- 9:1). Jude is not reflecting a theological claim
that heretical teaching must come from outside the church (Wisse, “Jude,” 136), because he
means only that the false teachers have come from outside the particular church(es) to
which he writes, and vv 5-6 imply that he regards them as apostate believers; he is
reflecting the reality of the situation.
oi palai progegrammenoi ei' touto to krima, “who were long ago designated for this
condemnation.” This phrase bristles with difficulties. The adverb palai usually means
“long ago,” but can sometimes mean simply “in the past” and refer to the recent past
(classical examples in Chaine, 296); with the perfect progegrammenoi it could mean “for a
long time.” At any rate palai seems to indicate that pro in progegrammenoi should have
a temporal sense (“written beforehand,” as in Acts 1:16; Rom 15:4; Eph 3:3, rather than
“placarded publicly,” as in Gal 3:1, or “enlisted,” as in 1 Macc 10:36), but some have
pointed to the technical use of prografein with reference to “the proscribed,” i.e' those
whose names were entered on a register of outlaws, according to Roman practice (Polybius,
Hist 32.5.2; 6.1; Lucian, Tim 51). For the interpretation of the words oi palai
progegrammenoi there are three main possibilities:

(1) The false teachers and their condemnation have been recorded in the heavenly
books (Clement of Alexandria, Windisch, Kelly). (This idea can incorporate the meaning
“proscribed” for progegrammenoi.) Many of the Jewish texts usually cited in this
connection are not relevant, since the idea they employ is that the sins of the wicked are
recorded at the time when they are committed, so that they can be brought in evidence at
the last judgment (Rev 20:12; 2 Apoc. Bar 24:1; 1 Enoc" 89:61-71; 98:7; 104:7). Rather
different and less common is the predestinarian idea that the condemnation of the wicked is
already set down in the heavenly books, before they sin (1 Enoc" 108:7—an appendix to 1
Enoc” which Jude is unlikely to have known). This idea really belongs to the deterministic



notion of the heavenly tablets of destiny, on which the whole of history is set down in
advance (1 Enoc" 81:12; 93:1, 3; 103:2; 106:19; T. Ashe’ 7:5). Jude could have taken up this
idea of the heavenly tablets of destiny from 1 Enoc", but how did he know what was written
on them? Had he been granted a special revelation of their contents, like Enoch (1 Enoc”
81:1-2)? The only plausible reply to this is that Jude applied to the false teachers the
prophecies of judgment on the wicked which he found in 1 Enoc", where they allegedly
derived from Enoch’s reading of the heavenly tablets. But in that case it is much simpler to
suppose that progegrammenoi refers directly to the prophecies of Enoch, rather than to the
heavenly books (see interpretation (3) below).

(2) The false teachers and their condemnation have been prophesied in an apostolic
prophecy, either 2 Pet 2:1-3:4 (Zahn, Introduction, 249-52), or other prophecies such as
the one Jude quotes in vv 17-18 (cf Acts 20:29-30; 1 Tim 4:1-3; 2 Tim 3:13). Zahn’s case
depends on his interpretation of touto to krima (“this condemnation”) as referring back to
pareiseduhsan (“infiltrated”), so that the prophecy is about the infiltration of the false
teachers in the particular church(es) to which Jude writes. This is unlikely (see below), but
without it we need a written apostolic prophecy of the condemnation of the false teachers,
which neither Jude’s quotation (v 18) nor any other extant apostolic prophecies, except 2
Peter, seem to supply. This view therefore really depends on the priority of 2 Peter.

(3) The false teachers and their condemnation have been prophesied in pre-Christian
prophecy, either in the form of the O types of vv 5-7, 11 (Maier, B* 2 [1904] 384-91;
Grundmann) or in the book of Enoch (Mayor, Chaine, Cantinat). This interpretation gives
full weight to palai, “long ago,” and can make better sense of touto to krima (“this
condemnation”) than (1) or (2) can (see below).

It also provides a more satisfactory link with the following verses. This structural
consideration, however, requires a modification of this interpretation, for vv 5-19 are really
a unity, in which Jude cites a series of types and prophecies to substantiate the claim made
in v 4, that the false teachers and their doom have been prophesied. Thus the whole section
vv 5-19 serves as explanation of oi palai progegrammenoi ei' touto to krima, and it
IS unnecessary to select only part of vv 5-19 as containing the prophecy Jude has in mind in
v 4. Not even the apostolic prophecy of v 18 need be excluded from Jude’s thought in v 4,
for if it is only one of a series of prophecies referred to in v 4 it need not contain a reference
to the false teachers’ condemnation or bear the full weight of palai. Nor need the types
and prophecies of vv 5-19 exhaust the prophecies Jude has in mind in v 4: oi palai
progegrammenoi is a general statement, which Jude backs up by expounding some
examples, not necessarily an exhaustive list.

ei"" touto to krima, “for this condemnation.” The main difficulty in this phrase is to

explain touto (“this”); the following suggestions have been made:
(1) touto refers backward, either to v 3b, which implies the condemnation of the false
teachers in the defense of orthodoxy (Mayor), or to pareiseduhsan (“infiltrated,” v 4a),
understood as a judgment on the churches in which the false teachers have appeared (Zahn,
Introduction, 249). Both these explanations are very unnatural.

(2) touto refers forward to the immediately succeeding words in the rest of v 4,
understood as the verdict pronounced by prophecy on the false teachers (Spitta). However,
although krima (“condemnation”) does refer to the verdict rather than to the punishment, it
seems very weak in this context to take it as a mere statement of their sin; it should be the
judicial sentence pronounced on their sin and leading to punishment.



(3) touto refers forward to part or all of vv 5-19 (Clement of Alexandria, Cantinat,
Grundmann). The difficulty here is that the point of reference is too remote, but the
difficulty is at least eased by the following considerations: (a) The rest of v 4 (asebei™ ...
arnoumenoi) is not simply additional description of tine™ angqrwpoi (“certain persons”),
but should be taken closely with oi palai progegrammenoi ei’ touto to krima (“who
were long ago designated for this condemnation”), not in the sense of constituting the
condemnation, as in (2) above, but in the sense of specifying the sins for which prophecy
has said they will be condemned. In other words, it is as ungodly men, who pervert God’s
grace into immorality and deny the Lord, that prophecy has designated them for
condemnation. In the following verses (5-19) Jude substantiates from prophecy both their
sins and the condemnation which their sins will incur. This makes the separation of touto
from its point of reference by v 4b less difficult, since v 4b belongs with touto to krima
to a statement which as a whole looks forward to vv 5-19. (b) The use of touto will seem
more natural once it is seen that v 4 is the announcement of the theme which Jude expounds
in vv 5-19. (c) This intimate connection with vv 5-19 is strengthened by the observation
that in v 4 Jude is already using his exegetical method of linking text and exegesis by
means of catchwords, so that ei” touto to krima, “for this condemnation,” (v 4) links up
with ei” krisin (v 6) and krisin, “judgment” (v 15). The latter link is especially clear
since asebei" (“ungodly”), immediately following krima in v 4, is emphatically linked
with the double asebei’ in Enoch’s prophecy in v 15.

Thus touto to krima refers to the condemnation at the Parousia, which is prophesied
typologically in vv 5-7, 11, and directly in vv 14-15. That Jude uses krima, referring to the
sentence of condemnation more than to the punishment, fits his purpose of countering the
antinomianism of the false teachers. He does not wish to prove simply that they are heading
for destruction, but that their immoral behavior will incur divine condemnation.
asebei" (“ungodly”) “may be almost said to give the keynote to the Epistle (cf vv 15, 18)
as it does to the Book of Enoch” (Mayor). Certainly this is the word which sums up Jude’s
indictment of the false teachers. His brief letter contains six occurrences of the words in the
word-group aseb- (asebh™, asebeia, asebein), which is more than any other writing of
the N™ and the apostolic Fathers (except Barn, which also has six). However, no less than
four of these occurrences are in the quotation from 1 Enoc" (vv 14-15) and Jude has
probably there followed the vocabulary of the Greek translation. Nevertheless he will have
selected the quotation partly because of its strong emphasis on the “ungodliness” of those
who are to be judged. He then picked up the term in his wording of the apostolic prophecy
(v 18). Here in v 4 asebei" is a catchword, linking this statement forward to the two
prophecies (vv 14-15, 17—-18) which clinch Jude’s argument for it.

Jude’s (and the Greek Enoch’s) use of the aseb- words must be understood against the
background of their use, not in secular Greek, but in Jewish Greek, especially the LX* The

words are common in the LX* (translating especially ]I

), and especially in the Wisdom literature, which contrasts the way of life of the
asebei' with that of the righteous. They are also quite common in the T. 12 Patr;, with
their strong ethical concern (and less common in the Greek of 1 Enoc": only 1:9; 5:6-7; 8:2;
10:20; 13:2). In this Jewish usage the basic sense of irreverence is given a strong ethical
direction. Because, for the Jew, God’s commandments regulate the whole of man’s
conduct, the irreverent attitude to God is manifested in unrighteous conduct. All evil deeds
are asebeiai, “godlessnesses,” and asebh', “godless” is equivalent to amartwlo",



adiko™, or anomo™. It is not surprising that, as in Jude, the aseb- words occur frequently in
the context of the judgment that overtakes such wickedness (1 Enoc" 10:20; T. Ze® 10:3;
Rom 1:18; 1 Pet. 4:18; 2 Pet. 2:6; 3:7; 1 Cle™ 14:15; 57:7-8; 2 Cle™ 10:1; 18:1; Barn 10:5;
11:7; 15:5; Mart. Pol 11:2).

The word is appropriate to Jude’s purpose because it sums up the antinomianism of the
false teachers: unrighteous behavior stemming from an irreverent rejection of the moral
authority of God’s commandments. It describes, not theoretical atheism, but practical
godlessness.

thn tou geou hmwn carita metatigente™ ei' aselgeian, “who pervert the grace of
our God into immorality.” The grace of God is that free favor of God which the Christian
experiences through Jesus Christ, forgiving him and liberating him from sin and the
condemnation of the Law. (The word cari™ in this sense, though typical of Pauline
theology, is not a uniquely Pauline term: cf John 1:14, 16; Heb 4:16; 10:29; 12:15; 1 Pet.
1:10; 1 Cle™ 16:17.) Jude complains that the false teachers pervert this grace into
aselgeia, “immorality,” which in the Greek of this period designates sensual indulgence,
especially sexual immorality (cf 1 Pet. 4:3; Rom 13:13; 2 Cor 12:21). In other words, they
interpret the Christian’s liberation by God’s grace as liberation from all moral restraint (cf
2 Pet 2:19). They justify immoral behavior by an antinomian doctrine.

The danger of such a libertine misinterpretation of Christian freedom was recognized in

primitive Christianity, by Paul (Rom 3:8; 6:1, 15; Gal 5:13) and others (1 Pet 2:16), and
apparently realized at Corinth in Paul’s time (1 Cor 5:1-6; 6:12-20; 10:23) and in the
churches of Asia when Revelation was written (Rev 2:14, 20). The libertinism in Jude’s
churches has a good deal in common with that at Corinth (see also v 19), and there is some
ground for thinking that in both cases it was Paul’s own teaching on Christian freedom
from the Law which was exaggerated and distorted. Whether we should postulate a
“gnostic” influence is much less certain: there is no definite evidence of specifically gnostic
traits in Jude’s opponents.
A certain emphasis on sins of the flesh (aselgeia, “immorality,” cf vv 8, 10; 1 Cor
6:12-20; Rev 2:14, 20) may reflect, on the one hand, a standard Jewish tendency to view
the sexual indulgence which was typical of pagan society with particular abhorrence, and,
on the other hand, the temptations of life in pagan society (if Jude’s churches were located
in pagan society) and the libertines’ determination to demonstrate their freedom by flouting
the more obvious kinds of conventional morality. It is much less likely that we should
attribute to them the dualistic belief that the spiritual man transcends the concerns of the
material body; this would be more definitely an incipient Gnosticism.

The suggestion that the charges of immorality are merely conventional polemic against
heretics (Wisse, “Jude,” 137) is unacceptable, since all of Jude’s charges against the false
teachers are of teaching and practicing antinomianism. He has not first labeled them
heretics for some other, purely doctrinal, error, and then concluded that, like all heretics,
they must lead immoral lives. Their rejection of the moral demands of the gospel is his only
concern.

ton monon despothn kai kurion hmwn flhsoun criston, “our only Master and Lord
Jesus Christ.” Does the whole phrase refer to Jesus Christ, or does ton monon despothn
(“the only Master”) refer to God the Father? The absence of the article before kurion
(“Lord”) cannot decide the issue because the article is often omitted before kurio™. The
term despoth' (“Master”) was widely used of God in Judaism (LX* Philo, Josephus), and



the phrase 0 mono™ despoth™ is found (Josephus, B' 7:323, 410; Ant 18:23: in all three
cases God as the one despoth™ is contrasted, not with other gods, but with Roman rule).
Early Christianity took over this usage, especially in prayer and liturgical formulae, and
used despoth™ almost always of God the Father (Luke 2:29; Acts 4:14; Rev 6:10; 1 Cle™
7:5;8:2; 9:4; 11:1; 20:8, 11; 24:1, 5; 33:1, 2; 36:2, 4; 40:1; 48:1; 52:1; 56:16; 59:4; 61:1-2;
Did 10:3; Barn 1:7; 4:3; Herm' Vis 2:2:4-5; Sim 1:9; Diogn' 8:7; Justin, 1 Apol. 61:3).
This evidence might seem decisive, and it is not surprising that several manuscripts and the
Syriac version clarify the text by inserting geon (“God”) after despothn. There are,
however, three pieces of evidence which point in the other direction:

(1) 2 Pet 2:1, which is the only N' text (apart from Jude 4) to use despoth' of Christ,
evidently understood Jude 4 in that sense. This is not decisive, but it does show that the
weight of early Christian usage of despoth™ did not prevent one early reader of Jude 4
from taking despoth™ to refer to Christ.

(2) According to Julius Africanus, who lived at Emmaus in the late second century, the

family of Jesus were known as oi desposunoi (ap Eusebius, Hist. Eccl 1.7.14). This
distinctive usage must imply that Jesus was known as o despoth™, “the Master,” in the
Palestinian Jewish circles in which his family was known. It therefore brings us
close—perhaps closer than the other early Christian usage listed above—to the terminology
current in Jude’s own milieu.
(3) The term despoth™ is appropriate to the image of Jesus as the Master of his household
slaves. This is how it is used in 2 Pet 2:1 (“the Master who bought them”), and it is how the
equivalent term oikodespoth", “the master of the house,” is used, figuratively, of Jesus in
Matt 10:25 and, in parables, in Mark 13:27 Luke 13:25 (where "™ has despoth"). Of
course, kurio™ was used in the same way, but as a Christological title it rapidly acquired
much broader and more exalted connotations. Perhaps, then, it was in order specifically to
invoke the image of Christ as the Master of his Christian slaves that despoth™ was used in
(2) above, and this will explain why Jude should add despoth™ to kurio™. For Jude,
kurio™ is the title of Jesus’ divine authority as the one who exercises the divine function of
judgment (v 14, and perhaps vv 5-6, 9); in v 4 he adds despoth™ to convey the thought
that, as Christians, the false teachers belong to Jesus as his slaves whom he has bought.
They are both disowning him as Master and flouting his authority as universal Judge.

A minor issue is the parallel in 1 Enoc" 48:10: “They denied the Lord of Spirits and his
Messiah” (tr. Knibb). Jude has sometimes been thought to have modeled his words on this,
but it occurs in the Parables of Enoch (1 Enoc" 37-71), a section of 1 Enoc" which has not
been found among the Qumran fragments and which is now commonly dated in the late
first century A.D. It seems unlikely that Jude knew the Parables; there is very little other
indication in the letter that he did (but v 14, cf 1 Enoc" 60:8). This parallel can therefore
scarcely be invoked in favor of referring despothn to God.

Jude’s use of monon, “only,” with despothn seems at first sight to favor the reference
to God (cf v 25: monw gew, “only God”) but a reference to Christ as the only Master is
intelligible if Jude is here concerned with the immoral behavior of the false teachers (see
below, on arnoumenoi). To indulge in such behavior is to serve other masters (cf Matt
7:24; Rom 6:12-23; Gal 4:3, 8-9; 2 Pet 2:19). Thus, by their conduct, the false teachers
disown Christ, the only Master of Christians, and subject themselves to other masters.

arnoumenol, “deny.” Does this refer to doctrinal denial or ethical denial? Those who
think the reference is to doctrinal error usually suppose that some kind of Gnostic belief is



in view: denying the one God (if despothn refers to God) by postulating a demiurge as
creator of the material world, and denying the Lord Jesus by a docetic Christology (cf 1
John 4:2-3; 2 John 7). But the rest of the letter provides no evidence of such beliefs, and if
the false teachers did believe in a gnostic demiurge it is remarkable that Jude accuses them
only of blaspheming angels (v 8). It is more consistent with the evidence of the letter as a
whole to take the denial of Christ as a further reference to their libertinism (so Luther,
Plummer, Chaine, Cantinat, Grundmann, and so on), thus creating a parallelism of meaning
between the two participial phrases at the end of v 4. The ungodly behavior of the false
teachers (asebei™) is (1) in relation to God the Father, a perversion of his grace, and (2) in
relation to Christ, a denial of his lordship.

The idea of denial of God by conduct is attested in Judaism and early Christianity (1 Enoc”
38:2; 41:2; 45:2; 46:7; 48:10; 67:8, 10—but all these examples are from the Parables; Titus
1:16: “They profess to know God, but they deny him by their deeds”). The Rabbis taught
that to reject one’s obligation to obey God’s commandments is to deny God (references in
E. P. Sanders, Paul and Palestinian Judaism, [London: SC" Press, 1977] 136): a concept
relevant to Jude’s libertines. References to denial of Christ by deeds are rarer, but 2 Cle™
17:7 says of the wicked who are punished at the Last Judgment that they “denied Jesus by
their words or by their deeds” (and cf 3:1-4), while the thought, though not the
terminology, is found in Matt 7:21-23. Jude means that by refusing to obey Christ’s moral
demands the false teachers are in effect, though not in words, disowning him as Master and
rejecting his authority as Sovereign and Judge. “They regard themselves, not Him, as their
Lord” (Luther).

Explanation

In this section Jude explains the background and purpose of his letter. It is not the extended
discussion of Christian salvation which he has been planning to write, but a more ad hoc
work, called forth by the disturbing news he has received from the church(es) he addresses.

A group of itinerant prophets has arrived in the church(es). Jude describes them as
people of irreligious conduct, who pervert the grace of God into an excuse for immorality.
Evidently, like the Corinthians whose slogan was “All things are lawful for me” (1 Cor
6:12; 10:23), they take Christian freedom to mean that the really spiritual man is free from
the restraints of conventional morality. Especially they seem intent on flouting accepted
standards of sexual ethics, in line with the greater permissiveness of pagan society.
Although they claim to be followers of Jesus Christ, Jude says that by rejecting his moral
demands they are in fact disowning him as their Master and repudiating his authority as
Lord.

This description of the false teachers, however, is more than empirical observation. For
just such people, Jude claims, were long ago described in prophecy, which also predicted
their condemnation by God. This is the claim which Jude will go on to substantiate by
means of his midrash on a series of types and prophecies in vv 5-109.

Jude’s purpose in seeking to demonstrate that the false teachers and their condemnation
have been prophesied is not to comfort his readers with the assurance that all is happening
according to God’s plan—though this may be an incidental effect. Still less is he indulging
in mere denunciation. The point is to prove that the libertine teaching and practice of these
people puts them into a class of people who, according to Scripture, incur God’s wrath and
condemnation, and that therefore they constitute a severe danger, which Jude’s readers



must resist, to the churches. Jude is alerting them to one of the great dangers of the last
times in which they are living. The method of argument he will adopt is therefore
appropriately the method of apocalyptic interpretation of O types and prophecies (vv
5-19).

This danger (v 4, substantiated in vv 5-19) is really the presupposition for Jude’s main
purpose in writing his letter, stated in the appeal of v 3. He writes to urge his readers to
continue the fight on behalf of the Christian gospel. In the false teachers’ attack on the
moral implications of the gospel, Jude sees the gospel itself (“the faith”) at stake, and here
he is at one with all the N™ writers. God’s purpose in the gospel is to save sinners, not to
promote sin.

Like other N writers, Jude identifies the true gospel as the one which the apostles who
founded the churches preached to the first converts. This appeal to the past, and to a form
of tradition, is not to be seen as an “early Catholic” fossilization of the faith into fixed
formulae of orthodox belief. Rather it was present in early Christianity from the start,
bound up with the notion of the apostolate, and necessarily inherent in a message about
God’s saving action in historical events. It excludes neither the living inspiration of the
Spirit nor legitimate theological development, but requires that they be tested against the
standard of the original gospel.

Jude’s appeal to contend for the faith is not further developed until vv 20-23, in which he
will explain what it involves.

Three Old Testament Types (Jude 5-10)
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Translation
>Now | should like to remind you, though you have been informed of all things once and for
all,?
that the Lord"
who saved a people out of the land of Egypt, on the second occasion
destroyed those who did not believe. ®The angels, too, who did not keep their
own position of authority, but abandoned their proper home, he has kept in
eternal chains in the nether darkness® until the judgment of the great day.
“Similarly Sodom and Gomorrah and the neighboring towns, which
practiced immorality in the same way as the angels and hankered after?
strange flesh, are exhibited as an example by undergoing the punishment of
eternal fire.
®Yet in the same way also these people, on the strength of their dreams, defile the
flesh, reject the authority of the Lord, and slander the glorious ones.
But when Michael the archangel, in debate with the devil, disputed about
the body of Moses, he did not presume to condemn him for slander,® but
said, “May the Lord rebuke you!”
9Byt these people slander whatever they do not understand, while by the things they do
understand, instinctively, like unreasoning animals, they are destroyed.

Notes
a. apax is placed by some ms® (*

1739 al) after kurio™, “Lord,” but this reading (though defended by Mayor and Black,
“Notes”) should probably be seen as an attempt to supply a “first time” corresponding to
the difficult to deuteron, “the second occasion.” The opposition to to deuteron is
possible (examples in Mayor, 29), but apax strictly means “once only” rather than “first in
a series,” and v 3 supports the connection with eidota", “having been informed.”



b. Most ms® read kurio™ (or o kurio'), but some important ms® and versions (* ® v&
c0™ ™ eth Origen) have flhsou", a few have 0 geo", and *’* has geo™ cristo". Probably
kurio™ should be preferred since it could have given rise to the other readings as attempts
to resolve the ambiguity in kurio™ (cf the similar readings at 1 Cor 10:9). It is not likely
that Jude would have used ilhsou™ of the preexistent Christ (despite Hanson, Jesus Christ,
165-67; F. F. Bruce, This is That [Exeter: Paternoster, 1968] 35-36): other N" examples (2
Cor 8:9; Phil 2:5-6; and perhaps Heb 2:9) have the Incarnation directly in view. Nor could
Jude have used £lhsou' for the O Joshua (as Jerome, In Jovin. 1.21, thought; also Kellett,
“Note”; Wikgren, “Problems,” 148-49) since Joshua did not destroy the unbelievers (v 5b)
or keep the angels in chains (v 6). In the second century, however, the coincidence of
names between Joshua son of Nun and Jesus Christ was frequently exploited in the interests
of typology (Barn. 12:8; Justin, Dial 24.2; 75.1-2; Clement Alex., Paed 1.60.3), and
Joshua as a type of Jesus could be said to have led the people out of Egypt (Justin, Dial
120.3). This typology could not have been intended by Jude (since it could not apply to v 6,
which has the same subject), but could have attracted a scribe (who could miss its pitfalls)
and account for his changing kurio™ to £lhsou", rather than to Cristo™ (which would, as
Spitta objects, be expected otherwise, and is the corresponding variant in 1 Cor 10:9).

c. Lucifer and one M® of the Old Latin add agiwn aggelwn before upo zofon;
Clement Alex. adds agriwn (read agiwn?) aggelwn after upo zofon. It is possible that
this addition belongs to the original text, and refers to Raphael and Michael, who, in 1
Enoc" 10:4-5, 11-12, are responsible tot chaining the fallen angels (cf- Milik, Enoch, 177),
but Mees (CDio® 181 [1968] 555-6) considers it an explanatory gloss.

d. lit. “went after” (apelqousai opisw), cf the LX* idiom poreuesqgai opisw gewn
eterwn “to go after other gods” (Judg 2:12; 3 Kgdms 11:10).
e. krisin epenegkein blasfhmia™. Many translations and commentators take
blasthmia™ to be a “genitive of quality,” equivalent to a Semitic adjectival genitive
(Moule, Idiom Book, 175; Chaine, 276): “a reviling judgment” (RS'), “a slanderous
accusation” (N1'). This appears to fit the context in Jude, and is also in line with 2 Pet 2:11
(blasfthmon krisin, “a slanderous judgment”). But the meaning of Jude’s phrase must be
determined in the first place by his source, according to which Satan had “slandered”
(eblasthsei kata) Moses by accusing him of murder, and Michael, not tolerating this
slander (blasfhmia), appealed to God’s judgment against him (see texts * ™ and n' in the
Excursus). From this context it seems the point is not that Michael refrained from
slandering the devil, nor even that he refrained from bringing a charge of slander against
the devil (NE® Margin: “to charge him with blasphemy”), since Michael’s words virtually
amount to such a charge. The point is that he refrained from taking it upon himself to
pronounce judgment on Satan for his slandering of Moses. Only God could judge Satan’s
accusation to be false, i.ev slanderous. Thus a krisin blasfhmia™ would be a
condemnation of the devil for his slander.

Form/Structure/Setting

At the beginning of this section Jude moves from the opening to the main body of his
letter by means of a version of the stylistic device which White, in his study of the form of
the Greek letter, calls “the fuller disclosure formula.” The standard form of this is “I wish



you to know that ...” (examples from the papyri in White, Body, 3; some N' examples are
Rom 1:13; 11:25; 2 Cor 1:8; 8:1; Gal 1:11). Jude’s version, “I wish to remind you that ...”
is superficially an example of conventional polite style (cf Rom 15:14-15; 2 Pet 1:12; 1
Cle™ 53:1) but also makes a serious point (see Comment). The “fuller disclosure formula”
signifies a major transition (White, Body, 38), which Jude does not again indicate until he
uses a similar form at v 17. This supports the exegesis that what Jude wishes to “remind”
his readers covers not just vv 5-7 but the whole section vv 5-16, which comprises his O'
prophetic material.

This section contains, in v 5-7, the first of Jude’s four citations of types and

prophecies of the ungodly people of the last days and their doom, followed by his
interpretation, in vv 8-10, which establishes the fulfillment in the false teachers now
troubling the churches to which Jude writes. In this case the citation consists of a summary
of scriptural material relating to three O™ types (the first of two sets of three types, cf v 11),
and Jude’s stylistic preference for triple expressions is evident not only in the selection of
three types, but also in the three characteristics of the false teachers which he lists in the
interpretation in v 8 (reinforced, whether intentionally or not, by the rhyme: mainousin ...
agetousin ... blasfthmousin: “they defile ... reject ... slander”).
Verse 9 is a free quotation (from the T. Mos, see below) which is linked back to v 8 and
forward to v 10 by the catchword blasfthmousin/blasfthmia™, “they slander”/“slander.”
But this does not mean that vv 9-10 are an independent section comprising text (v 9) and
interpretation (v 10). Rather, v 9 is a secondary quotation introduced in the course of the
interpretation of the types of vv 5-7. This is shown by the fact that v 9 does not supply a
type or prophecy of the false teachers, but an example with which they are contrasted.
Moreover, v 10 does not simply interpret v 9 but continues the interpretation begun in v 8.
Thus v 9 (as the catchword blasfhmia™ indicates) relates to the last clause of v 8, which v
10 therefore takes up again in its first clause. But v 10 then continues by reverting to the
subject of the first clause in v 8, and finally (with en toutoi” fgeifontai) ends the
exposition of the three types by making explicit what v 8 had not yet mentioned: that the
antitypes, like the types, have incurred judgment.

The structure of the section is therefore: citation (vv 5-7), followed by interpretation

(vv 8, 10), with a secondary quotation (v 9) introduced to help the interpretation. (This
introduction of a secondary quotation in the course of the exegesis can be found
occasionally in Qumran pesharim: 4QFlo" 1:4, 12-13, 15-17; 4Qpls™;, see M.P. Horgan,
Pesharim: Qumran Interpretations of Biblical Books [CBQM® 8; Washington, D.C.:
Catholic Biblical Association of America, 1979] 95.)
The pattern of citation and interpretation is marked by the change of tense (past tenses in vv
5-7, except prokeintai, “are exhibited,” and v 9; present tenses in vv 8, 10) and the use of
outol, “these people,” to introduce the interpretation (vv 8, 10). The latter requires some
discussion.

JUDE’S USE OF outoi

Each of Jude’s sections of interpretation, following the reference to types or the citation
of a prophecy, begins with the word outoi (“these people”) which he appears to use as a
formula, though in somewhat varying forms: omoiw™ mentoi kai outoi and outoi de
(followed by verbs, vv 8, 10), outoi eisin (followed by predicates, v 16), and twice outoi
eisin oi (followed by participles, vv 12, 19).



The last three instances in particular have often been compared to the standard formula
(“This is ...,” “These are ...”) used in the interpretation of apocalyptic dreams and visions
(Dan 5:25-26; Zech 1:10, 19-20; 4:10, 14; Rev 7:14; 11:4; 14:4; 1 Enoc" 46:3, and so on).
Recently Ellis (“Jude,” 225) has compared Jude’s use of outoi to the use of the similar
formula sometimes used in the pesher exegesis of Qumran to introduce the interpretation of
a text (4Qpls® 2:6: “These are the scoffers who are in Jerusalem”; 2:10: “This is the
congregation of scoffers who are in Jerusalem”; 4QFlo" 1:2: “This is the house which ...”;
1:3, 11, 17-18; 2:1; 4Qpls* 3:9; cf C° 4:14). Although this formula is rare in the Qumran
texts, as compared with the more usual formulae including the word “pesher,” it is perhaps
significant that it occurs especially in the “thematic pesher” 4QFlo"” which resembles Jude’s
midrash more than the “continuous pesharim.” An example of a similar usage in the N' is
Gal 4:24 (“These women are ...”).

In both of these formulae, the apocalyptic formula and the pesher formula, the
demonstrative pronoun refers to that which is to be interpreted, a figure in the vision or an
object mentioned in the text. Thus 4Qpls® 2:6-7 means: “These (people to whom the text
refers) are the scoffers who are in Jerusalem (in our time)” In the two instances where Jude
uses outoi eisin oi (vv 12, 19), “these are the ones who ...” (exactly equivalent to the
Qumrran: ... '*a

.uhhla

), he conforms to this usage. In v 12 outoi refers to the people mentioned in v 11; in v
19 outoi are the scoffers of whom the apostles prophesied (v 18).

But Jude’s use of the formula is flexible, and in the other cases outoi does not refer to
that which is to be interpreted, but to those people to whom the interpretation applies, the
contemporary fulfillment of the text (so vv 8, 10, 16): it means “these people we are talking
about, the people who have infiltrated your churches.” Here the formula is used to
introduce a statement about the false teachers which demonstrates that they are the
fulfillment of the type or the prophecy, but it does not state the identification directly in the
way that the more usual use of the formula does. Perhaps this variation results from Jude’s
desire, not simply to assert that these types and prophecies refer to the false teachers, but to
show that the false teachers’ behavior corresponds to them.

A partial parallel to this use of outol, especially in v 8, can be found in 1 Tim 3:8: “As
Jannes and Jambres ..., so also these people ...” (outw" kai outoi).

For Jude’s use of toutoi' (v 14) in the introduction to a quotation, see on v 14.

THE BACKGROUND AND SOURCES OF VV 57

For his list of three examples of divine judgment on sinners in vv 5-7, Jude has drawn
on a traditional schema in which such examples were listed. Other passages which provide
evidence of this tradition are Sir 16:7-10; C® 2:17-3:12; 3 Macc 2:4-7; T. Napht 3:4-5; m.
Sanh 10:3; 2 Pet 2:4-8 (partially dependent on Jude). Most of these passages are studied by
Berger, ZN" 61 (1970) 27-36; and Schlosser, R® 80 (1973) 26-34, who demonstrate the
connections between them; but Berger’s interpretation of Sir 16:6-10 is corrected by D.
Lithrmann, “Noah und Lot (Lk 17%**)—ein Nachtrag,” ZN“ 63 (1972) 131. The variations
in the examples listed in these passages are clearly variations in a traditional list:

Sirach
CD
3 Macc



m. Sanh
Watchers

g!ants

giants

glants
generation of the
generation of the
Flood

Flood

sons of Noah

generation of the

dispersion
Sodom

Sodom
Sodom

sons of Jacob
Canaanites
Israel in Egypt
Pharaoh and
spies
Egyptians

generation of the
Israel at Kadesh

generation of the
wilderness



wilderness

company of Korah
Jubilees

T. Naphtali

Jude

2 Peter

gaints

Sodom
generation of the
Watchers

Sodom

Watchers
wilderness
generation of the

Watchers
Flood

Sodom
Sodom

Jude’s three examples in fact form the core of the traditional list. (The Watchers and their
sons the giants are closely related examples. Israel at Kadesh [the wilderness generation] is
omitted for good reason in 3 Macc 2, where the historical context has led to the substitution
of Israel’s enemies the Egyptians, and in T. Napht 3 and Jub 20:5, which are represented as
spoken before Exodus.) It should be noted that the lists usually follow chronological order:
only the T. Napht and Jude diverge from this order.
The main context of the traditional schema was Jewish paraenesis in which the hearers
were warned not to follow these examples (cf especially the contexts in Sir 16:6-14; C°
2:14-17; T. Napht 3:1-4; Jub' 20:2—7; but in 3 Macc 2 the tradition is used in the context of
a prayer for similar divine judgment), and usually the examples follow, as illustrations, a
general maxim about God’s punishment of sin (Sir 16:6; C° 2:16; 3 Macc 2:3-4a; cf T.
Napht 3:3). Apart from 3 Macc 2, the emphasis is on sin as apostasy (Sir 16:7, 10: revolt,
hardness of heart; C° 2:17-3:12: stubbornness of heart, rebelling against and not keeping
God’s commandments, choosing their own will; T. Napht 3:2-5: departure from the
Godgiven order of their nature), and Jude also reflects this em

Probably this Jewish schema had been taken up in the paraenesis of the primitive
church and used in the initial instruction of converts: hence Jude can refer to it as already
well-known to his readers (v 5a). But the use Jude makes of it is not paralleled in the
Jewish texts. In Jude the examples are not given as warnings to his readers, but as prophetic



types of which the false teachers (outoi, v 8) are the antitypes. So instead of a general
maxim and paraenetic application of the examples, Jude adds in vv 8-10 an interpretation
of the three types, applying them to the false teachers. In doing so, he treats his version of
the tradition practically as a scriptural citation, no doubt because it represents a traditional
summary of scriptural material. Was Jude’s use of the tradition as typological prophecy of
the false teachers his own innovation, or had it already been adapted in this way in the
Christian tradition with which his readers were familiar? In favor of the latter, it could be
urged that such use of O types is found elsewhere in NT writings (1 Tim 3:8-9; Rev 2:14,
20; cf C°5:18-19).

There are some detailed contacts with the tradition which should be noted. The idea of

Sodom as an example (deigma, v 7) is found in 3 Macc 2:5 (paradeigma). The stylistic
link between Jude’s second and third examples (W™ ... omoion, v 7), and between the three
examples and the false teachers (omoiw' mentoi kal, v 8), is used in T. Napht 3:5 to link
the two examples of Sodom and the Watchers (omoiw™ de kai; cf also 4:1); it must have
been a feature of the tradition as Jude knew it. Moreover, the parallelism between the kinds
of sin of which Sodom and the Watchers were guilty, which this stylistic link conveys in T.
Napht, reappears in Jude.
For the detailed description of his second example, the Watchers, Jude has drawn on the
account in 1 Enoc” (see the passages quoted in the Comment), which he knew well. The
fact that Jude’s vocabulary, however, does not reflect that of the Greek version of 1 Enoc”,
while at one point (“the judgment of the great day,” see Comment) he seems to depend on a
phrase as it stands in the Aramaic, but not in the Greek as we have it, may indicate that he
knew 1 Enoc" in its original Aramaic form rather than in its Greek translation. (Much
stronger evidence for this conclusion will be found in v 14.)

THE BACKGROUND AND SOURCE OFV 9

See the detailed discussion in the Excursus, where it is argued that Jude has drawn his

information from the lost ending of the T. Mos and the story he found there is
reconstructed. It belonged to a tradition of stories in which Satan, as the accusing angel, and
the chief of the angels, acting as the patron of God’s people, engaged in legal disputes over
the people of God. This tradition goes back to Zech 3, from which Jude’s source drew the
words (“May the Lord rebuke you!”) with which Michael appeals to God against the devil’s
slanderous accusation.
The story in the T. Mos about the burial of Moses was one of a number of legends which
grew up around the death and burial of Moses, stimulated by the account in Deut 34:1-6, in
which Moses, though debarred by God from entering the Promised Land, was granted the
unique privilege of burial by God himself, in a grave unknown to man. In line with the
general tendency of intertestamental literature, the T. Mos ascribed the burial to Michael,
acting as God’s agent. At Moses’ death on Mount Nebo, the archangel was sent by God to
remove the body to another place where he was to bury it, but before he could do so he
encountered the devil, intent on a last attempt to gain power over Moses. The T. Mos may
have attributed to him the desire to bring Moses’ body to the Israelites for them to make it
an object of worship. He certainly wished to deprive Moses of the honor of burial by the
archangel.

The devil therefore engaged in a dispute with Michael for possession of the body. This
was a legal dispute, in which Satan played his traditional role of accuser, albeit a malicious



accuser. He endeavored to prove Moses unworthy of honorable burial by charging him with
murder, on the grounds that he had killed the Egyptian (Exod 2:12).

The T. Mos, however, described this accusation as slander (blasfhmia), and related
how Michael, not tolerating the devil’s slander, said to him, “May the Lord rebuke you,
devil!” This was an appeal to God to assert his authority over Satan and dismiss Satan’s
case against Moses. The devil was thereby silenced and took flight. Michael was now able
to take the body away for burial.

The story functioned primarily to demonstrate that, in spite of the apparent blemishes

on his record, God vindicated Moses as his servant, worthy of the unique honor of burial by
his archangel, against Satan’s attempt to claim him as a sinner.
In Jude’s reference to the story the words tw siabolw diakrinomeno™ dielegeto peri
tou Mwusew" swmato" (“in debate with the devil, disputed about the body of Moses”)
are probably quoted from the T. Mos (cf- in similar stories, 42 <Amram® 1:10-11: “disputed
about me ... were carrying on a great contest about me”; Origen, Hom 15 on Luke:
“disputing”; and text ® in the Excursus), as are the words “May the Lord rebuke you!” (texts
» E&, M;, nin the Excursus).

Comment

5. ilUpomnhsai de uma™ boulomai, eidota™ apax panta, “Now I should like to

remind you, though you have been informed of all things once and for all” is more than a
tactful formula, complimenting his readers on their knowledge (such as we find in 1 Cle™
53:1). Like similar N™ passages (Rom 15:14-15; 1 Thess 4:9; 1 John 2:21, 27) it has
theological significance. apax (“once and for all”) recalls v 3. The apostolic faith, in which
Jude’s readers were thoroughly instructed at the time of their conversion, is definitive and
complete; it does not need supplementing. Therefore Jude need not give fresh information,
as perhaps the false teachers did, but need only remind his readers.
“Reminding” and “remembering” (v 17) are essential to biblical religion as grounded in
God’s acts in history (cf B. S. Childs, Memory and Tradition in Israel [SB' 37; London:
SCM Press, 1962]). As Jewish writers urged their readers to “remember” the tradition of
God’s redemptive acts (especially in Deuteronomy) and commandments (e.g Num
15:39-40; Mal 4:4; Jub 6:22; 2 Apoc. Bar 84:2, 7-9), so early Christian writers recalled
their readers to the tradition of the apostolic gospel (Rom 15:15; 1 Cor 11:2; 2 Thess 2:5; 2
Tim 2:8, 14; 2 Pet 1:12; 3:1-2; Rev 3:3). Though this becomes especially prominent in
contexts where the faithful preservation of the tradition against heretical deviations needs
emphasis, there is no need to regard it as a late feature in Jude (against, e.g” Schelkle). Nor
need such an emphasis imply stale repetition; it is by recalling the gospel that its meaning is
more deeply understood and its relevance freshly experienced.

panta (“all things”) could mean simply “all that I wish to tell you” (so Spitta, Mayor
clxxxiv, Grundmann), but with apax, “once and for all,” more naturally means “all the
essentials of the faith in which the apostles instructed you at the time of your conversion”
(of. v 17). In this original instruction the specific subjects of Jude’s reminder here (vv
5-16) were included. This need not mean that all the detailed content of these verses was
already familiar to Jude’s readers, but since his references to O" and apocryphal materials
are not always self-explanatory, he may be drawing to a considerable extent on traditional
material. In vv 5-7 his examples, which follow a traditional Jewish list (see



Form/Structure/Setting section), may have been used in Christian, as in Jewish, paraenesis
as illustrations of the general maxim that sin, especially apostasy, incurs divine judgment,
and in that case it is Jude himself who interprets the tradition as typological prophecy of
the false teachers and their coming judgment. Similarly in vv 11 and 14-15 it may be that
Jude himself is responsible for the application of traditional material to the false teachers.
On the other hand, for the comparison of the false teachers of the last days with O'
prototypes, 2 Tim 3:8-9 and Rev 2:14, 20 provide parallels which suggest that Jude’s O'
types may already have been interpreted in this way in the traditions he used. At any rate it
is certain that his readers’ original Christian instruction did include the warning that false
teachers of immoral life were prophesied for the last days, along with their inevitable divine
judgment (Jude 17).

kurio™ (“the Lord”). In the Notes we have argued for this reading rather than £élhsou™,
but the question remains whether kurio™ itself refers to God or to the preexistent Christ (as
Bigg; Hanson, Jesus Christ, 137; Ellis, “Jude,” 232 n*> argue). The former is the
interpretation presupposed in 2 Pet 2:4, but this cannot decide the issue. The latter, it should
be noticed, involves attributing not only the events of the Exodus, but also the
imprisonment of the angels (v 6) to Christ.

A decision must involve two considerations: (1) Are references to the activity of the

preexistent Christ in O history rare in the N" (John 12:41; 1 Cor 10:4, 9 are the most
commonly admitted) or very common (as Hanson argues)? Few have found Hanson’s case
fully convincing. (2) Does Jude use kurio™ consistently of Jesus? The evidence may not be
sufficient to decide this. Jude uses kurio™ four times with “Jesus Christ” (vv 4, 17, 21, 25),
once in a quotation from an apocryphal writer (v 9) who certainly meant “God” but could
have been interpreted by Jude to refer to Jesus, and once as an interpretative gloss in a
quotation (v 14), where Jude certainly intended a reference to Jesus. Moreover, v 5 follows
immediately the reference to “our Lord Jesus Christ” in v 4. It is also true that N" writers
rarely use kurio" of God, outside O' quotations, and sometimes (though by no means
always) interpret the kurio" of O texts (representing the Tetragrammaton) as Jesus (John
12:41; Rom 10:13; Heb 1:10; cf 1 Cor 10:9).
It is difficult to weigh these factors, but it may be that, in view of Jude’s general usage, he
has used kurio™ here of Jesus, not so much because he is concerned to explain the
preexistent activity of Christ, but rather because in his typological application of these O'
events to the present it is the Lord Jesus who has saved his people the church and will be
the Judge of apostates.

tou"™ mh pisteusanta™ apwlesen, “destroyed those who did not believe,” refers to
the account of Num 14, where, discouraged by the report of the majority of the spies
returning from Canaan, the people of Israel “murmured,” showing lack of faith in God’s
promises to give them the land and so refusing to go into Canaan. As a result, God decreed
that all the Israelites guilty of disbelief, i.e- all aged twenty and over, with the exception of
Joshua and Caleb, should die in the wilderness. (Num 26:64-65 records the fulfillment.)
Jude’s specific reference to disbelief (an act of disbelief indicated by the aorist participle)
identifies the occasion he has in mind, for disbelief is mentioned in Num 14:11 and in other
references to the same incident (Deut 1:32; 9:23; Ps 106:24; Bib. Ant' 15:6; Heb 3:19; 4:2);
it was, of course, disbelief which issued in disobedience (Deut 9:23; Ps 106:25; Heb 3:19;
4:6, 11). Since virtually the whole generation was guilty of disbelief and died in the
wilderness, Jude will intend no contrast between the 1ao™ (“people”) whom the Lord saved



and the unbelievers whom he destroyed. His point, reinforced also by the participial
construction, is that precisely those people whom the Lord saved afterward incurred
judgment (so Maier, B> 2 [1904] 393-94).

This apostasy and judgment of Israel in the wilderness was a well-known example of
sin and judgment, used both in the traditional schema which Jude follows in these verses
(note especially C® 3:7-9, where it receives special emphasis; Sir 16:10) and elsewhere (Ps
95:8-11; Heb 3:7—4:11). The rabbis debated whether the wilderness generation would have
a share in the world to come (m. Sanh- 10:3). Paul in 1 Cor 10:7-11 refers not to this but to
other examples of sin and judgment in the wilderness, but his comment that these things
“were written down for our instruction, upon whom the end of the ages has come” (10:11
RS"), together with the extended use of the example in Heb 3-4, show how Christian
tradition used the experiences of the people of God in the period of the Exodus as
instructive for the eschatological people of God in the period of the new Exodus. Jude
depends on this typological tradition for his own application to the false teachers.

Probably it was this especially close parallel between Israel and the church which led
Jude to make this the first of his three types, out of chronological order. It recalls the
judgment of the very people whom God had saved by the great salvation-event of the
Exodus, and so was of special relevance to apostate Christians. Jude’s use of it implies that
he did consider the false teachers to be apostate Christians.
to deuteron (“on a second occasion”) is hard to explain with precision. To suggest that a
second destruction of Israel in A.D. 70 is in mind (Zahn, Introduction, 253-55, 261-62)
makes Jude’s point improbably involved. Some (Spitta; Berger, ZN" 61 [1970] 36) suggest
a second occasion of disbelief, corresponding to a first occasion at the Red Sea (Exod
14:10-12; Ps 107:7), but (1) there were many other intervening instances of unbelief (Num
14:22; Ps 78:40-41), and (2) in that case we should expect to deuteron to follow tou™. It
is more likely that Jude intends to distinguish a first occasion on which God acted to save
his people (at the Exodus) and a second occasion on which he acted to judge their disbelief
(Chaine, Schelkle, Kelly, Cantinat, Grundmann). In that case the point of to deuteron is to
emphasize that this is an act of judgment on apostasy; the people whom the Lord had saved
were not thereby immune from subsequent judgment. Applied to the antitypes, Jude means
that the first occasion on which the Lord acted in relation to Christians, to save them, will
be followed by a second occasion, the Parousia, when he will judge apostate Christians.

6. allelou™ are the angels (known as the Watchers) who, according to Jewish tradition,
descended from heaven to marry human wives and corrupt the human race in the period
before the Flood. This was how the account of the “sons of God” in Gen 6:1-4 was
universally understood (so far as our evidence goes) until the mid-second century A.D. (1
Enoc" 6-19; 21; 86-88; 106:13-15, 17; Jub 4:15, 22; 5:1; C® 2:17-19; 1QapGe" 2:1; Tg.
Ps.-J- Gen. 6:1-4; T. Reub 5:6-7; T. Napht 3:5; 2 Apoc. Bar 56:10-14), though the
tradition took several varying forms. From the time of R. Simeon b. Yohai in the
mid-second century A.D., the traditional exegesis was replaced in Judaism by an insistence
that the “sons of God” were not angels but men. In Christianity, however, the traditional
exegesis had a longer life, questioned only in the third century and disappearing in the fifth
century.

Originally the fall of the Watchers was a myth of the origin of evil (so 1 Enoc" 6-19),
but by the first century A.D. its importance was already waning as the origin of evil was
focused rather on the fall of Adam (e.g Rom 5; 4 Ezra). This is no doubt why there are only



a few allusions to it in the N (1 Pet 3:19-20; 2 Pet 2:4; perhaps 1 Cor 11:10; 1 Tim 2:9).
But it was still widely known and accepted, especially in those Jewish Christian circles
where the Enoch literature remained popular. Perhaps it was largely owing to the influence
of those circles and the continuing popularity of the Enoch literature in second-century
Christianity that the fall of the Watchers retained its place in the Christian tradition longer
than in Judaism, where the Enoch literature fell out of favor in rabbinic circles.

Jude’s reference is directly dependent on 1 Enoc" 6-19, which is the earliest extant account
of the fall of the Watchers (from the early second century B.c. at the latest: Milik, Enoch,
22-25, 28, 31), and he shows himself closely familiar with those chapters. They tell how, in
the days of Jared (Gen 5:18), two hundred angels under the leadership of Semihazah and
<Asa’el, filled with lust for the beautiful daughters of men, descended on Mount Hermon
and took human wives. Their children, the giants, ravaged the earth, and the fallen angels
taught men forbidden knowledge and all kinds of sin. They were therefore responsible for
the total corruption of the world on account of which God sent the Flood. The Watchers
were punished by being bound under the earth until the Day of Judgment, when they will
be cast into Gehenna. Their children, the giants, were condemned to destroy each other in
battle (10:9), but their spirits became the evil spirits responsible for all evil in the world
between the Flood and the Day of Judgment (15:8-16:1). It is clear that for the author of
these chapters the judgment of the Watchers and men at the time of the Flood prefigured
the final elimination of all evil at the Last Judgment. The parallel will also have been in
Jude’s mind when he used the Watchers as a type of the false teachers of the last days.

It is unnecessary to suppose that Jude is dependent on the Greek myth of the Titans,
recounted in Hesiod’s Theogony. The resemblances between the Greek and Jewish myths is
probably largely due to their common derivation from ancient Near Eastern myth. The
Greek myth may have had some minor influence on the Jewish tradition (cf Glasson,
Influence, 63-67; Delcor, RH® 190 [1976] 30, 3940, 44) and certainly some Jewish writers
identified the Titans with the fallen angels or with their sons the giants (see Comment on 2
Pet 2:4). But Jude’s use of desmoi (“chains”) and zofo" (“darkness”), which are also used
of the Titans chained in the darkness of Tartarus (Hesiod, Theog. 718, 729) is insufficient to
show that he made this identification or knew Hesiod.

Older exegetes understood Jude 6 to refer to the fall of Satan and his angels before the
fall of Adam; but Jude’s dependence on 1 Enoc” is clear from the close parallels in this
verse (see below) and also from the allusion in v 7 (see below) to the fact that the angels’
sin was sexual intercourse with mortal women. Dubarle (“Péché”) accepts the allusions to 1
Enoc” in v 6, but suggests that Jude is making primary reference, in terms of the myth of
the fallen angels, to the spies (aggelou™ = messengers) in Num 13, who forsook their
eminent position (archn) among the people and abandoned the land (oikhthrion) which
God had promised them. But it is hard to see how Jude’s readers could have detected this
supposedly primary layer of meaning, and again the allusion in v 7 to the angels’
intercourse with women rules it out.

archn here means a position of heavenly power or sphere of dominion, which the
angels exercised over the world in the service of God (cf Jub 2:2; 5:6; 1 Enoc" 82:10-20;
1Q" 10:12; 1Q" 1:11; Justin, 2 Apol. 5.2). (Cf arcai as a rank of angels in T. Lev' 3:8; 2
Enoc" 20:1; and as cosmic powers in Rom 8:38; Eph 1:21; 3:10; 6:12; Col 1:16; 2:15.)
Papias (ap- Andr. Caes’ In Apoc 34:12) says that to some of the angels God “gave
dominion (arcein) over the affairs of the earth, and ordered them to rule (arcein) well ...



But their order (taxin) ended in nothing.”

apoliponta' to idion oikhthrion, “abandoned their proper home”: cf 1 Enoc" 12:4;
15:3: “you left (Greek: apelipete) the high, holy and eternal heaven”; 15:7: “the spirits of
heaven, in heaven is their dwelling” (Greek: h katoikhsi™ autwn).

The two participial phrases, in synonymous parallelism, stress the apostasy of the
angels, which Jude intends to compare with that of the false teachers. The fact that sexual
immorality was also involved in the angels’ sin will become apparent in v 7.
ei" krisin megalh" hmera™, “until the judgment of the great day”: cf 1 Enoc" 10:12 (=
IVQE™ 1:4:11, Milik, Enoch, 175): Michael is to bind the fallen angels “for seventy
generations in the valleys of the earth, until the great day of their judgment.” The adjective
“great,” lost in the Greek and Ethiopic versions of 1 Enoc", is now found in the 4% Aramaic

fragment (Aramaic: abr amiy d]

). The precise phrase “great day of judgment” is unusual, cf 1 Enoc" 22:11; 84:4; Tg. Neof
Deut. 32:34; more usual is “great day of the Lord” (Joel 2:11, 31 [= Acts 2:20]; Zeph 1:14;
Mal 4:5; 2 Enoc" 18:6), cf Rev 6:17 (“great day of their wrath”); 16:18 (“great day of God
Almighty”); 1 Enoc" 54:6 (“that great day”).

desmoi™ aidioi™ upo zofon tethrhken, “he has kept in eternal chains in the nether
darkness’” cf 1 Enoc" 10:4-6: “Bind ‘A¢’el hand and foot, and cast him into the darkness
(Greek: skoto): and make an opening in the desert, which is in Daddu’el (see Milik,
Enoch, 30), and cast him therein. And place upon him rough and jagged rocks, and cover
him with darkness (skoto'), and let him abide there forever, and cover his face that he
may not see light. And on the day of the great judgment he shall be cast into the fire.”
Jude’s language reflects both this judgment on Asa’el and the judgment on Semjazah and
the rest of the fallen Watchers in 10:12 (quoted above). His phrase upo zofon (not in the
Greek Enoch) is commonly used in Greek poetry for the underworld (Homer, II- 21:56;
Odes Sol 11:57, 155; 20:356; Hesiod, Theog. 729; Aeschylus, Pers 839; Sib. Or 4:43).

The chains, to which Jude refers, are very prominent in the tradition of the fall of the
Watchers (cf 1 Enoc" 13:1; 14:5; 54:3-5; 56:1-4; 88:1; 4QE"**"™? 8:14 [Milik, Enoch,
315]; Jub 5:6; 2 Apoc. Bar 56:13; Origen, C. Cels 5.52; Oxford M*> 2340 § 19, quoted
Milik, Enoch, 332).

The angels’ imprisonment is only temporary, until the Day of Judgment when they will
be transferred to the fire of Gehenna, but the chains are called “eternal” (aidio™,
synonymous with aiwnio™ v 7, no doubt chosen for stylistic variation, cf- 4 Macc 10:15).
Jude’s terminology seems here to depend on 1 Enoc” 10:5, where <Asa’el is bound “forever”
(Greek C: ei™ tou™ aiwna'; S: ei" ton aiwna) until the judgment. Here “forever” must
mean “for the duration of the world until the Day of Judgment” (= the seventy generations
of 10:12). The same usage appears in 14:5 (= 4QE™ 1:6:15, Milik, Enoch, 193, 195): “to

bind you (the fallen angels) for all the days of eternity” (Aramaic: [ Jymiy lik d[aml

); Jub 5:10 (evidently dependent on 1 Enoc” 10): “they were bound in the depths of the
earth forever, until the day of the great condemnation.” (Cf also Josephus, B' 6.434, where
desmoi™ aiwnioi", “eternal chains,” refers to life imprisonment.)

With tethrhken, “kept,” c¢f 2 Enoc" 7:2: the Watchers, imprisoned in the second
heaven, are “reserved for and awaiting the eternal judgment”; 18:4: they are “kept in great
darkness” in the second heaven, until (18:6) they are “punished at the great day of the
Lord.” The coincidences of language with Jude are striking, but may reflect only common



dependence on 1 Enoc" (with “kept” as a chance coincidence), or even the influence of Jude
6 on 2 Enoc” cf also T. Reub 5:5 (of women such as those who seduced the Watchers): ei"
kolasin tou aiwno™ tethrhtai, “has been kept for eternal punishment.”

One reason for Jude’s use of threin, “to keep,” here is to make a grim play on words

with mh thrhsanta' (“did not keep”) in the first part of the verse. Since the angels have
not kept their position, the Lord now keeps them chained. This is an example of the
common practice of describing a sin and its judgment in corresponding terms, so that the
punishment fits the crime (lex talionis; cf- e.g” 1 Cor 3:17; Rev 16:6). threin seems to be
one of Jude’s catchwords (cf vv 1, 13, 21). The angels contrast with faithful Christians who
should keep their position in God’s love (v 21) and whom God keeps safe, not for judgment
but for salvation at the Last Day (v 1). Such plays on the word are not unlikely, since
threin, a common word in early Christian (especially Johannine) vocabulary, is similarly
played on elsewhere (John 17:6, 11-12; Rev 3:10).
7. Sodom kai Gomorra, “Sodom and Gomorrah,” had long been regarded as the paradigm
case of divine judgment (Deut 29:23; Isa 1:9; 13:19; Jer 23:14; 49:18; 50:40; Lam 4:6; Hos
11:8; Amos 4:11; Zeph 2:9; Sir 16:8; 3 Macc 2:5; Jub 16:6, 9; 20:5; 22:22; 36:10; T. Ashe’
7:1; Philo Quaest. Gen' 4:51; Josephus, B’ 5.566; Matt 10:15; 11:24; Mark 6:11; Luke
10:12; 17:29).

al peri auta" polei", “and the neighboring towns.” The five Cities of the Plain were
Sodom and Gomorrah, Admah, Zeboiim and Zoar, but Zoar was spared the judgment (Gen
19:20-22).

ton omoion tropon toutoi” ekporneusasai kai apelgousai opisw sarko™
etera', “which practiced immorality in the same way as the angels and hankered after
strange flesh.” The second clause explains the first. As the angels fell because of their lust
for women, so the Sodomites desired sexual relations with angels. The reference is to the
incident in Gen 19:4-11. sarko" etera™, “strange flesh,” cannot, as many commentators
and most translations assume, refer to homosexual practice, in which the flesh is not
“different” (etera"); it must mean the flesh of angels. The sin of the Sodomites (not,
strictly, of the other towns) reached its zenith in this most extravagant of sexual aberrations,
which would have transgressed the order of creation as shockingly as the fallen angels did.
The two cases are similarly brought together in T. Napht 3:4-5.

In Jewish tradition the sin of Sodom was rarely specified as homosexual practice
(though Philo Abr 135-36 is a notable account of Sodomite homosexuality, and cf Mos.
2.58). The incident with the angels is usually treated as a violation of hospitality, and the
Sodomites are condemned especially for their hatred of strangers (Wis 19:14-15; Josephus,
Ant 1:194; Pirge R. EI' 25), their pride and selfish affluence (Ezek 16:49-50; 3 Macc 2:5;
Josephus, Ant 1.194; Philor Abr 134; Tg. Ps.-J Gen. 13:13; 18:20), or their sexual
immorality in general (Jub 16:5-6; 20:5; T. Lev' 14:6; T. Benj 9:1). So it is not very likely
that Jude means to accuse the false teachers of homosexual practice (Kelly), and we can
hardly speculate that they desired sexual relations with angels—even in their “dreams” (v
8).

Jude’s intention in stressing here the peculiar sexual offenses of both the Watchers and the
Sodomites is probably to highlight the shocking character of the false teachers’ violation of
God-given order. This is the emphasis in T. Napht 3, which belongs to the same tradition as
Jude uses here (““Sun, moon and stars do not change their order; so should you also not
change the law of God by the disorderliness of your deeds ... that you become not as



Sodom, which changed the order of her nature [engllaxe taxin fusew" auth"]. In the
same way also the Watchers changed the order of their nature ...”; and cf' the same idea of
sin as violation of the created order in 1 Enoc" 2-5). In rejecting the commandments of
God, the false teachers were rebelling against the divinely established order of things as
flagrantly as the Watchers and the Sodomites had done. Moreover, in doing so they were
motivated, like the Watchers and the Sodomites, by sexual lust, and, like the Sodomites,
insulted angels (v 8).

prokeintai deigma, “are exhibited as an example” (cf Josephus, B’ 6:103: upodeigma
prokeitai, “an example is exhibited”). According to 3 Macc 2:5, God made the Sodomites
“an example (paradeigma) to those who should come afterward.” deigma means
“sample,” and so here “example” in the sense of an actual instance of sinners punished (E.
K. Lee, “Words denoting ‘Pattern’ in the New Testament,” NT*> 8 [1961-62] 167), which
serves as proof of divine punishment for later generations, who can still view it
(prokeintai, present tense). The idea is that the site of the cities, in antiquity located on
the south of the Dead Sea, a scene of sulfurous devastation, provided ever-present evidence
of the reality of divine judgment. This is partly why the example was so often cited, and
why the particular features of the judgment of Sodom and Gomorrah (fire and brimstone,
the smoking, uninhabitable waste) (Gen 19:24-25, 28) became stock imagery of future
judgment (Deut 29:23; Isa 34:9-10; Jer 49:17-18; Ezek 38:22; Sib. Or 3:504-7; Rev
14:10-11; 19:3; 20:10). So, according to Wis 10:7, the wickedness of the Cities of the Plain
“is still attested by a smoking waste” (NE”); Josephus says that “vestiges of the divine fire”
can still be seen there (B’ 4.483); and according to Philo, “even to this day the visible
tokens of the indescribable disaster are pointed out in Syria—ruins, cinders, brimstone,
smoke and murky flames which continue to rise from the ground as from a fire still
smoldering beneath” (Mos. 2.56; cf Abr 141). (It is interesting to note that according to
another tradition the hot springs and sulfurous nature of the Dead Sea region resulted from
the fact that the prison of the fallen angels was located beneath it: 1 Enoc" 67:413; Origen,
c. Cels 5.52.)

puro™ aiwniou, “eternal fire” (the same phrase is used in 4 Macc 12:12; 1Q°® 2:8; T. Ze®
10:3; 3 Apoc. Bar 4:16; Matt 18:8; 25:41) could be taken with deigma or with dikhn, but
perhaps better with the latter. Jude means that the still burning site of the cities is a warning
picture of the eternal fires of hell.
8. omoiw™ mentoi kai outoi, “Yet in the same way also these people.” The sins of the
false teachers to be described in this verse correspond to those of their types as described in
the preceding three verses. But the three sins specified in v 8 cannot be correlated each with
one of the three types: both the Watchers and the Sodomites defiled the flesh, all three
types flouted the authority of the Lord, only the Sodomites abused angels. All three sins, it
should be noted, are attributable to the Sodomites, and it may be that in terms of the sins
specified in v 8, Jude’s list of three types was constructed to reach a climax with the third.
In one sense, as we argued above, Israel in the wilderness was the most forceful analogy for
Christians and was therefore placed first, but in terms of specific sins it may be the
Sodomites who most resemble the false teachers. Thus while omoiw™ mentoi, “yet in the
same way,” relates generally to all three types, its immediate relation to the third is
appropriate. mentoi (“yet”) will mean: in spite of these well-known examples of divine
punishment, and particularly in spite of the fact that Sodom’s punishment is evident for all
to see, these people commit the same sins.



enupniazomenoi, “on the strength of their dreams.” This participle (lit. “dreaming”)
relates to all three main verbs, and so cannot, with oarka miainousin (“defile the flesh”),
refer to erotic dreams. Nor does it refer simply to imagination which is not a usual sense of
enupniazesqai, “to dream,” or to the slumbers of those sunk in the torpor of sin (Calvin,
Plummer) or “hypnotized” (Reicke). The reference, as most modern commentators agree, is
to dreams as the medium of prophetic revelation, and Jude will have chosen the term since,
although it can refer to authentic revelation (Dan 2:1; Joel 2:28 = Acts 2:17; and cf 1 Enoc"
85:1), it is used rather often in the O of the dreams of false prophets (enupniazesgai, in
LX* Deut 13:2, 4, 6; Isa 56:10; Jer 23:25; 36:8; and cf enupnia yeudh, “false dreams,” Jer
23:32; Zech 10:2). He may also have remembered 1 Enoc" 99:8: the sinners of the last days
“will sink into impiety because of the folly of their hearts, and their eyes will be blinded
through the fear of their hearts, and through the visions of their dreams” (tr. Knibb).
(Daniel, Mu® 81 [1968] 503-21, thinks enupniazomenoi translates 1z}

, “seers,” which he takes to be the Essenes’ name for themselves, but one would expect
oi orwnte", “the seers,” as usually in LX*

This information about the false teachers is not derived from the types in vv 5-7, and
must indicate that they claimed visionary experiences in which they received revelation (cf
2 Cor 12:1-3; Col 2:18). This is the first real hint that Jude’s opponents were guilty not
simply of antinomian practice, but also of antinomian teaching, for which they claimed the
authority of prophetic revelations. Since, however, it is in the next section (vv 11-13) that
Jude will focus on their character as teachers and corrupters of other people, we should
probably take the reference to their visions here as indicating primarily the authority they
claim for their own antinomian practice, rather than the authority they claim in teaching
others to sin, though no doubt their visions did also serve the latter function.

Visionary revelations were common to apocalyptic Judaism, primitive Christianity, and
contemporary paganism, and so we cannot say that this characteristic identifies the false
teachers as Gnostics.

The relation of the particle enupniazomenoi to the three main verbs should probably be
taken to mean, not that they committed these offenses while experiencing visions, but that it
was the revelations received in their visions which authorized their practices.
sarka men miainousin, “they defile the flesh.” 1 Enoc" repeatedly refers to the sin of the
fallen Watchers as “defiling themselves” with women (Greek miainesgai, “to defile
themselves”: 1 Enoc" 7:1; 9:8; 10:11; 12:4; 15:3, 4; cf 69:5; IVQENnGiants®, Milik, Enoch,
308; Oxford M®> 2340, quoted Milik, Enoch, 331), while according to Jub 16:5 the
Sodomites “defile themselves and commit fornication in their flesh.” Jude is therefore
identifying the sin of the false teachers as corresponding to that of the second and third
types, and must intend a reference to sexual immorality (for the precise phrase sarka
miainein, “to defile the flesh,” cf Sib. Or 2:279; Herm Man' 4:1:9; Sim- 5:7:2; and cf
miainein to swma, T. Ashe’ 4:4 v.I’ cf also Apoc. Pet” A 32; * 10; Acts Paul & Thecla 10).
See Comment on v 4 (aselgeian).

kuriothta de agetousin, “reject the authority of the Lord.” The word kurioth™ here
(which is the abstract noun from kurio", “Lord,” meaning “lordship”) has been interpreted
in three ways: (1) human authorities, ecclesiastical or civil (Calvin, Luther): but this seems
out of place in a verse which is applying the types of vv 5-7 to the false teachers, and Jude
shows no other sign of concern for this issue; (2) the class of angels known as kuriothte™
(Col 1:16; Eph 1:21; Greek Legend of Ascension of Isaiah 2:22; cf 2 Enoc" 20:1; and



angels called kurioi in Apocalypse of Zephaniah, quoted Clement Alex., Strom 5.11.77)
(so Werdermann, Irrlehrer, 31; Moffatt): but in that case the singular kuriothta is difficult
(the variant reading kuriothta™ in ®

and Origen is an attempt to eliminate the difficulty), and this clause would mean the
same as the next; (3) the lordship of God (as in Did 4:1) or of Christ (as in Herm. Sim
5:6:1) (so most modern commentators). In view of Jude’s exegetical method of using
catchword connections, we should link kuriothta with kurio™ (v 5), and “reject the
authority of the Lord” then becomes equivalent to “deny our only Master and Lord Jesus
Christ” (v 4). As in v 4, the rejection will probably be practical: the false teachers were not
teaching Christological heresy, but by their libertine behavior they effectively rejected the
judicial authority of the Lord who (according to vv 5-7) judges sin.

doxa" de blasfthmousin, “slander the glorious ones.” The term doxali (lit. “glories”)
for angels is attested in the Dead Sea Scrolls (Lydbkn

: 1Q" 10:8; and perhaps 11QpP*Zio™Zion 22:13) and in apocalyptic and Gnostic
literature (2 Enoc" 22:7, 10; Asc. Isa 9:32; Codex Brucianus, in C. Schmidt and V.
MacDermot, The Books of Jeu and the Untitled Text in the Bruce Codex [NH® 13; Leiden:
E. J. Brill, 1978] 248-49, 266-69; Allogenes 50:19; 52:14; 55:17-18, 34, 57:25; probably
also Exod 15:11 LX*" Probably they are so called because they participate in or embody the
gl(ar)t/)lgf God (cf T. Jud 25:2; T. Lev' 18:5; Heb 9:5; Philo, Spec. Leg 1.8.45). It is true that
wydbkn

can also refer to illustrious men, noblemen (Isa 3:5; 23:8; Nah 3:10; Ps 149:8; 1QpHa®
4:2; 4QpNa" 2:9; 3:9; 4:4; 1Q™ 14:11), but in these cases the Septuagint does not use doxai,
and one would expect a more idiomatic Greek rendering if this were Jude’s meaning. It is
in any case an unlikely meaning, especially in view of the parallel statement in v 10a.
Clement of Alexandria already interpreted Jude’s doxai as angels.

The false teachers “slander” (or “revile, insult”) the angels. This is unlikely to be
merely an implication of their antinomian behavior (like rejecting the authority of the
Lord), but must mean that for some reason they spoke disparagingly of angels. It is
important, for assessing the character of the false teaching, to notice that while Jude
apparently cannot accuse the libertines of teaching which is explicitly blasphemous toward
God or Christ, he does accuse them of slandering angels. This feature appears to be unique
among the false teachings combated in the N™ (except 2 Pet 2:10), a fact which confirms the
view that Jude confronts a specific and actual case of false teaching, not a generalized
caricature of heresy.

Some commentators have thought that the doxai must be, or at least include, evil angels,
partly on the grounds that v 9 provides an example of respect for the devil. But this is a
misinterpretation of v 9 (see below). The term doxai is not elsewhere used of evil angels,
and seems intrinsically unsuitable for such a use (Sickenberger, “Engels,” 626—29). It also
seems most improbable that Jude should have objected so strongly (both here and in v 10a)
to insults directed at evil angels. There are no parallels to the idea that evil angels should be
treated with respect (at Qumran there were liturgies for the cursing of Satan and his
followers: 4% 280-82, 286-87). While the angels in question may have been regarded as
evil by the false teachers, Jude must have seen them as angels of God who deserve to be
honored. This conclusion is reinforced by the close connection between this clause and the
preceding. It is unthinkable that Jude should, in the same breath, have accused his
opponents of rejecting the authority of the Lord and slandering the forces of Satan.



Moreover, if the connection with vv 5-7 is to be preserved, it is relevant that the angels
insulted by the Sodomites were messengers of God.

This already eliminates two principal interpretations of the false teachers’ behavior,
which regard them as either underestimating the power or denying the existence of the
supernatural forces of evil. These are: (1) in their confident immorality the false teachers
are contemptuous of the demonic powers. As free spiritual men they are victorious over the
forces of Satan, and so if they are accused of falling into their power they mock them as
powerless and inferior to themselves (Werdermann, Irrlehrer, 33). (2) C. K. Barrett (NT* 11
[1964-65] 139-40) suggests that the problem of food sacrificed to idols is in view (cf 1
Cor 8; Rev 2:14, 20). Like the Corinthians (1 Cor 8:4) the false teachers deny the idols any
real existence, but in doing so fail to recognize the demonic powers (1 Cor 10:20) who are
at work in pagan religion. But, apart from the objections above, neither of these
interpretations adequately explains the word blafhmousin, “they slander.”

Another interpretation (3) explains the false teaching in the light of secondcentury
Gnosticism, in which the creation of the world was attributed to the angels or archons. In
this case the angels are the powers of this material world, enemies of the transcendent God
and of the Gnostic, who reviles them to demonstrate his victory over them (cf Sidebottom;
Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament, tr. K. Grobel [London: SC" Press, 1952] 1,
170). This view has the merit of explaining the angels as good angels in Jude’s view but
evil angels in his opponents’ view. But it depends on a developed gnostic dualism of which
there is no clear evidence in the N and which, if Jude’s opponents held it, we should
expect him to oppose much more directly and forcefully. If they were really teaching that
the material world was created not by God but by inferior powers hostile to God, is it likely
that Jude should merely hint at this doctrine and combat it so ineffectively? The citation in
v 9 is a ludicrously weak response to such teaching.

It is possible (4) that the false teachers’ contempt for the angels was simply an

expression of their superiority, as spiritual men who in their visions entered the heavenly
realms, exalted above the angels (cf 1 Cor 6:3). Such visionary experience seems, however,
to have normally promoted excessive reverence for angels (Col 2:18; cf Rev 19:10; 22:8)
rather than the opposite.
Much more plausible is (5) the view that it was the angels as givers and guardians of the
law of Moses whom the false teachers slandered (Chaine)—and, we may add, the angels as
guardians of the created order. This view has the advantage of cohering with what we know
for certain about the false teachers—their antinomianism—and of making the three
accusations in v 8 a closely connected series. All three are their rejection of the moral order
over which the angels preside.

According to Jewish belief, the law of Moses was mediated by angels (Jub 1:27-29;
Josephus, Ant 15.136; Acts 7:38, 53; Heb 2:2) and angels watched over its observance
(Herm. Sim' 8:3:3). They were also, more generally, the guardians of the created order (the
office from which the Watchers apostatised, v 6), and (according to the most probable
interpretation of 1 Cor 11:10) it is to this function of the angels that Paul refers when he
recommends proper conduct in the Christian assembly “because of the angels.” We can
well imagine that the false teachers, reproached for conduct which offended the angels as
the administrators of the moral order, justified themselves by proclaiming their liberation
from bondage to these angels and speaking slightingly of them. They understood Christian
freedom to mean freedom from moral authority and therefore from the authority of the



angels. No doubt they aligned the angels with the forces of evil from whose power the
Christian was delivered, and accused them of imposing the Law out of envy and malice
toward men. In other words, their “slandering” of the angels was a way of detaching the
Law from God and interpreting it simply as an evil.

It is tempting to suppose that at this point they were taking up Pauline teaching about
the Law. For Paul, too, was able to use the traditional role of the angels to the disadvantage
of the Law (Gal 3:19), and in associating the angels of the Law closely with ta stoiceia
tou kosmou, “the elemental (powers) of the world” (Gal 4:3, 9; cf Col 2:8-23; Rom
8:33-39) imply a strongly negative attitude toward them. The Law and its guardians
belonged to the old era of slavery from which Christ has delivered the Christian (see
especially B. Reicke, “The Law and This World According to Paul” JB" 70 [1951] 259-76).
It is quite possible that in this respect the false teachers were closer to Pauline teaching than
Jude was, though Jude’s precise attitude to the Law cannot be inferred from his brief letter.
On the other hand, for Paul the Law is “holy and just and good” (Rom 7:12), its moral
content is the permanent divine standard of righteousness, and he firmly resisted such
antinomian conclusions as the false teachers drew. If they were inspired by Paul, they
represent an exaggerated and seriously distorted Paulinism. Against such antinomianism,
Jude and Paul are agreed that the Christian is liberated for, not from, righteousness.

The attitude of Jude’s opponents to the Law and its angels can be found in later

Gnosticism (cf Irenaeus, Adv Haer. 1.23.4, on Simonianism; 1.24.5, on Basilides; Treat.
Set" 64:1-10; Testim. Trut" 29:11-30:17; and on gnostic libertinism, see G. W. MacRae,
“Why the Church Rejected Gnosticism,” in Jewish and Christian Self-Definition, vol. 1,
ed(s) E. P. Sanders [London: SC" Press, 1980] 128-30), often as an interpretation of Paul
(Pagels, Paul, 66-67). But in Gnosticism it became part of a much more thorough-going
dualism in which the creation of the material world was also attributed to the archons.
Without this cosmological dualism—which Jude’s opponents lack—we cannot really speak
of Gnosticism. Perhaps the antinomianism combated in Jude was one of the streams which
flowed into later Gnosticism, but in itself it is not specifically gnostic.
Finally on v 8, it is worth noticing that Jude’s use of men... de ... de has the effect of
dividing the list of three sins between, on the one hand, sarka men miainousin (“defile
the flesh™), and, on the other hand, kuriothta de agetousin, doxa" de blasfhmousin,
(“reject the authority of the Lord and slander the glorious ones”). The first item of the list is
the immoral behavior of the false teachers, the latter two items are their rejection of
authority (of the Lord himself and of his ministers) on which the behavior is based. The
division corresponds to that, in v 4, between thn tou geou hmwn carita metatigente”
ei" aselgeian (“pervert the grace of our God into immorality”’), and ton monon
despothn kai kurion hmwn £lhsoun Criston arnoumenoi (“deny our only Master and
Lord Jesus Christ”). This supports our view of the significance of doxa™ de
blasyhmousin (“slander the glorious ones”). In v 10 the same twofold characterization of
the false teachers’ error is found, this time (because v 10 takes up the end of v 8 and v 9) in
the reverse order.

9. Micahl o arcaggelo”, “Michael the archangel.” In Dan 12:1 and rabbinic usage
(b. Hag. 12°; Menah. 110%) Michael is “the great prince” (legh reh

; Dan. 12:1 g: o aecwn o mega™: and in Dan 10:13 "one of the chief princes”
(Wnearj wyreh dja

; : ei"” twn arcotwn twn prwtwn). The Greek arcaggelo™ (in N" only here and 1



Thess 4:16) came into use as equivalent to these expressions, usually applied either to the
four (cf 1 Enoc" 40) or to the seven chief angels (1 Enoc" 20:7), otherwise called “the
angels of the Presence.” In either case Michael is included in the group, and often takes the
leading role (cf Asc. Isa' 3:16: “Michael the chief of the holy angels”), especially as the
patron of Israel (Dan 12:1; 1Q" 17; probably T. Mos 10:2) and therefore the opponent of
Satan (cf Rev 12:7). He played these roles in the story about the burial of Moses to which
Jude alludes. In that story, as the T. Mos told it, Moses was the advocate for God’s servant
Moses in a legal dispute with Satan his accuser.

tw diabolw diakrinomeno™ dielegeto peri tou Mwusew™ swmaro™, “in debate
with the devil, disputed about the body of Moses.” The words refer to a legal dispute
(diakrinomeno™ as in Joel 4:2 LX® The devil in his ancient role as accuser tried to
establish Moses’ guilt, in order to prove him unworthy of honorable burial and to claim the
body for himself. (See details of the story in Form/Structure/Setting section and the
Excursus.)

ouk etolmhsen krisin epenegkein blasthmia”, “he did not presume to condemn
him for slander.” The translation given is justified (see the Note) from the context of the
story to which Jude alludes. In that story it was the devil who brought a slanderous
accusation (blasfhmia) against Moses. There is no question of Michael slandering the
devil. The point is rather that Michael, who was the advocate and not the judge, did not take
it on himself to reject the devil’s accusation as malicious slander; instead he appealed to the
Lord’s judgment.

Most commentators, however, prefer the translation: “he did not presume to pronounce

a reviling judgment upon him” (RS"), on the grounds that it “fits the context better” (Kelly).
Jude has complained (v 8) that the false teachers speak abusively of Moses, and so (it is
said) he now contrasts their behavior with that of the archangel Michael himself who
treated even the devil with respect, not using abusive language against him. If this
interpretation has the merit of being relatively simple, it also seems an odd way for Jude to
have made his point. The idea that the devil should not be insulted is an unparalleled idea in
Jewish and early Christian literature, a questionable principle in itself, and not a necessary
deduction from Jude’s text. It is worth asking whether closer attention to the story to which
Jude refers can make better sense of his reference to it.
In the first place, we should notice that the connection between blasfhmou-sin (vv 8, 10)
and blasfthmia (v 9) is primarily a catchword connection. It creates a verbal, rather than
necessarily a strict conceptual, link between the quotation and its application to the false
teachers. It is therefore not necessary to insist that krisin blasfhmia™ means “a
slanderous judgment” on the grounds that the false teachers’ abuse of the angels must be
paralleled by Michael’s not abusing the devil.

So far as we can tell, the principal characteristic of the false teachers was their claim to
be free from moral authority. We have argued that they “slandered” the angels (v 8) as the
givers and guardians of the Law. They held that it was only out of envy and ill-will toward
men that the angels had imposed the law of Moses. If it was pointed out to them that their
behavior laid them open to the accusation of sin by the standards of the Law, they rejected
the accusation as founded only on the malice of the angels who gave the Law. They were
free men, not subject to the Law, and in rejecting its accusations needed to appeal only to
their own authority as spiritual men. The authority by which spiritual men will judge angels
(1 Cor 6:3) is sufficient to reject any accusation made against them by the angels whose



mouthpiece is the Law.

To expose the presumption in this attitude, Jude reminds his readers of the story, which

they presumably knew, of the dispute between Michael and the devil over the body of
Moses, in which the devil charged Moses with murder, i.e with sin according to the
standards of the Law itself. This was a story in which an accusation in the name of the Law
was made by an angelic accuser (the devil) who was undoubtedly motivated by malice.
Moreover, it was brought against Moses himself. According to the current Jewish estimate
of Moses, if anyone was entitled to reject such an accusation as slanderous, it was Moses.
Yet, as Jude points out, Moses’ advocate Michael, the archangel himself, did not take it on
himself to condemn the devil for malicious slander. In countering the devil’s accusation, he
could not dismiss it as unjustified, on his own authority. He could only appeal to the Lord’s
judgment.
The point of contrast between the false teachers and Michael is not that Michael treated the
devil with respect, and the moral is not that we should be polite even to the devil. The point
of contrast is that Michael could not reject the devil’s accusation on his own authority.
Even though the devil was motivated by malice and Michael recognized that his accusation
was slanderous, he could not himself dismiss the devil’s case, because he was not the judge.
All he could do was ask the Lord, who alone is judge, to condemn Satan for his slander.
The moral is therefore that no one is a law to himself, an autonomous moral authority. Even
if it were true—as the false teachers alleged—that when the Law accused them of sin it was
only the malice of the angels which prompted those accusations, they would still not be
justified in rejecting them on their own authority. Even if they were as righteous as Moses
and had the authority of an archangel, they would not be above accusations of sin under the
Law. They remain subject to the moral authority of the Lord.

This interpretation has several advantages. It makes Jude’s choice of this text for use
against his opponents more intelligible. When its reconstructed context in the T. Mos' is
brought into the picture it can be seen to fit the case of the false teachers much better than if
considered in isolation. This interpretation also allows Jude to be making a much more
serious point than the questionable idea that even the devil should not be insulted. It is not a
question of respect for the devil as such. Jude’s argument hinges on the devil’s role of
accuser, bringing accusations under the Law. Not Michael’s respect for the devil himself,
but his response to the devil’s accusation, is exemplary. Finally, this interpretation exempts
Jude from the charge that his own polemic against the false teachers is more insulting than
Michael’s response to the devil. It is not a question of insulting language. Jude’s treatment
of the false teachers is in fact quite consistent with his own principle; he does not condemn
them on his own authority, as though he were judge over them, but appeals to the coming
judgment of the Lord (vv. 14-15).

Epitimhsai soi kurio", “May the Lord rebuke you!” The words were already quoted
from Zech 3:2 (LX* Epitimhsai kurio" en soi diabole, “the Lord rebuke you, O devil”)
in the T. Mos (see Excursus). As Kee has shown, epitiman, as a translation of I [(

, frequently has a stronger sense than “reprimand.” These words “carry the connotation
of divine conflict with the hostile powers, the outcome of which is the utterance of the
powerful word by which the demonic forces are brought under control” (Kee, NT° 14
[1968] 238): hence they are used for God’s eschatological subjugation of his enemies (e.g
2 Apoc. Bar 21:23; Asc. Isa 4:18) and in the accounts of Jesus’ exorcisms (Mark 1:25 etc.).
Something of this sense is appropriate in Zech 3:2 and the T. Mos, though there is no



eschatological reference and we must remember the context of legal dispute in both cases.
Satan’s power over men (over Joshua and his people in Zech 3:2, over the body of Moses in
the T. Mos) rests on his ability to sustain accusations against them. Thus when the angel
(reading huhy Galm

in Zech 3:2) asks God to “rebuke” Satan, he asks him to dismiss Satan’s accusation
and thereby assert his authority over Satan (cf Kee, NT* 14 [1968] 239).

For Jude, the point of the words is their appeal to God to assert his authority over Satan.
Our interpretation of Jude’s intention here (see above) receives some support from b. Qidd
81> (Str-° 1, 140), which evidently illustrates later rabbinic use of the words, “May the
Lord rebuke you.” This story tells how Pelimo used to say every day, “An arrow in Satan’s
eyes!”, i.e” a defiant curse. One day, however, Satan got the better of him, and then asked
him why he always cursed him in these terms. Pelimo asked Satan what words he ought to
use in order to repel him. Satan replied, “You should say, ‘The Merciful rebuke Satan!’
”The contrast is apparently between Pelimo’s habitual curse, which was a defiant
expression of his own ability to overcome Satan, and the words quoted from Zech 3:2,
which are an appeal to God to overcome Satan. Probably further evidence of this kind of
understanding of the words from Zech 3:2 in Judaism is provided by Adam and Eve 39:1, in
which Seth silences the Serpent’s accusations against Eve with the words, “God the Lord
revile thee” (tr. in APQ").

In Zech 3:2 and the T. Mos' kurio™, of course, referred to God, but it is probable that Jude
interpreted the term as a reference to Jesus (see Comment on v 5). Jesus had the authority to
rebuke Satan, both during his ministry (Mark 8:33) and at the Last Day (Asc. Isa 4:18).

10. outoi de osa men ouk oidasin blasthnouin, “But these people slander whatever
they do not understand.” Having illustrated the proper response to accusations under the
Law, Jude resumes the direct attack on the false teachers. Their attitude to the angelic
guardians of the Law shows that they have no real understanding of the actual role of the
angels as the ministers of the divine Lawgiver and Judge. The clause is probably direct
polemic against the false teachers’ claims to understanding, for no doubt it was precisely
the heavenly world of the angels into which, like the apocalyptic and gnostic visionaries,
they had ascended in their visions and into which they claimed special insight. At the same
time, the Sodomites’ treatment of the angels may still be in Jude’s mind, for T. Ashe’ 7:1
speaks of “Sodom which knew not (hgnohse) the angels of the Lord, and perished for
ever.”

osa de fusikw" w" ta aloga zwa epistantai, “while by the things they do
understand, instinctively, like unreasoning animals.” This clause corresponds to sarka men
miainousin (“defile the flesh”) in v 8, with Fusikw", “instinctively,” corresponding to
aloga zwa, “flesh,” and no doubt refers to the sexual indulgence of the false teachers. This
is what they do understand—on the level of merely instinctual knowledge. Though they
claim to be guided by special spiritual insight gained in heavenly revelations, they are in
fact following the sexual instincts which they share with the animals.

epistantai is a standard phrase (Wis 11:15; 4 Macc 14:14, 18; Josephus' C. Apio"
2.213; Ant 10.262) for the animals as contrasted with human rationality. (Cf Xenophon,
Cyropaed. 2.3.9, quoted by Mayor and Windisch, for a similar comparison between what
men and beasts know [epistantai] by instinct [fusei].) For the comparison of sin with
the behavior of animals, cf 4 Ezra; 8:29-30.
en toutoi” fgeirontai (“they are destroyed”): not that by their sexual indulgence they



contract fatal diseases, but that they incur judgment, as Israel in the wilderness and the
Cities of the Plain were destroyed (cf 1 Cor 3:17). (The idea which 2 Pet 2:12 introduces,
that destruction is the natural fate of unreasoning animals, was probably not in Jude’s
mind.)

Explanation

To help his readers resist the influence of the false teachers, Jude reminds them that
their initial instruction by the apostles at their conversion and baptism included teaching
about God’s judgment on disbelief and disobedience, and specific warnings of false
teachers who would incur this judgment.

To illustrate this, he takes up first a well-known traditional list of O™ examples of divine

judgment: the extermination of the faithless wilderness generation of Israel after the
Exodus, the punishment of the angels who abandoned their heavenly position for the sake
of illicit relations with mortal women, and the destruction of the Cities of the Plain. For
Jude, these are not just warning examples from the past, but also types. In common with
Jewish apocalyptic and early Christian writers generally, he sees the great acts of God in
the salvation-history of the past as prefiguring the eschatological events. The examples he
gives are therefore typological prophecies of the eschatological judgment at the Parousia
which threatens apostate Christians in these last days.
The first of the three types, whose significance Jude highlights by placing it first out of
chronological order, makes especially clear that the Lord’s own people, who have
experienced his salvation, are not therefore less but more in danger of judgment if they
repudiate his lordship. The other two types are probably cited also for the outrageous
extremes of immorality they illustrate, including the Sodomites’ insult to the angels.

In v 8 Jude applies the three types to the false teachers, instancing sins which
correspond to the types and which therefore put them under threat of divine judgment
corresponding to that of the types. Like the Watchers and the Sodomites, the false teachers
indulge in sexual immorality. Like all three types, they reject the Lord’s authority by
repudiating his commandments, and like the Sodomites they insult the angels. The last
accusation probably means that they justify their transgression of the Law by denigrating
the angels as its authors and guardians. Thus all three sins are aspects of their
antinomianism. In addition, all three rest, for their pretended religious authority, on
visionary revelations, which Jude probably intends, by the use of the word “dreaming,” to
condemn as false prophecy.

In vv 9-10a Jude takes up, for further treatment, the charge of slandering angels. The
presumptuousness involved in the false teachers’ attitude to the angels of the Law is
highlighted by comparison with the behavior of the archangel Michael in the story about
the burial of Moses, which Jude and his readers knew from the T. Mos' The devil, in his
traditional role of malicious accuser, had accused Moses of murder. Michael, disputing
with the devil as advocate for Moses, knew the accusation to be slander, but did not
presume to condemn the devil for his slander. Instead he referred the matter to the divine
Judge who alone has the authority to rule out an accusation brought under the Law.
Michael’s behavior contrasts with that of the false teachers when they reject the accusations
which the angels, as spokesmen for the Law, bring against them. They do so because they
claim to be above all such accusations, subject to no moral authority. In fact, even if they
had the status of Moses or Michael, they would remain subject to the divine Lawgiver and



Judge. Given the context of the allusion, which Jude’s readers knew, v 9 effectively
exposes the spiritual conceit of the false teachers, whose attitude to the angels reveals a
resistance to moral authority which will not even be subject to God.

In slandering the angels (v 10) they show how little they actually understand the

heavenly world which they purport to explore in their visions. If they really understood the
angelic world, they would recognize the angels as the ministers and messengers of God, but
like the Sodomites they fail to do this. On the other hand, their behavior demonstrates that
what they understand only too well is how to follow their sexual drives. In doing so, these
people who claim to be spiritual men, superior to the angels, prove themselves to be living
only on the subhuman level of the beasts.
The section concludes, most effectively, with the final respect in which the three types
correspond to their antitypes, the false teachers. This is the real point of the whole
comparison. Since the false teachers resemble the types in their sins, they will also
resemble the types in their destruction.

Excursus: The Background and Source of
Jude 9

Although the source of Jude’s story of the dispute over the body of Moses is not extant,
a wealth of material is available from which it should be possible to reconstruct the story
which Jude knew. Much of this material has been assembled before (Charles, Assumption,
106-10; James, Apocrypha, 42-51; Denis, Fragmenta, 63-67), but it has not been
subjected to the kind of critical investigation which is necessary if it is to provide reliable
access to the content of Jude’s source.
The discovery of 4%Amra™ has recently stimulated some fresh discussion of the
background to Jude 9 (Milik, R® 79 [1972] 77-97; Berger, JS’ 4 [1973] 1-18), and it has
become clear that the reconstruction of Jude’s source must take account of the general
background which is provided by other comparable stories. Awareness of the tradition in
which Jude’s story belongs will aid investigation of the evidence for the story itself. We
shall therefore begin by discussing this general background before turning to the extant
sources which may preserve the actual story Jude knew.

|I. GENERAL BACKGROUND

Evidently the words of Michael, quoted in Jude’s source, derive from Zech 3:2. The
vision in Zech 3:1-5 is a courtroom scene in which the accusing angel, “the adversary”

+fch

), and the angel of the Lord confront each other in a legal dispute in which the
defendant is the high priest Joshua. Evidently Joshua’s guilt, as representative of Israel, has
placed him in the power of Satan his accuser. When the angel of the Lord (Jude’s source



must have read hithy Galm
“the angel of the Lord” for M" hWhy

“Lord” in Zech 3:2), as the Lord’s representative, silences Satan with the words, “May
the Lord rebuke you, Satan,” he dismisses Satan’s case against Joshua. As Kee observes
(NT® 14 [1968] 237), the translation “rebuke” is rather weak: I [g

here denotes more than a reprimand. It refers to God’s commanding word which
asserts his authority over Satan, delivering Joshua and his people from Satan’s power (cf
Pss 9:5; 68:30; Isa 17:13; Mal 3:11; and Kee’s discussion of r[g

: NT® 14 [1968] 235-38).

The idea of a contest between Satan and the angel of the Lord was later applied to other

episodes in the history of Israel. Jub- 17:15-18:16 tells the story of the sacrifice of Isaac
within the framework of a heavenly trial of Abraham (cf Job 1-2), in which the prince of
the Mastema (equals Satan) again appears as accuser, arguing that Abraham’s faithfulness
should be tested. When Abraham proves faithful, it is the angel of the presence who, on
God’s behalf, intervenes to save Isaac (cf Gen 22:11-12), while “the prince of the Mastema
was put to shame” (Jub' 18:12). (With this account compare the tradition preserved in Yal.
Rub 43:3, quoted by Chaine, 311: “When Isaac was bound, there was a debate between
Michael and Satan. Michael brought a ram to free Isaac, but Satan wanted to keep him off
so that Isaac should be sacrificed.”)
The book of Jubilees makes further use of the theme of the contest between Satan and the
angel, especially in chap 48, to illuminate the career of Moses and the Exodus. According
to 48:2-3, it was the prince of the Mastema (not the Lord, as in Gen 4:24) who tried to kill
Moses, and it was the angel of the presence who delivered Moses from his power (48:5).
Though Satan’s motivation here plainly derives from his enmity toward God and God’s
people (48:4), it may be that the author still intends him to be seen in the role of accuser: it
was Moses’ failure to circumcise his son (Gen 4:25) which put him into Satan’s power.

Then the prince of the Mastema opposed Moses in his confrontation with Pharaoh, and
aided the Egyptian magicians against him (48:9), while the angels of the presence assisted
Moses by destroying them (48:11). This particular confrontation is recalled also by the
Damascus Rule (C° 5:17-18): “Moses and Aaron arose by the hand of the Prince of lights
and Satan in his cunning raised up Jannes and his brother” (tr Vermes). However,
according to Jubilees, the victory over the magicians did not yet result in the “shaming” of
Satan (48:12) because he took further action: the Egyptians’ pursuit of Israel (48:12,
16-17). The angels then delivered Israel from him at the Red Sea (48:13). Again it should
be noticed that in this account Satan’s power against Israel seems to rest on his power to
“accuse them” (48:15, 18): as the leader of the forces of evil against the good angels he has
not entirely lost his legal function of accusation (cf also Rev 12:10).

These stories provide the principal background for the story to which Jude 9 alludes. It
fits readily into the same pattern. At Moses’ death, Satan makes a last attempt to assert his
power over him. As we shall see, he does so by accusing Moses of murdering the Egyptian.
By this accusation he intends to claim Moses’ body and deprive him of the honor of burial
by the archangel. Michael, however, silences Satan by his appeal to God to assert his
authority over Satan (“May the Lord rebuke you!”), and thereby not only rescues Moses’



body from Satan’s power, but also vindicates Moses as the servant of God against Satan’s
attempt to claim him as a sinner.

Another text which clearly belongs in broadly the same tradition is IVQVisions of <Amram
(or Testament of ‘Amram), in which Moses’ father ‘Amram relates a dream in which he
saw two angels engaged in a legal dispute over him. The two angels (of whose names only
Melkiresa’> survives in the text) are the two chief angels, the Prince of light and the Prince
of darkness, who between them ‘“have power over all the sons of Adam” (1:12). The
dispute is plainly over whether ‘Amram is a “son of light” belonging to the Prince of light
or a “son of darkness” belonging to the Prince of darkness, but the text as it survives gives
us no reason to suppose that it is a question of ‘Amram’s fate after death. (The vision took
place during ‘Amram’s stay in Hebron, after which he returned to Egypt, and so some time
before his death.) At one point the text is strikingly close to Jude 9: “behold, two of them of
them disputed about me and said ... and they were carrying on a great contest about me”
(1:10-11). The similarity can scarcely be accidental, but probably we should not, as Milik
does (R® 79 [1972] 95), conclude that Jude’s source was inspired by 4%Amra™ The
similarity may be sufficiently explained by the broader tradition of contests between the
devil and the chief of the angels. The idea of the verbal dispute derives from the original
courtroom context of accusation and defense.

Berger (JS' 4 [1973] 1-18) has sought to link both 4%Amra™ and Jude 9 to a tradition in
which two angels, or two groups of angels, contend for possession of the departed soul at
death. For this tradition he marshalls a wealth of evidence from later Christian apocalyptic
texts, and clearly he has identified a very influential form which the tradition of contests
between the devil and the angel took in relation to the fate of the soul at death. None of his
texts, however, is as early as Jude 9 (though T. Ashe" 6:4-6 may be early evidence of his
tradition; the earliest indisputable evidence is Origen’s quotation from an apocryphal text
about the death of Abraham: Hom. 35 on Luke). Berger recognizes that Jude 9, which is not
about the fate of the soul at death, represents an adaptation of the tradition for a specific
purpose. It is better, however, to see Jude 9 as a specific instance of the general tradition of
contests between the devil and the angel, 4%Amra™ as another specific instance of this
general tradition, and Berger’s tradition of texts about the fate of the soul at death as a
particular form which that tradition took, perhaps at a later date than the time of writing of
Jude’s source and certainly without any direct relation to Jude’s source. Again the
recurrence of the idea of dispute (among Berger’s texts, note especially: Origen, Hom" 35:
super Abrahae salute et interitu disceptantes, “debating about the salvation and death of
Abraham”; Syriac Apoc. Pau' 11: “a dispute between those good angels and those bad
angels”) derives from the common dependence on the general tradition, rather than from a
dependence by Jude 9 on the specific tradition identified by Berger.

Il. THE LOST ENDING OF THE TESTAMENT OF MOSES

There is widespread agreement that Jude’s source in v 9 was the lost ending of the work
preserved for us only in Latin translation, in the incomplete and rather poor text of a
sixth-century manuscript in Milan, a work sometimes known as the As. Mos, but more
appropriately known as the T. Mos' This work, of Palestinian origin, has commonly been
dated at the beginning of the first century A.D., though some have argued for its origin in
the Maccabean period, with some revision in the early first century A.D.. It seems likely that



Jude in v 16 made use of that part of the work which is now extant (see Comment on v 16),
and may therefore have used its lost ending in v 9. Moreover, although some have argued
that Jude’s story of the dispute over Moses’ body seems to belong to a different kind of
literature from what we have of the T. Mos, it could be argued, from our text of the
Testament, that it must have ended with a story of Moses’ death and burial, since (1)
testaments usually end with an account of the subject’s death and burial (T. 12 Patr<, T.
Abr, T. Jo°), and (2) T. Mos 11:6-8’ raises the question of Moses’ burial and seems to
require an account of his burial in an unknown grave.

Although the ending of the T. Mos' is no longer extant, a number of Christian sources
seem to have preserved the substance of the story it contained. These require detailed
discussion in turn:

A. Palaea Historica

Of the death of Moses. And Moses said to Jesus the son of Nave, “Let us go up into
the mountain.” And when they had gone up, Moses saw the land of promise, and he
said to Jesus, “Go down to the people and tell them that Moses is dead.” And Jesus
went down to the people, but Moses came to the end of his life. And Samuel (Samouhl)
tried to bring his body (skunwma) down to the people, so that they might make him (it)
a god (geopoihgwsin auton, v.I" auto). But Michael the chief captain
(arcistrathgo™) by the command of God came to take him (it) and remove
(sunsteilai) him (it), and Samuel resisted (angistato) him, and they fought
(diemaconto). So the chief captain was angry and rebuked him, saying, “May the Lord
rebuke you, devil!” (epitima se kurio™, diabole). And so the adversary
(antikeimeno™) was defeated and took flight, but the archangel Michael removed the
body (skunwma) of Moses to the place where he was commanded by Christ our God,
and no one saw the burial-place (or, burial: tafthn) of Moses.
(Greek text in A. Vassiliev, Anecdota Graeco-Byzantina [Moscow: Imperial University
Press, 1893] 257-58. The Palaea is a Byzantine collection of biblical legends. For its
value in preserving old Jewish traditions, see D. Flusser, ‘“Palaea Historica: An
Unknown Source of Biblical Legends,” ScrHi® 22 [1971] 48-79.)

This text is almost certainly independent of Jude 9: there is a striking lack of
coincidence in vocabulary (only diabolo™ and arcaggelo™), except in the words of
rebuke, but even here the words are not quoted from Jude (who has epitimhsai soi
kurio™). If the author drew these words from Jude 9, he also missed Jude’s point, which is
that Michael himself did not rebuke the devil, but appealed to the Lord to rebuke him.

The following features of the text should be noted:

(1) The death of Moses raises no problem for this tradition. There is no trace of that
resistance to the idea that Moses should have to submit to the fate of sinful men, which is
found in so many Jewish traditions about the death of Moses (see especially Loewenstamm,
“Death of Moses”). There is no trace of the idea of the bodily assumption of Moses which
was current in some circles as early as the first century A.D. (reflected, though countered, in
the accounts of Moses’ death in Josephus, Ant 4.326, and Bib. Ant 19:16; see Haacker and
Schifer, “Traditionen,” 155-56; Loewenstamm, “Death,” 197-98; and rabbinic passages in
Str-° 1, 754-55). Nor is there any trace of the idea of Moses’ own reluctance to die, and of
the unwillingness of the angels and the inability of the angel of death to receive his soul,



which were elaborated in the rabbinic traditions (SipreDeut 305; Deut. Rab 11:10;
Midr. Petirat Mose). There is not even any question of the ascension of Moses’ soul to
heaven. In this account the death of Moses is straightforwardly related, and the interest
focuses on the question of the burial of his corpse. This is precisely what we should expect
in a conclusion to the extant text of the T. Mos, in which Moses looks forward to his death
in a matter-of-fact way, accepting it without argument (1:15; 10:12, 14) and without
implying that there would be anything remarkable about it. (The word receptione (10:12),
which may mean “assumption,” has generally been regarded as a loss; see section (III)
below.) The unique dignity of Moses leads Joshua to expect, not a unique manner of death
for Moses, but a unique form of burial (11:5-8). Burial by the archangel Michael in an
unknown grave fulfills this expectation.

(2) The account begins with Joshua accompanying Moses up the mountain, before
Moses sends him down again. This feature, which does not derive from the biblical text, is
rare in the traditions of Moses’ death (but cf Josephus, Ant 4.326). It would, however, have
followed on well from the text of the Testament of Moses as we know it. There it is Joshua
whom Moses addresses throughout the book, who is commissioned to succeed Moses
(10:15), who responds with consternation to the news that Moses must die (11) and has to
be reassured by Moses (12).

(3) The name Samouhl, i.e” Samma’el, for the devil is known from the Asc. Isa (where
in 1:8 he is identified with Malkira, i.e- the Melkiresac of 4%Amra™, and in 11:41 with
Satan) and from rabbinic sources (“the chief of all the satans,” Deut. Rab 11:10). In
rabbinic traditions of Moses’ death he appears as the angel of death, commanded by God to
take Moses’ soul but unable to do so. A remnant of his dispute with Michael survives in
these traditions, but transposed from the context of Moses’ burial to that of his death
(Midrash Petirat MoSe 11; Deut. Rab 11:10).

(4) The removal of Moses’ body (sunstellein must here mean “remove,” despite the

rarity of this meaning)—to be buried elsewhere—corresponds to the tradition found in Tg.
Ps.-J- Deut 34:6 and Sipre. Deut. 355, in which God or his angels carry the body four miles
from the place of his death to bury it (see Haacker and Schéfer, “Traditionen,” 165-66).
This feature is intended to explain Deut 34:6.
(5) Unlike the rabbinic traditions of Moses’ burial, however, this account ascribes the burial
not to God himself but to Michael, carrying out God’s command. It is typical of the Jewish
literature of the intertestamental period to introduce angels as God’s agents, in actions
which the O attributes directly to God. In relation to Moses’ burial (by God, according to
Deut 34:6 M" the LX* (“they buried”) may already intend to introduce angelic agents. The
later rabbinic traditions, however, lay great stress on the fact that God himself (“none other
than God,” according to m. Sof ***) buried Moses, in order to enhance the unique dignity of
Moses (Haacker and Schifer, “Traditionen,” 165). Our text probably preserves a tradition
which antedates that tendency.

(6) Our text is alone in suggesting that Satan tried to take Moses’ body to the people for
them to worship it, but the idea that Moses’ grave was unknown so that idolatrous use
should not be made of it is a widespread feature of the traditions of Moses’ burial
(Midrash Legah Tob, cited by Loewenstamm, “Death,” 204; Origen, Selects in Num., P°
12. 578B; Theodoret of Cyrus, Quaest. in Deut. 32, P® 80. 447C; Armenian History of
Moses [M. E. Stone, “Three Armenian Accounts of the Death of Moses,” in G. W. E.
Nickelsburg (ed(s)” Studies on the Testament of Moses (SBLSC® 4; Missoula, M"™ Scholars



Press, 1973) 118-21]; Josephus, Ant 4.326 hints at the danger of deification, though not in
relation to the burial of the body). Moreover, it is possible that T. Mos 11:7 already hints at
the danger of deification of Moses’ body. However, when we consider text C below, we
shall find some grounds for wondering whether this feature of A is secondary: it is hard to
be sure whether it belonged originally to the story as found in the lost ending of the T. Mos.

(7) Alone among the texts to be considered in this section, this account represents the
contest between the devil and Michael (here in his military capacity as arcistrathgo™) as
a physical conflict rather than as a verbal dispute in which Satan brings accusations. This
makes Michael’s words, “May the Lord rebuke you,” taken from the context of verbal
dispute (Zech 3:2), less appropriate. In this respect this account is very probably less
original than the other texts to be discussed in this section. (It probably reflects the
increasing militarization of the figure of Michael in the later Christian tradition,
demonstrated by J. P. Rohland, Der Erzengel Michael, Arzt und Feldherr [BZRG® 19;
Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1977].) The motif of the devil’s resistance, which occurs also in texts E,
M, and N below, derives probably from Dan 10:13.

Thus, with the exception of point (7), and perhaps also of point (6), this account seems
to preserve material which can plausibly be attributed to the lost ending of the T. Mos.

B. The Slavonic Life of Moses 16

But at the end of the same year in the twelfth month, on the seventh day (that is, in March),
Moses the servant of God died and was buffed on the fourth of the month September on a
certain mountain by the Chief Captain (Archistrategos) Michael. For the devil contended
with the angel, and would not permit his body to be buried, saying, “Moses is a murderer.
He slew a man in Egypt and hid him in the sand.” Then Michael prayed to God and there
was thunder and lightning and suddenly the devil disappeared; but Michael buffed him with
his (own) hands. (Translation in James, Apocrypha, 47-48, from the German translation in
N. Bonwetsch, “Die Mosessage in der slavischen kirchlichen Litteratur,” NGW®" (1908)
607, but the opening words corrected according to the suggestion of E. Turdeanu, “La
Chronique de Moise en russe,” RES" 46 [1967] 55. Turdeanu shows that the Slavonic Life
of Moses is a [fifteenth-century] version of the medieval Hebrew Chronicle of Moses,
similar to that in the Chronicles of Jerahmeel; the episode of the dispute over Moses’ body
is not found in Jerahmeel, and Turdeanu regards it as an interpolation in the original
Chronicle, but an interpolation made in the Hebrew Chronicle before its translation.)

This text, again not dependent on Jude 9 and also, it seems, independent of the account in
the Palaea, is of interest mainly because it preserves the devil’s accusation against Moses.
Whereas in text A the idea of a legal dispute has been largely transformed into a physical
combat, in B the legal context is preserved through the retention of the devil’s charge. The
devil retains his ancient role of accuser. This must be an original feature of the tradition, not
only on the general grounds that Satan retains his accusing role in the general background
to Jude 9 (section I above), but more specifically because the words of the archangel, “May
the Lord rebuke you!” which Jude’s source quoted from Zech 3:2, must originally have
been a reply to Satan’s accusation, as they are in Zech 3:1-2. It is an impressive indication
of the complementary value of the divergent accounts A and B, that A preserves the
archangel’s words without the accusation, whereas B preserves the accusation without the
archangel’s reply. The accusation from B and the archangel’s reply from A together form a
coherent summary of the dispute. We may therefore be confident that the devil’s charge of



murder against Moses formed part of the lost ending of the T. Mos  which Jude read.
On the other hand, the other new feature in B—the thunder and lightning—Ilooks like a
late embellishment.

C. Pseudo-Oecumenius, In Jud. 9

It is said that Michael the archangel served the burial of Moses. For the devil would
not accept this, but brought an accusation because of the murder of the Egyptian, on the
grounds that Moses was guilty of it, and because of this would not allow him to receive
honorable burial. (Greek text in Denis, Fragmenta, 67. The translation “on the grounds
that Moses was guilty of it” follows the emendation of autou to aitiou proposed by A.
Hilgenfeld, “Die Psalmen Salomo’s und die Himmelfahrt des Moses, B,” ZW'™ 22
[1868] 299; the text as it stands is meaningless.)

D. From Cramer’s Catena
When Moses died on the mountain, Michael was sent to remove () the body. When
the devil slandered Moses (kata tou Mwusew' blasfhmounte™) and proclaimed him
a murderer because he smote the Egyptian, the angel, not tolerating the slander against
him, said to the devil, “May God rebuke you!” (epitimhsai soi 0 geo™). (Greek text
in Cramer, Catenae, 163, lines 18-22; and in Denis, Fragmenta, 67; Charles,
Assumption, 109-10.)

Several scholia and anonymous comments in the Catenae are very similar to C and D (see
Denis, Fragmenta, 67, and texts M and N below). The points of contact with A and B
should be noticed: D agrees with A that Michael’s mission was to remove the body (for
burial elsewhere); both agree with B on the accusation. It is also of interest, for the exegesis
of Jude 9, that D refers to the devil’s accusation as blasthmia against Moses.

A point of conflict between C and A is the question of the devil’s motivation. In A he
wishes to present the body to the people for use as an idol, whereas in C he simply wishes
to prevent Moses from receiving the unique dignity of burial by an archangel, arguing that,
as a murderer, Moses is unworthy of this. The two motives are not necessarily
incompatible, but if a choice must be made between them, the version in C should be
preferred as more original, since it belongs to the devil’s proper role as accuser in a legal
dispute. The motive in A, although, as we have seen, it draws on an old tradition, may be a
later introduction into the story, required by the fact that A has lost sight of the devil’s
accusing role. On the other hand, it is possible that the original story contained both
motives of the devil, each fulfilling a different function in the narrative: the motive in C
serves the story’s intention by showing that Moses deserved the unique honor of burial by
the archangel, while the motive in A serves to explain why Michael removed the body and
buried it in a secret grave (as a precaution against idolatrous reverence for the body). Both
these general themes are to be found in the Jewish traditions about the death of Moses, and
it is quite possible that the conclusion of the T. Mos incorporated both.

E. Severus of Antioch
Here [in Deut 34] by means of a bodily image God set forth a mystery which occurs
concerning the soul. For when the soul separates from the body, after its departure



hence both good angelic powers and a very evil band of demons come to meet it, so that
according to the quality of the deeds, evil and good, which it has done, either one group
or the other may carry it off to the appropriate place, to be guarded until the last day,
when we shall all be presented for judgment, and led away either to eternal life or to the
unending flame of fire. God, wishing to show this also to the children of Israel by
means of a certain bodily image, ordained that at the burial of Moses, at the time of the
dressing of the body and its customary depositing in the earth, there should appear
before their eyes the evil demon as it were resisting and opposing, and that Michael, a
good angel, should encounter and repel him, and should not rebuke him on his own
authority, but retire from passing judgment against him in favor of the Lord of all, and
say, “May the Lord rebuke you!”, in order that by means of these things those who are
being instructed might learn that there is a conflict over our souls after their departure
hence and that it is necessary to prepare oneself by means of good deeds in order to
secure the angels as allies, when the demons are gibbering jealously and bitterly against
us. And when this divine image had appeared before their eyes, it seems that then some
cloud or shining of light came upon that place, obscuring it and walling it off from the
onlookers, so that they might not know his grave. Therefore also the holy Scripture says
in Deuteronomy, “And Moses the servant of the Lord died there in the land of Moab by
the word of the Lord. And they buried him in the land of Moab near the house of
Phogor. And no one saw his death (teleuthn) (or, his grave [tafhn]) until this day.”
[Deut 34:5-6] ... These things, it is said, are found in an apocryphal book which
contains the more detailed account (leptoteran afhghsin) of the genesis or creation.
(Greek text in Cramer, Catenae, 161, line 20-162, line 17; and partly in M. R. James,
The Testament of Abraham [TextsS 2/2; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1892] 17, whose text includes the last sentence, not in Cramer. With this text, cf also
Cramer, Catenae, 161, lines 9-18, attributed to Severus in James, Apocrypha, 46; and
the further quotations from Severus in Cramer, Catenae, 162, lines 17-30; 162, line
31-163, line 10.)

This passage contains a number of new features:

(1) The explicit statement that Michael, in saying, “May the Lord rebuke you!”, was

refraining from giving a judgment on his own authority, looks as though it depends on
Jude’s interpretation of his source in Jude 9, rather than on the source itself. It was Jude’s
use of the source, rather than the source’s own interest, which required this point to be
made explicit.
(2) In explaining that the contest between Michael and the devil was shown to the people to
teach them what happens to the soul at death, Severus makes contact with the tradition
represented by the texts which Berger has assembled (see section | above). It is, however, a
somewhat unsatisfactory use of the story of the contest, which was over Moses’ body, not
his soul, and must be regarded as a secondary, homiletical adaptation of the story.

(3) The idea of the dazzling cloud which prevented the onlookers from seeing where
Moses was buried is found in other accounts (Josephus, Ant 4.326 Memar Margah 5:3 [tr
J. Macdonald, vol. 2 (BZA" 84; Berlin: Tépelmann, 1963) 202]; quotation from ‘“an
apocryphal and mystical codex” in a catena, quoted Charles, Assumption, xlviii). It was
evidently a fairly widespread tradition, but in these other accounts the cloud hides Moses
from view already before he dies. In Severus’ source it has been transposed to follow the



dispute between Michael and the devil, since the latter has become a public spectacle. The
transposition is evident in the quotation from Deut 34:5-6, which is quoted in a form
designed to show that no one saw Moses die (teleuthn), but then is glossed according to
the usual form of the text, to convey the sense that no one saw his burial or grave (tafhn).
This is a further indication that the exhibition of the dispute over the body to the people is a
secondary feature of the tradition. Whether the luminous cloud originally played any part in
the narrative of Moses’ death in the T. Mos' it is impossible to tell.

(4) As James points out (Apocrypha, 46) Severus apparently ascribes his account to the
book of Jubilees (also known as Leptogenesis). This must be a mistake, but Severus seems
to have had his information at second-hand, at best. An apocryphon containing an account
of Moses’ death could easily have been regarded as a sequel to Jub' and attached to it: this
may be the cause of the error. But what was this apocryphon? Plainly not the T. Mos', but
probably a later work which took from the T. Mos' the story of the contest between Michael
and the devil, but adapted it to illustrate the general principle of the contest for the soul at
death. If the explanation that Michael refrained from passing judgment on the devil on his
own authority is to be attributed to Severus’ source, rather than to Severus himself, then the
apocryphon was perhaps a Christian work acquainted with Jude 9. In any case, Severus
provides us with no reliable information about the source which Jude himself used.

F. From Cramer’s Catena
Michael, since he lacked the authority, did not bring upon him (the devil) the
punishment appropriate to blasphemy (th" blasfhmia'), but left him to the judgment
of his Master. For when he brought Moses onto the mountain where the Lord was
transfigured, then the devil said to Michael, “God lied in bringing Moses into the land
which he swore he should not enter.” (Greek text in Cramer, Catenae, 161, lines 4-8.)

This text is clearly a Christian attempt to explain Jude 9 without any knowledge of its
Jewish background. Assuming that the devil’s blasfhmia, mentioned in Jude 9, was
blasphemy against God, the writer tried to explain what such blasphemy, in connection
with a dispute over the body of Moses, might have been. Not realizing that Jude 9 refers to
the time of Moses’ burial, he placed the dispute at the time of the transfiguration of Jesus,
when Moses’ appearance on the mountain apparently contradicted God’s declaration that
Moses should not enter the promised land.

Although James (Apocrypha, 47-48), relying on text N below, supposed these words of
the devil to come from the conclusion of the T. Mos', they cannot do so, because (a) they
are incomprehensible apart from the Christian story of the transfiguration of Jesus, and (b)
they do not constitute an accusation against Moses, but an accusation against God, which is
out of keeping with the devil’s role in the story of the dispute at the burial of Moses.

This concludes the review of texts which could provide reliable evidence of the story of the
dispute over Moses’ body as Jude knew it, i.e' in the form in which it was told in the lost
ending of the T. Mos' (Other texts which have been thought to provide such evidence, but in
fact probably reflect another version of the story, will be discussed in section Il below.)
Discounting texts E and F (which have been shown not to be reliable evidence of the story
Jude knew), and secondary features of other texts (the physical combat in A, the thunder
and lightning in B), we may reconstruct the outline of the story as follows:

Joshua accompanied Moses up Mount Nebo, where God showed Moses the land of



promise. Moses then sent Joshua back to the people to inform them of Moses’ death, and
Moses died. God sent the archangel Michael to remove the body of Moses to another place
and bury it there, but Samma’el, the devil, opposed him, disputing Moses’ right to
honorable burial. The text may also have said that he wished to take the body to the people
for them to make it an object of worship. Michael and the devil therefore engaged in a
dispute over the body. The devil brought against Moses a charge of murder, because he
smote the Egyptian and hid his body in the sand. But this accusation was no better than
slander (blasfhmia) against Moses, and Michael, not tolerating the slander, said to the
devil, “May the Lord rebuke you, devil!” At that the devil took flight, and Michael removed
the body to the place commanded by God, where he buried it with his own hands. Thus no
one saw the burial of Moses.

Evidently the intention of the story was primarily to dramatize the issue of Moses’ supreme
worthiness in God’s sight. In spite of the apparent blemishes on his record, to be found in
the biblical account and brought in evidence against him by Satan, Moses was vindicated as
worthy of the unique honor of burial by God’s archangel. (That the account of Moses’
killing the Egyptian in Exod 2:12 was something of a problem to Jewish exegetes can be
seen from Josephus, Ant 2.254, where the explanation of Moses’ flight from Egypt omits to
mention this incident, and from Philo Mos' 1.44, which justifies Moses’ action.) If the
motif of Satan’s desire to make the body an idol is original, the story had the secondary
function of explaining why Moses was buried in a secret grave (Deut 34:6).

I1l. THE ASSUMPTION OF MOSES

Before the conclusion reached in section Il can be allowed to stand, it is necessary to
consider the evidence of several of the Fathers who refer to a work called the As. Mos as
supplying the source of Jude 9 and ascribe to that work details of a dispute between
Michael and the devil which seems to diverge from the story given in the texts in section II.
It will be convenient to list all the relevant texts before discussing them.

G. Clement of Alexandria, Fragm. in Ep. Jud.
(On Jude 9:) This corroborates the Assumption of Moses (Assumptionem Moysi). (Latin
text in Charles, Assumption, 107.)

H. Didymus the Blind, in ep. Jud. enarr.
They take exception to the present epistle and object to the Assumption of Moses
(Moyseos Assumptioni), on account of that place where the archangel’s word to the
devil concerning the body of Moses is indicated. (Latin text in Charles, Assumption,
108.)

I. Origen, De Princ. 3:2:1
In Genesis the serpent is described as having deceived Eve, and with regard to this, in
the Ascension of Moses (in Adscensione Mosis) (a book which the apostle Jude
mentions in his epistle), Michael the archangel, disputing with the devil about the body
of Moses, says that the serpent, inspired by the devil, was the cause of the transgression
of Adam and Eve. (Latin text in Charles, Assumption, 108.)



J. Gelasius Cyzicenus, Hist. Eccl. 2.17.17

. as it is written in the book of the Assumption of Moses (en biblw analhyew"
Mwsew"), Moses having summoned Jesus the son of Nave and disputing with him, said,
“And God foresaw me before the foundation of the world to be the mediator of his
covenant.” (Greek and Latin texts in Denis, Fragmenta, 63.)

K. Gelasius Cyzicenus, Hist. Eccl. 2.21.7
And in the book of the Assumption of Moses, Michael the archangel, disputing
(dialegomeno™) with the devil, says, “For from his holy Spirit we were all created.”
And again he says, “From the face of God his Spirit went forth, and the world was
made.” (Greek text in Denis, Fragmenta, 64.)

L. From Cramer’s Catena
For the devil resisted (anteice), wishing to deceive, (saying) “The body is mine, for I
am the Master of matter,” and was answered by the angel, “May the Lord rebuke you,”
that is, the Lord of the spirits of all flesh. (Greek text in Cramer,Catenae, 160 line
29-161 line 1.)

M. A scholion on Jude 9
When Moses died on the mountain, the archangel Michael was sent to remove
(metaghsan) the body. But the devil resisted (anteice), wishing to deceive, saying,
“The body is mine, for I am the Master of matter,” or slandering (blasfhmounto™
kata) the holy man, because he smote the Egyptian, and proclaiming him a murderer.
The angel, not tolerating the slander against the holy man, said to the devil, “May God
rebuke you!” (Greek text in Denis, Fragmenta, 67; Charles, Assumption, 110.)

N. A scholion on Jude 9

For the devil resisted (anteicen) wishing to deceive, saying, “The body is mine, for I
am the Master of matter,” and was answered by, “May the Lord rebuke you,” that is, the
Lord who is Master of all the spirits. Others say that God, wishing to show that after our
departure hence demons oppose our souls on their upward course, permitted this to be
seen at the burial of Moses. For the devil also slandered (eblasfhsei kata) Moses,
calling him a murderer because he smote the Egyptian. Michael the archangel, not
tolerating his slander, said to him, “May the Lord God rebuke you, devil!” He also said
this, that God had lied in bringing Moses into the land which he swore he should not
enter. (Greek text in James, The Testament of Abraham, [TextsS 2/2; Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1892] 18, from MS. Bodl. Arch. E.5.9; translation adapted
from James, Apocrypha, 46.)

Texts L, M and N have been included in this list because it is clear that they supply the
words of the devil (“The body is mine, for I am the Master of matter”) to which Michael
replies in text K, and so must provide information from the same source as text K explicitly
quotes. Texts M and N, however, are clearly conflated accounts. Text M combines the
tradition represented by D with the tradition represented by L, while text N has brought
together material from a whole series of divergent traditions, represented by texts D, E, F



and L. These conflated versions are not evidence that all these elements derive from a
single source, but represent the scholiasts’ attempts to gather together the various versions
of the story which they found in their sources. The material derived from the traditions
already discussed in section Il can therefore be discounted as evidence of the content of the
As. Mos..

Texts I, K, L, M, and N provide an outline of Michael’s dispute with the devil which is
quite distinct from that of the texts in section Il. Here the devil claims that the body of
Moses belongs to him because he is the Master of matter. Michael evidently rejects this
claim by arguing that the material world, including human bodies, was created by the Holy
Spirit of God, and therefore belongs to God. The devil is not the rightful Lord of the
material world, but a rebel who, from the time of Adam and Eve, has tempted God’s
creatures to sin against God. Therefore when Michael, with the words, “May the Lord
rebuke you!”, appeals to the judgment of God, he appeals to the one Creator of the world to
whom Satan, like all other spiritual beings, is subject.

There have been attempts to combine this dispute with the dispute found in the texts in
section Il (James, Apocrypha, 48-49; Charles, Assumption, 105-7; Loewenstamm,
“Death,” 209-10), but these attempts are mistaken. The two versions of the dispute exist in
two distinct sets of texts, and are brought together only by the late scholia (M and N) which
themselves indicate that they are found in distinct sources. Moreover, the role of the devil
and the character of the dispute are quite different in the two versions. In the texts in section
I1, the devil remains the malicious accuser of Jewish tradition, trying to prove Moses’ guilt.
In the alternative version, the devil has become a kind of gnostic demiurge, claiming to be
lord of the material world, and Michael’s refutation of his claim is the anti-gnostic assertion
that the one God, to whom the devil himself is subject, created the material world. The
whole concern of the narrative has now become the debate with gnostic dualism. Each
version provides a coherent account in its own terms, but the attempt to combine them into
one narrative can only produce incoherence.

If the story of the dispute over Moses’ body existed in these two versions, were we
correct to identify the version in section Il with the lost ending of the T. Mos  and the source
of Jude 9? At first sight, the texts in this section seem to indicate that it was the As. Mos;,
with its anti-gnostic version of the dispute, which Jude read and which included the text
represented by the Latin manuscript we have called the T. Mos, for (a) texts G, H, and |
explicitly link Jude 9 with the As. Mos; and (b) text J quotes from the As. Mos (evidently
the same work as is quoted in text K) words which are found in the Latin T. Mos' (1:14). A
reply to (a) is not difficult. If the Alexandrian Fathers knew only that version of the dispute
over Moses’ body which was found in the As. Mos', they would naturally have linked that
version with Jude 9, especially as both versions seem to have contained the words, “May
the Lord rebuke you!”, which Jude quotes.

However, the quotations in texts J and K constitute a more serious difficulty. They
require us to suppose either that the text represented by the extant Latin manuscript was
concluded by the anti-gnostic version of the dispute over Moses’ body, and known as the
As. Mos; or that the As. Mos was a revised version of the earlier T. Mos' in which some
material, including T. Mos' 1:14, remained unchanged. (Laperrousaz, Testament, 6061,
simply rejects the testimony of texts J and K as unreliable, since Gelasius’ account of the
Council of Nicaea, in which they occur, is widely regarded as historically untrustworthy.
But this is not an adequate ground for suspecting Gelasius’ attributions of the quotations to



the As. Mos’) Of these two alternatives, the second is preferable. It is hard to believe that a
Palestinian work of the early first century A.D. would have included the kind of refutation
of dualism which the texts quote from the As. Mos. It is much more plausible to attribute
the As. Mos’ version of the dispute over Moses’ body to the concerns of Christian
anti-gnostic argument in the second century A.D..

Of course, if Jude were written against teachers of precisely this kind of gnostic dualism, as
some have argued, then it might perhaps be thought appropriate that Jude 9 should refer to
this anti-gnostic version of the dispute over Moses’ body. In fact, however, there is no
evidence in the letter that Jude’s opponents did espouse a developed Gnosticism or believe
in a demiurge who was lord of the material world. If they did, it is incredible that Jude
should refer to the story in the As. Mos, but not exploit it as an argument against their
dualism. For the purposes of his polemic, Jude seems interested only in the fact that
Michael appealed to the judgment of God against the devil.

The anti-gnostic version of the dispute over Moses’ body in the As. Mos  may, however,
have been connected with Jude 9 in another way. If Jude was not written against developed
Gnosticism, it must have been used against developed Gnosticism in the second and third
centuries. (Clement of Alexandria thought Jude wrote prophetically against the
Carpocratians; Didymus the Blind took his opponents to be the disciples of Simon Magus.)
Perhaps it was the fact that Jude, understood as an anti-gnostic tract, made polemical use of
the dispute over the body of Moses, that inspired a second-century Christian to rewrite that
dispute in the form of a refutation of gnostic dualism.

We have not yet discussed the title fAnalhyi™ Mwsew", “Assumption of Moses.” It
might be considered a further sign that the traditions in section Il do not derive from this
work, that they contain no hint of an assumption either of Moses’ body or of his soul.
Moreover, the extant section of the T. Mos contains no expectation of an assumption,
except perhaps in the word receptione (10:12), which if it does mean “assumption” (see
below) is so out of keeping with the rest of the work (cf 1:15; 10:14; 11:4-8) that most
scholars have considered it a gloss. On the other hand, the texts (given above) which
explicitly quote the As. Mos' are equally silent about an assumption. There are, however,
accounts of an assumption of Moses, given without naming their sources by Clement of
Alexandria and Origen, who knew the As. Mos. It is a fair conclusion that these derive
from the As. Mos'. (The accounts are in Clement. Strom' 6.15.2-3; Origen, In lib. Jesu Nave
Hom. 2:1; cf also Evodius of Uzala, Epist. ad Aug. 158:6; and a further reference to Moses’
analhyi™ (“assumption”) in Clement, Strom' 1.23.1: texts printed in Denis, Fragmenta,
64-66.) The assumption described is one in which Moses was seen in one form ascending
to heaven with angels, while in another form he was buried in the earth. (On this story, cf J.
D. Purvis, “Samaritan Traditions on the Death of Moses,” in G. W. E. Nickelsburg (ed(s)’
Studies on the Testament of Moses [SBLSC® 4; Cambridge, Mass.: Scholars Press, 1973]
113-14; Philo Mos' 2.291; Denis, Introduction, 132. The combination of the burial of the
body and the assumption of the soul is paralleled in other Hellenistic Jewish testaments: T.
Jo°, T. Abr) It is therefore a kind of assumption which is compatible with the story of the
dispute over the body of Moses which the As. Mos' contained. Thus we may conclude that
the fragments of an account of Moses’ assumption preserved by the Alexandrian Fathers
derive from the second-century work which they knew as the As. Mos.

The word receptione in T. Mos' 10:12 (morte receptionem, usually corrected to morte
receptione mea, “my death (and) reception”) remains to be considered. It has generally



been taken to be a translation of (“assumption”), and in that case constitutes the only hint
of an assumption of Moses to be found in the extant Latin text of the Testament.
Laperrousaz (Testament, 41-46) argues that it need describe nothing more than a normal
death (cf T. Mos' 11:5: “What place will receive (recipiet) you?”, i.e” “be your grave”), but
it remains a plausible translation of analhyi* (see Laperrousaz, Testament, 42 n- 3, 43) and
should probably be taken in that sense. If so, it may be a gloss added by a scribe who knew
the tradition of Moses’ assumption. Alternatively, it is possible that the revision which
transformed the Testament into the As. Mos was almost entirely confined to the concluding
part of the work, leaving the part covered by the Latin fragment untouched except for this
gloss (cf Charles, Assumption, xlix, 44, 89), but this is perhaps less likely.

Finally, our hypothesis of a T. Mos which was subsequently rewritten and entitled the As.
Mos’, would explain the presence of two works, a T. Mos' (Diaghkh Mwusew'") and an As.
Mos (fAnalhyi™ Mwusew'), in the ancient lists of apocryphal books. Charles’s argument,
that the As. Mos to which the lists refer was a work dealing only with the death and
assumption of Moses, founders on the length assigned to the As. Mos' in the Stichometry of
Nicephorus (1400 stichoi, compared with the Testament’s 1100 stichoi): it seems much too
long for such a work. If the Assumption was a revised version of the Testament, the
Stichometry’s statement of its length can be more easily believed.

Three More Old Testament Types (Jude
11-13)
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Translation
Mwoe to them!

For they walked® in the way® of Cain,
they plunged® into Balaam’s error for profit,
and through the controversy of Korah they perished.

2These are the people® who feast with you at your fellowship meals,® without reverence,



like dangerous reefs. They are shepherds who only look after themselves. They are clouds
blown along by the wind without giving rain; autumnal trees bearing no fruit, dead twice
over, uprooted; “wild waves of the sea casting up the foam of their abominations;
wandering stars for whom the nether gloom of darkness has been reserved for ever.

Notes
a. For the translation of these verbs, see Comment section.
b. For the dative odw in this expression, cf Acts 14:16; Herm Man 6:1:2; BD" § 198, 5.
c. oi is omitted by ®

“a, probably because they connected it with spilade", “reefs,” which is feminine; in
fact it relates to quneuwcoumenoi, “feasting together,” with spolade™ in apposition.
d. For agapai’™ umwn, “your agapes,” A reads apatai’ autwn, “their deceptions”: a
correction because the presence of the false teachers at the agapes seemed too scandalous
(cf 2 Pet 2:13).

Form/Structure/Setting

Jude 11 is a woe oracle, a form of speech which, although it may have Wisdom origins,
was used with great frequency by the O prophets and occurs in the O™ almost exclusively
in the prophetic books (a useful review of recent study of the O woes is D. E. Garland, The
Intention of Matthew 23 [NovTSuP 52; Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1979] 72-80). It was a flexible
form, adaptable to different purposes, but within and after the O (although it could still be
used primarily as a lament: “alas!”: cf Matt 24:19; Gos. Pet 7) it developed an increasingly
imprecatory character, becoming a prophetic pronouncement of judgment on sinners. This,
for example, is the function of the large number of woes (thirty-two, more than in any other
ancient Jewish work) in 1 Enoc” 92-105 (on which see G. W. E. Nickelsburg, “The
apocalyptic message of 1 Enoc" 92-105,” CB® 39 [1977] 309-28; R. A. Coughenour, “The
Woe-Oracles in Ethiopic Enoch,” JS' 9 [1978] 192-97). Even there, however, a note of
sadness and lament for the fate of sinners is not excluded (1 Enoc" 95:1).

The form of woe oracles varies. Those in 1 Enoc” (also Jd* 16:17; Sir 41:8-9) follow the
pattern: (1) “Woe!” (frequently with a second person address, “to you™); (2) specification of
the sins of the wicked; (3) pronouncement of judgment. But there are woes which lack (3)
(Luke 11:42-44), and, very rarely, woes which lack (2) (Barn 6:2). Frequently a oti
clause, as in Jude, is used, specifying the cause of the exclamation, but this can be either the
sin (Luke 11:42-44, 46-47, 52) or the coming judgment (Luke 6:25; 1 Enoc" 99:16). Jude,
in the three clauses which follow his oti, specifies both the sins and the judgment to which
they lead, by reference to the O types. His “Woe to them!” is very unusual (cf Hos 7:13
LX* since the more usual forms are impersonal (“Woe to those who ...”) or direct address
(“Woe to you!”), but it is determined by his context and purpose.

The use of a woe implies prophetic consciousness on the part of the speaker or writer, as
one authorized to announce divine judgment (Nickelsburg, “Apocalyptic message,” 317),
and the prophetic character of v 11 is confirmed by the three aorist verbs, representing the
Semitic use of a “prophetic perfect.” This means either that Jude himself here delivers a



prophetic oracle, or that he quotes an already existing oracle, presumably of an early
Christian prophet (as Ellis, “Jude,” 224, suggests). It is scarcely possible to decide between
these alternatives. It might be argued that just as he cites his first set of types (vv 5-7)
according to a traditional list, so he cites the second set according to a well-known oracle.
One rabbinic text (. So? *°, quoted Vermes, “Balaam,” 134) lists Cain, Korah, and Balaam
as a group of notorious sinners, but this is insufficient evidence to show that they were a
well-known set of three in established Jewish tradition. At least in the cases of Balaam and
Korah, however, Jude was not the only early Christian to use these types with reference to
false teachers in the church (Balaam: Rev 2:14; Korah: an application to false teachers is
implied in 2 Tim 2:19, quoting Num 16:5; 1 Cle™ 51:3-4; and cf the Jewish evidence on
Korah given in the Comment section), and this may well point to a piece of Christian
prophetic teaching well-known in the early church (and known to Jude’s readers according
to v 5). On the other hand, it is possible that Jude, though taking up an established
typology, has himself cast his reference to it in the form of a woe oracle.

In either case, v 11 stands here as equivalent to an O text, which Jude then applies to
the false teachers in vv 12-13 (beginning outoi eisin, as in vv 16 and 19). This is the only
case in which Jude’s “text” appears to refer directly to the false teachers, but it does so only
in saying that they conform to the types. It is vv 12-13 which actually describe the errors of
the false teachers in order to show that they do conform to the types. The pattern is
therefore the same as in the exposition of the first three types in vv 8-10, and just as that
exposition introduced an additional text (v 9) to help the exposition, so vv 12-13 contain
allusions to other texts (Ezek 34:2; Prov 25:14; Isa 57:20; 1 Enoc" 80:6). The link between
the original “text” and the exposition is helped by the catchword connection planh, “error”
(v 11)/planhtai, “wandering” (v 13). Finally, just as the exposition in vv 8—10 concluded
by inferring the judgment of the false teachers, so does the exposition in vv 12-13.

The remarkable accumulation of metaphors (six in all) is unusual in Jewish literature,

but cf the series of similes in Wis 5:9-12, 14; Ep Jer; 70-71; and 1Q" 3:6-7; the series of
metaphors for the writer’s enemies in 1Q" 5:6-8; and the accumulated imagery in 4 Macc
7:1-5; Jas 3:2-8.
The last four of Jude’s metaphors comprise a set of four images from nature, probably
inspired by reflection on 1 Enoc" 2:1-5:4; 80:2-8, and selected to represent the four regions
of the universe (see Comment section). Like much of Jude’s letter, these verses are
carefully composed, and the accumulated imagery, culminating in the image of judgment,
is rhetorically effective.

Comment

11. What distinguishes this second set of types (v 11), with their exposition (vv 12-13),
from the first set (vv 5-7), with their exposition (vv 8-10)? Most commentators assume
that Jude varies his illustrations, but largely repeats his charges. Having compared the false
teachers with three notorious groups of sinners, he now compares them with three notorious
individual sinners from the O™ Closer examination, however, suggests that Jude’s purpose
iIs more precise. Whereas in vv 5-10 he portrayed the false teachers simply as sinners, in vv
11-13 he portrays them as false teachers who lead other people into sin. This interpretation
will give a unity of theme to the section vv 11-13, and will enable vv 12-13 to be seen as
an application of the three types of v 11 to the false teachers, rather than as simply a series



of loosely connected denunciations.

It is therefore largely this section which will justify regarding Jude’s opponents as false
teachers. They were not simply members of the church guilty of immoral conduct (Chase,
D®(H); 2, 804; Plummer, 390), but people who taught antinomianism, no doubt on the
authority of their visions (v 8), and thereby enticed other Christians into sin (cf the teaching
of “Balaam” and the prophetess “Jezebel” in Rev 2:14, 20).
th odw tou Kain eporeughsan, “they walked in the way of Cain.” In postbiblical Jewish
tradition, Cain became not simply the first murderer, but the archetypal sinner and the
instructor of others in sin. Some writers saw him as the prototype of hatred and envy
toward one’s brothers (T. Benj 7:5; 1 John 3:11; 1 Cle™ 4:7). Josephus (Ant 1.52-56)
portrayed him as guilty of greed, violence and lust, and as the great corrupter of mankind
(“he incited to luxury and pillage all whom he met, and became their instructor in wicked
practices”: 1.61, Loeb tr" For Philo Cain was the archetypal egoist (Det. 32, 78), and the
leader of others in the ways of sin (Post 38-39). Several of these characteristics, but
perhaps especially Cain’s role of enticing others to sin, make him appropriate as a type of
Jude’s opponents.

In addition, however, it is possible that Jude also has in mind a tradition found in the
Targums, which represented Cain as the first heretic. All the Targums, except Ongelos,
include at Gen 4:8 a haggadic expansion of the biblical text in which Cain’s murder of Abel
is represented as the outcome of an argument about the righteousness of God (see Vermes,
“Targumic Versions”; P. Grelot, “Les Targums du Pentateuque: Etude comparative d’apres
Genese, 1V, 3-16,” Sem' 9 [1959] 59-88). The argument takes place in two stages (though
the Frg. Tg combines them into one exchange between the brothers). In the first stage Cain
complains that God’s acceptance of Abel’s offering and rejection of Cain’s offering is
unjust; it shows that God does not govern the world justly. Abel replies that the world is
governed justly, and it was because of the righteousness of Abel’s deeds that his offering
was accepted. Only this first stage is given in the Geniza fragment of the Palestinian
Targum, but Pseudo-Jonathan and Neofiti take the argument into a second stage, in which
Cain denies that there will be justice in a future life. He says: “There is no Judgment, there
is no Judge, there is no other world, there is no gift of good reward for the just and no
punishment for the wicked” (Tg. Ps.-J, Neof, cf Frg; tr in Vermes, “Targumic Versions,”
97-99). To this Abel replies: “There is Judgment, there is a Judge, there is another world.
There is the gift of good reward for the just and punishment for the wicked” (Tg(s’ Ps.-J,
Neof, cf Frg; tr in Vermes, “Targumic Versions,” 97, 99; Tg Neof adds: “in the world to
come”). Particularly in this second stage of the argument, Cain is represented not only as a
wicked man, but also as the first heretic: he indulges in wickedness on the strength of
religious skepticism about the divine righteousness and the reality of future judgment.

With regard to the dating of this tradition great caution is required. Probably the second
stage of the argument is a later development than the first stage, but it may still be as early
as the first century A.D. (Vermes, “Targumic Versions,” 116; but the argument of S.
Isenberg, “An Anti-Sadducee Polemic in the Palestinian Targum Tradition,” HT® 63 [1970]
43344, that it reflects polemic against the Sadducees’ denial of a future life is not decisive
evidence of date). If this tradition was familiar to Jude and his readers, the mention of Cain
would suggest a man who makes denial of future judgment a pretext for wickedness, and
Jude’s heretics would thus be followers of Cain not only in their immorality, but also in
their religious teaching that there will be no future judgment in which God will punish their



immorality. Though we are never explicitly told that this was part of their teaching, it
seems a reasonable inference that it was: their freedom from the Law entailed immunity
from any future judgment.

The sense of “walked in the way of Cain” is probably that they have followed in Cain’s
footsteps by imitating his sin. (For the expression, cf LX* 3 Kgdms 15:26: eporeugh en
odw tou patro™ autou; 15:34; 16:2, 19, 26; 4 Kgdms 8:18, 27; 16:3; 2 Chron 11:17;
21:6; Ezek 23:31; in all these cases it means to follow someone’s moral example.
poreuesqgai, “to walk,” frequently, in Jewish Greek, refers to conduct or manner of life.)
Boobyer (NT* 5 [1958-59] 45-47), however, argues that all three verbs in this sentence are
used synonymously to refer to the destruction which the false teachers have incurred on
account of their sin. poreuesgai would then be used as a euphemistic expression for going
to one’s death (cf LX* 3 Kgdms 2:2: poreuomai en odw pash' th" gh'; 2 Chron 21:20;
Luke 22:22), equivalent to apwlonto, “they perished.” Boobyer translates: “they go to
death in the path of Cain.” But: (1) this is not the most natural meaning of the phrase
(Kelly, 269), and (2) although Cain was sometimes used as an example of judgment (T.
Benj 7:5; cf Wis 10:3; Jub 4:31), the emphasis was often on the mitigation of his
punishment (Gen 4:13-15; Josephus, Ant 1.58; Tg(s' Gen. 4:13, 24), which made him less
suitable as an example of judgment. It seems best to reject Boobyer’s suggestion, though it
is possible that Jude’s choice of expression contains a hint that to follow in Cain’s path will
lead to Cain’s fate.

th planh tou Balaam misqou execughsan, “they plunged into Balaam’s error for
profit.” Again, Jude’s reference to Balaam is dependent on the development of traditions
about Balaam in postbiblical Judaism (on which see Vermes, “Balaam”; Ginzberg, Legends
3, 354-82), in which Balaam was almost always portrayed in a bad light, as “Balaam the
villain,” one of the great enemies of the people of God. The disciples of Balaam are
contrasted with the disciples of Abraham (Pirge *Abot- 5:22: the disciples of Balaam have
“an evil eye, a greedy soul, and a haughty spirit,” and “go down to Gehenna”).

Although according to the biblical account Balaam refused to be persuaded to curse Israel
for the sake of monetary reward (Num 22:18; 24:13; but cf Deut 23:4; Neh 13:2), Jewish
traditional exegesis represented him as accepting Balak’s invitation out of greed for the
large rewards promised him (Tg(s’ Num 22:7; Philo Mos' 1.266-68; Mig. 114; <AbotRNat;
1.29; Num. Rab" 20:10). Although Balaam of course failed to curse Israel, he made up for
the failure, according to haggadic tradition, by advising Balak to entice Israel into sin (cf
Num 31:16). Balak’s advice, in Pseudo-Philo’s version, was: “Select the most beautiful
women among you and in Midian, and set them before them naked, adorned with gold and
jewels. And it shall come to pass that when they see them, they will sin against the Lord
their God and they will fall into your hands, for otherwise you cannot overcome them”
(Bib. Ant 18:13; cf Tg. Ps.-J Num 24:14, 25; 31:8; Philo Mos' 1.295-300; Josephus, Ant
4.126-30; y. San" 10.28d; and cf Rev 2:14). In this way Balaam was regarded as
responsible for the apostasy of Israel recorded in Num 25:1-3, and the resulting divine
judgment which caused the death of 24,000 Israelites (Num 25:9; cf Num 31:16, which
gave rise to this interpretation). The fact that Balaam was with the Midianite kings when
the Israelites killed him (Num 31:8; Josh 13:21-22) was explained in the exegetical
tradition by the supposition that Balaam had returned to collect his reward for his
successful advice: “What business had Balaam there? R. Jonathan said: He went to receive
his reward for the 24,000 Israelites whose destruction he had encompassed” (b. Sanh- 106a,



Soncino tr’ cf Num. Rab 20:20; 22:5; Sipr® Numbers 137).

Thus, by highlighting and developing certain aspects of the biblical account (especially
Num 31:16), Jewish tradition remembered Balaam primarily as a man of greed, who for the
sake of reward led Israel into debauchery and idolatry. The parallel with Jude’s opponents
will be that, like Balaam, they were enticing the people of God into sexual immorality
(idolatry, though mentioned in Rev 2:14, does not appear in Jude), and doing so because
they received financial rewards for their teaching. It may also be relevant that Balaam was
In some sense a prophet, who received revelation in dreams and visions; sometimes Jewish
exegetes saw him as a true prophet who had become a mere soothsayer or interpreter of
dreams (b. Sanh- 106a; cf Tg(s' Num 22:5; Bib. Ant 18:2; Num. Rab' 20:7)

The precise meaning of th planh tou Balaam misqou execughsan, “they plunged
into Balaam’s error for profit,” is not easy to determine. Boobyer again argues that the verb
should be synonymous with apwlonto, and translates, “they are themselves cast away in
the error of Balaam” (cf R' Margin: “they cast themselves away through the error of
Balaam”™), but his parallels to this use of the verb are not really convincing. On the other
hand, this verb (passive of ekcein or ekcunein, “to pour out”) can be used in the sense of
“to abandon oneself to” or “to plunge into” (examples in Mayor, and BA® s.v” occasionally
with the dative instead of the more usual ei*. In that case planh (equivalent to ei"
planhn) will be that into which the false teachers plunged.

Although the verb is appropriate to sexual immorality (cf T. Reub 1:6) and although
Jewish tradition sometimes accused Balaam of this (bestiality with his ass: Tg. Ps.-J Num
22:30), this sense is ruled out here by misqou (“for profit”). The false teachers cannot be
said to give themselves up to sexual indulgence for the sake of financial gain. Probably
Jude refers to the idea, found in the Jewish exegesis, that Balaam, enticed by the prospect
of reward, hurried with great eagerness to go and curse Israel (Num. Rab 20:12; b. Sanh
105b, interpreting Num 22:21); and, by telescoping the story, this would mean that he
hurried to give the advice that led Israel into immorality. Similarly, the false teachers,
greedy for money, have rushed to follow his example.

At the same time, Jude may well intend a hint that to plunge into this error of Balaam’s
is to plunge to destruction. For Balaam’s eagerness, which Jewish exegesis found in Num
22:21, was connected with the words of God in the preceding verse. This verse was
understood to mean that because Balaam so much wished to go, God let him have his
desire, but in doing so sent him to his destruction (“Villain! I have no wish that the wicked
should perish, but seeing that you are eager to go and to perish out of the world, rise up,
go!”: Num. Rab 20:12, Soncino tr’ cf Bib. Ant- 18:8). The same interpretation was given to
Num 22:35 (Philo' Mos' 1.274; Num. Rab 20:15; cf Ginzberg, Legends, 3, 367).

Balaam’s “error” (planh means literally “wandering” from the right path) must refer
primarily to his advice to Balak which led Israel into sin. It was for this advice that he was
rewarded. planh should therefore be taken in an active sense (as in Matt 27:64; 2 Thess
2:11): his leading others astray. But the passive sense need not be excluded: in leading
others astray, he himself went astray (cf planhtai, “wandering stars,” v 13: the false
teachers are themselves stars which have wandered from their courses; and 2 Tim 3:13).
Again, there may also be a hint of judgment, cf Num. Rab 20:9: “Balaam appeared on the
scene and led mankind astray into lewdness. And as he led others astray so he was himself
led astray. By the counsel that he gave he was himself tripped up. And the Holy One,
blessed be he, led him astray; for so it is in fact written, ‘He causeth the nations to err, and



destroyeth them’ (Job 12:23)” (Soncino tr*

For their antinomian teaching the false teachers take payment (misqou, cf Philo, Mig.
114: epi misqw, referring to the fact that the Moabites “hired” Balaam; LX* Deut 23:5;
Neh 13:2: emisgwsanto). In the primitive church the traveling missionary’s or prophet’s
right to be supported by the churches (1 Cor 9:4; Did  13:1) was all too easily abused (Rom
16:18; 1 Tim 6:5; Titus 1:11; Did 11:5-6, 12). Hence the concern, which is frequent in the
N" to protect the church’s leaders from any suggestion that they might be making profit out
of their work (cf Acts 20:33-34; 1 Thess; 2:9; 2 Thess; 3:8; 1 Tim 3:3, 8; Titus 1:7; 1 Pet
5:2; Did  15:1; Pol" Phil 5:2).

th antilogia tou Kore apwlonto, “through the controversy of Korah they
perished.” Korah, who with Dathan and Abiram led a rebellion against the authority of
Moses and Aaron (Num 16:1-35; 26:9-10; cf Ps 106:16-18; Sir 45:18-19), was a
notorious figure in Jewish tradition. He became the classic example of the antinomian
heretic. This was partly because, in addition to the material already in the biblical text of
Num 16, Jewish exegetical tradition, represented by Pseudo-Philo (Bib. Ant 16:1-2 and Tg
Pseudo-Jonathan (to Num 16:1-2), interpreted Korah’s revolt in connection with the
immediately preceding account of the law of the fringes (Num 15:37-41). Korah and his
fellow-conspirators complained that this was an intolerable law (Bib. Ant 16:1). In
contravention of it they “made garments with completely blue fringes, which the Lord had
not commanded” (Tg. Ps.-J Num 16:2; cf Num. Rab 18:3). Korah accused Moses of
adding his own inventions to the Torah (Num. Rab 18:3, 12). Later rabbinic tradition
attributed to Korah the heresy of the Minim that God gave only the Decalogue, and
represented Korah as claiming, “The Torah is not from heaven” (Vermes, “Decalogue,”
173; cf Ginzberg, Legends, 6, 100-101).

It should also be noticed that the Targums (Neof Num 16:1; 26:9; Ps.-J- Num. 26:9) say
that Korah, Dathan and Abiram “made a schism” (literally “divided,” ¢ p

; perhaps cf 4QpNa" 4:1). This characterization of them as schismatic is also reflected

in 1 Cle™ 51:1-4, which compares those “who set themselves up as leaders of rebellion and
dissension” (stasew" kai dicostasia') with Korah and his fellows, who rebelled
(stasiazontwn) against Moses (cf also 1 Cle™ 4:12). The implication of Num 16:2, that
Korah, with Dathan, Abiram, and On, was responsible for inciting others to rebel, is
strengthened by Num. Rab' 18:2, which interprets “took men” to mean that Korah “drew
their hearts with persuasive words” (cf Josephus, Ant 4.15-21). Korah was therefore a
natural type for heretical teachers, and 2 Tim 2:19 (along with 1 Cle™ 51:1-4) suggests that
Jude was not the only early Christian writer to apply this type to false teachers within the
church. The allusive character of the reference in 2 Tim 2:19 (quoting Num 16:5) suggests
a well-established tradition.
Jude’s use of Korah as a type of the false teachers has often been thought to indicate that he
accuses them of rebelling against ecclesiastical authorities (Zahn, Introduction, 244-45;
Werdermann, Irrlehrer, 58; Bigg, Windisch, Barnett, Kelly, Reicke), but this is not
necessarily the case. Korah’s rebellion was against God as much as against Moses and
Aaron (Num 16:11; 26:9), and Jude may have seen Moses in this context as representing
the Law. It is likely that the real significance of Korah for Jude is as one who denied the
divine authority of the Law.

For Korah’s rebellion, Jude does not use stasi" (“sedition”; as in 1 Cle™ 51:1, 3;
Josephus, Ant 4.12-13) or episustasi”, “uprising” (as in LX* Num 26:9), but antilogia,



“controversy” (used of Korah’s rebellion in Prot. Jas 9:2; LX* uses it to translate Meribah
in Num 20:13; 27:14; Deut 32:51; 33:8; Ps 80:8; 105:32). Although antilogia can, by
extension, refer to opposition in act (Moulton and Milligan, Vocabulary, s.v.), its root and
common meaning is verbal opposition, quarrel, dispute. It is appropriate to Korah as a
heretical leader who advanced antinomian opinions in controversy with Moses (cf
Pirge *Abot~ 5:22: “the controversy [T(] |J MWe have argued that in the cases of Cain and
Balaam, Jude has referred primarily to their sins, though perhaps also hinted at their
judgment. In the case of Korah, however, he refers explicitly to Korah’s judgment. This (as
Boobyer rightly points out) is not likely to be because he sees Korah as the most heinous
sinner of the three. It is more probably because the exceptional character of Korah’s fate
made it a much more striking example of divine judgment than those of Cain and Balaam.
This will also explain why Jude has placed Korah last, out of chronological order (cf 7. Sof
#13 “which lists them in chronological order: Cain, Korah, Balaam). The sequence of three
clauses reaches a climax in the final word apwlonto (“have perished”).

Although Korah was sometimes thought to have been consumed by the fire (Num
16:35; Josephus, Ant 4.56), he was usually held to have shared the fate of Dathan and
Abiram, when the earth swallowed them up and they went down alive to Sheol (Num
26:10; Bib. Ant 16:6; Prot. Jas' 9:2; cf Num. Rab 18:19). This unique (Num 16:30) fate
was frequently cited as a warning example of divine judgment (Num 26:10; Ps 106:17; Sir
45:19; Josephus, B’ 5.566; Bib. Ant 57:2; 1 Cle™ 4:12: 51:4; Prot. Jas 9:2). According to
Pseudo-Philo, Korah and his company remain alive in Sheol until the Last Day, when they
will be destroyed without sharing in the resurrection (Bib. Ant 16:3; cf ’Abot R. Nat 36:2;
Num. Rab 18:13).

The aorist apwlonto is equivalent to a “prophetic perfect,” i.e it views the future

judgment of the false teachers with the certainty of an event which has already occurred.
This perspective necessarily also puts the sins of the false teachers into the completed past;
hence the aorist tense of the two preceding verbs.
12. en tai™ agapai' umwn, “in your fellowship meals.” This is the earliest occurrence of
the term “agape” in the sense of the Christian fellowship meal, a usage which afterward
becomes fairly frequent (2 Pet 2:13 v.I¥ Ign- Smyrn- 8:2; Ep. Apos' 15; Acts Paul & Thecl®
25; Clement Alex., Paed 2.1.4; Strom' 3.2.10; Tertullian, Apol- 39; De jejun. 17-18). It is
equivalent to the much less frequent term “the Lord’s supper” (kuriakon deipnon: 1 Cor
11:20; Hippolytus, Apost. Trad. 26.5; Clement Alex., Paed 2.2, quoting 1 Cor 11:20).

In the background to the practice lie the common meals of Judaism (e.g the meals of
the haburot_and those of the Qumran sect and the Therapeutae) and the communal living of
the earliest Christian community (Acts 2:44-46), but more especially the meals, including
the Last Supper, which the disciples of Jesus celebrated with him both before and after his
resurrection. The agape or Lord’s Supper was a real meal (1 Cor 11:20-34; Acts 2:46), held
in the evening (Acts 20:7, 11), and was not, in the N' period, distinct from the Eucharist
(see M.J. Townsend, “Exit the Agape?” ExpTi™ 90 [1978-79] 356-61; I. H. Marshall, Last
Supper and Lord’s Supper [Exeter: Paternoster, 1980] 110-11) for which N writers have
no term which distinguishes it from the agape. Probably Ignatius still uses the term
kuriakon deipnon to include the Eucharist (Smyrn 8:2), and the close association of agape
and Eucharist continued well into the second century (Ep. Apos' 15), though by the time of
Justin the two had become separate, at least in some places. The agapes to which Jude
refers certainly included, as their focal point, the sharing of the loaf and the cup which was



later distinguished as the Eucharist. Their name must derive from the dominant early
Christian sense of the love of God reaching men through Jesus Christ and creating a
fellowship of love among Christians. This fellowship was expressed and enacted in the
fellowship meal.

The mention of the agapes here is probably not, as has often been thought, because they
were subject to particular abuse by the dissolute false teachers (cf- Clement of Alexandria
on the agapes of the Carpocratians: Strom' 3.2), but because they were the focal point of the
common life of the Christian community, and so the presence of the false teachers,
behaving in their usual irreverent manner (afobw'), was there especially dangerous.

spilade”, “dangerous reefs.” The meaning of spilade™ here has been much
discussed.

(1) The majority of the commentators (Spitta, Knopf, Bigg, Windisch, Sidebottom,
Grundmann, Cantinat; Spicg, Agape., 368—69; and already the Vulgate: maculae) and most
English translations take spila™ to be here equivalent to spilo™, meaning “blot, blemish,
spot.” This is supported mainly by 2 Pet 2:13 (spiloi), and Jude’s own use of the verb
spiloun (“to defile”) in v 23. But this meaning of spila™, which presumably arose by
confusion with spila™, is extremely rare (apparently only one known instance: the Orphic
book Lithaca 614, from the fourth century A.D.). In view of Jude’s good command of Greek
vocabulary it is not likely that he simply confused the two words.

(2) A few take spila™ as an adjective, “dirty” or “polluted,” equivalent to

espilwmeno™ (v 23), arid so here: “polluted persons” (so apparently Didymus: maculati;
Hesychius: memiasmenoi; Zahn, Introduction, 245, 258 n> cf BD’ § 45). Jude means that
the false teachers participate in the fellowship meals “polluted by their unchastity” (Zahn,
Introduction, 258). This gives a slightly different sense from (1), and accords with Jude’s
description of the false teachers in v 8. But the usage is hard to parallel.
(3) Knox (JT° 14 [1913] 547-49; JT° 16 [1915] 78; cf Jones, JT° 23 [1922] 282-83) has
argued that spila’™ can mean “foul wind” (adjectival spila™ with anemo™ understood).
But even if his evidence for this use is accepted, it gives no good sense in Jude 12, where it
occurs too early to be connected with the later wind metaphor.

(4) The usual meaning of spila™ is “rock,” especially at sea or on the shore, and hence
a reef which can cause shipwreck (examples in Mayor, Spicq, Lexicographie, 809-10, and
BA®" This interpretation (adopted by Ps.-Oecumenius, Plummer, Mayor, Reicke, Green,
Kelly) is not only the natural meaning of the word; it also makes excellent sense. In context
the word should indicate the danger which the false teachers present to Jude’s readers by
their close association with them in the fellowship meals. The false teachers, he says, are
like dangerous reefs; close contact with them will result in shipwreck. (For the metaphor,
cf 1 Tim 1:19; Barn. 3:6; and cf the more common metaphors of the snare and the rock of
stumbling: of persons, Isa 8:14—15; Matt 13:41; 16:23. It is in keeping with Jude’s style that
he substitutes a less common and livelier metaphor.) spilade™ are sometimes said to be
hidden, submerged rocks (cf Etymologicum Magnum, quoted Mayor; Kelly, Reicke) but
this need not be the case (see especially Anth. Pal. 11.390, quoted Bigg; Josephus, B’ 3.420;
Plummet, 428). They can be visible rocks, jutting out from the seashore, and such rocks are
also a danger to shipping. Jude certainly does not think the false teachers are in any way
“hidden”; they are identifiable by their teaching and scandalous conduct. His point is that
close proximity to such people is dangerous, and should be avoided, as a sailor keeps his
ship clear of the rocks.



It is not impossible, in view of Jude’s use of catchword connections (cf planh, “error”
(v 11) and planhtai, “wandering” (v 13) in this section; and the remarks on threin in the
Comment on v 6) and his use of spiloun, “to defile,” in v 23, that Jude intends the pun
spilade"/spiloi, “dangerous reefs/blots.”

oi ... suneuwcoumenoi afobw", “the people who feast with you ... without
reverence.” The article oi relates not to spilade™, which is feminine, but to
suneuwcoumenoi, (cf the same construction in v 19); spilade™ is in apposition (Chaine,
Kelly).
suneuwcoumenoi could mean simply “feasting together,” by themselves (Spitta, Bigg, RS"),
and this could be supported by the following phrase eautou™ poimainonte" (“feeding
themselves”), if this refers directly to their behavior at table, and by v 19 (apodiorizonte™,
“making divisions”): they formed their own group at table (cf 1 Cor 11:18-21). But
whether or not they did this, it is not likely to be the point Jude is making. After en tai"
agapai' umwn (“in your fellowship meals”) the natural meaning of sunruwcoumenoi is
“feasting with you” (thus © and 2 Pet 2:13, which add umin, are correct interpretations). In
line with the theme of this section—the false teachers as those who entice others to
sin—Jude’s point relates to the danger of such close association with them.

There is not necessarily anything reprehensible about “feasting” at the agape, but
coupled with afobw", “without reverence,” there may be the implication that, in
accordance with their sensuality (v 10), the false teachers treat it as a mere banquet, an
occasion for gratifying their appetites, rather than for fellowship with the Lord and their
fellow-Christians (cf 1 Cor 11:20-22, 33-34). Some take afobw" with the following
phrase (Zahn, Introduction, 258; Mayor, Bigg), but when understood as “irreverently” (as
in LX* Prov 15:16) it goes well with suneuwcoumenoi and supplies the note of
condemnation which would otherwise be lacking in this phrase. The irreverent attitude
(also at Corinth: 1 Cor 11:27-29) probably relates to the spiritual arrogance of the false
teachers, who behave as though they were their own masters, not subject to the Lord. There
is no reason to think they made the agape an occasion for blatant debauchery. The danger
Jude sees is from the influence of their general attitude and behavior. We should also
remember that the agape was probably also a time when prophecy and teaching took place
(cf Acts 20:7, 11), so that the false teachers’ presence exposed the church to their teaching.
It may be that in this way this opening phrase of v 12 connects fairly directly to the rest of
vv 12-13, which concern the teaching activity of the false teachers.

The danger of close association with the false teachers may have been connected in
Jude’s mind especially with Korah (v 11), since the account of Korah’s revolt lays great
stress on the danger to the rest of Israel from proximity to Korah and his company (Num
16:24, 26-27, 34; Bib. Ant 16:7).

eautou’ poimainonte”, “shepherds who only look after themselves.” This phrase has
often been taken closely with the preceding: they selfishly concentrate on having a good
meal themselves, like the Corinthians who could not wait for their brothers before starting
their own meal (1 Cor 11:21) (so Plummer, Moffatt, Kelly). But poimainonte”,
“shepherding,” is the activity of shepherds, and the metaphor of shepherding for Christian
leadership was so common in early Christianity (John 21:16; Acts 20:28; 1 Cor 9:7; Eph
4:11; 1 Pet 5:2; Ign* Phil 2:1; Ign" Rom' 9:1; cf CP 13:9-10) that it must be implied here.
Bigg thinks the phrase refers to the rebelliousness of the false teachers; instead of
submitting to the pastors of the church, they wish to be their own shepherds. But the more



natural meaning is that they claim to be leaders in the church, but instead of tending the
flock they only look after themselves. This meaning becomes certain when it is seen that
Jude is alluding to Ezek 34:2, which indicts the shepherds (i.e rulers) of Israel for feeding
themselves at the expense of the sheep. The sheep provide them with meat and wool, but
they do not tend the sheep (34:3). Similarly the false teachers are making a good living out
of the church. (Cf also Asc. Isa 3:24: “many elders will be lawless and violent shepherds to
their sheep and will become ravagers [of the sheep], since they have no holy shepherds”: tr
in NTApoc 2, 648.) The phrase connects with the example of Balaam (v 11), the prophet
who hired out his services for financial gain.

Jude’s allusion is evidently to the Hebrew of Ezek 34:2 (LX* has mh boskousin
poimene™ eautou™; “do shepherds feed themselves?” c¢f Symmachus: oi poimainonte™
eautou”, “shepherds who only look after themselves”).
nefelai anudroi upo anemwn paraferomenai, “They are clouds blown along by the
wind without giving rain.” This is the first of four metaphors from nature, all of which
relate to the false teachers’ claim to be prophets and teachers. This metaphor probably
derives from Prov 25:14: “Like clouds and wind without rain is a man who boasts of a gift
he does not give” (RS"). (Again Jude must be dependent on the Hebrew text, for the LX*
completely obscures this sense.) On summer days on the coasts of Palestine and Syria,
clouds are sometimes seen approaching land, promising rain, but then pass, blown on by
the wind, without producing any rain. Similarly, the false teachers are all empty promise.
They make great claims for the value of their teaching, but it provides nothing beneficial at
all.

dendra Tfginopwrina akarpa, “autumnal trees bearing no fruit.” The precise
significance of Fginopwrino™ is disputed: (1) some hold that it refers to a time when the
trees are bare, after the season when the fruit is harvested (Bigg, Chaine, Kelly); (2) others
take it to refer to the end of the season of harvest, when any tree’s fruit, if it has any, should
be ripe (this view is argued in Mayor’s long note, 55-59). It seems that evidence can be
cited for either usage, no doubt because the reckoning of seasons varied. But (1) seems an
unsatisfactory sense in context; a tree cannot be blamed for bearing no fruit when the
season for fruit has passed. The second suggestion provides a good parallel with the
previous phrase; just as the clouds promise rain but give none, so the trees promise fruit but
yield none. Like the fig tree in the parable (Luke 13:6), these trees are bare when fruit is
expected.

The image of a tree and its fruits is common in the biblical literature, with various
meanings (Ps 1:3; Jer 17:6, 8; Wis 4:3-5; Sir 6:3; Matt 3:10 par. Luke 3:9; Jas 3:12; Herm.
Sim 4); of particular relevance is Matt 7:16-20 (cf Matt 12:33 par. Luke 6:43-44), where
false prophets are known by their evil fruits. It may be, however, that Jude’s image was
primarily inspired by a passage in 1 Enoc" which describes how “in the days of the sinners”
(80:2) the regularity of nature will be interrupted: “all things on earth will change, and will
not appear at their proper time” (80:2; on the relevance of this passage as a whole to vv
12-13, see below). One instance of this is that “the fruits of the trees will be withheld at
their proper time” (80:3, tr Knibb). In this picture of lawless nature Jude saw a metaphor of
the lawless men troubling his churches.

di'" apoganonta ekrizwgenta, “dead twice over, uprooted.” The metaphor of the trees
is an advance on that of the clouds, in that it describes the judgment of the false teachers,
picturing it, as in v 11, as though already accomplished. This extension of the tree metaphor



is traditional (trees cut down: Matt 3:10 par. Luke 3:9; Matt 7:19; Luke 13:9; uprooted: Ps
52:5; Prov 2:22; Wis 4:4; Matt 15:13). It is hard to give “twice dead” a botanical meaning;
Mayor suggests that they “may be called doubly dead, when they are not only sapless, but
are torn up by the root, which would have caused the death even of a living tree.” But the
term has clearly been chosen for its application to the false teachers. Some think it is as
apostates that they are doubly dead; they have returned to their preconversion condition of
spiritual death (Mayor, Bigg, Green, Grundmann). More probably Jude refers to the term
“the second death,” by which the fate of the wicked after the Last Judgment was known
(Rev 2:11; 20:6, 14; 21:8; for “the second death” in the Targums, see I. Abrahams, Studies
in Pharisaism and the Gospels, 2nd Series [Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1924]
41-49; McNamara, Targum, 117-25).

13. kumata agria galassh™ epayrizonta ta" eautwn aiscuna’, “wild waves of the
sea casting up the foam of their abominations.” This third of the metaphors from nature is
probably based on Isa 57:20: “the wicked are like the tossing sea; for it cannot rest, and its
waters toss up mire and dirt” (RS"). (The last clause is missing in LX* so again it is clear
that Jude depends on the Hebrew.) It is noteworthy that this verse of Isaiah is twice echoed
in the Qumran hymns, to describe the assaults of the wicked on the writer (1Q" 2:12-13:
“they have roared like turbulent seas, and their towering waves have spat out mud and
slime”; 1Q" 8:15: “they cast up their slime upon me”: tr. Vermes; for the wicked as wild
waves, cf also 1Q" 2:27-28; 6:23). (Note also that T. Jud  21:9 predicts false prophets like
storms at sea.)

In his paraphrase of Isa 57:20, Jude shows his command of good literary Greek (for the
use of agrio™ for a turbulent sea, and the rare word epafrizein, “to cause to splash up
like foam”; cf' Euripides, Hercules furens 851: galassan agrian, Moschus, Idyll. 5:5: a
de galassa kurton epafrizh; Wis 14:1: agria kumata; Sib. Or 3:778: agria kumata
Pontou, “wild waves of Pontus”), but there is no reason to think he depends on any
particular Greek source. Oleson (NT* 25 [1978-79] 492-503) argues that Jude alludes to the
myth of Aphrodite’s birth in Hesiod, Theog 147-206, with a secondary allusion to
Euripides, Hercules furens 850-52, but there is no verbal contact with the former exceptn
that Hesiod uses afro™, “foam,” while the connection Oleson makes with the passage in
Euripides is tenuous in the extreme.

Jude’s language has broken through his metaphor: the abominations belong to the false
teachers, not to the waves, but Jude compares them with the filth which the waves cast up
on the shore. It is not certain whether the “abominations” (lit., “shames”) are shameful
deeds (so most commentators; and cf the refs. for this usage in BA® or shameful words
(Reicke). In either case, the metaphor makes a rather different point from those of the
clouds and the trees. They produced nothing; the waves produce something, but the product
is horribly unlike the teaching and conduct of the true Christian prophet. Instead of edifying
other Christians, it soils them like the dirt thrown up by a stormy sea.

astere" planhtai, “wandering stars.” It is widely agreed that Jude has borrowed this
image from 1 Enoc". Jewish apocalyptic thought of the heavenly bodies as controlled by
angels (see, e.g” 1 Enoc" 82), and inherited Oriental myths in which the apparently irregular
movements of the planets were attributed to the disobedience of heavenly beings, and
probably also such phenomena as comets and meteors were interpreted as heavenly beings
falling from heaven (cf Isa 14:12-15; Rev 8:10; 9:1). Thus in 1 Enoc" 18:13-16; 21:3-6,
the Watchers (whose fall from heaven and judgment Jude mentioned in v 6) are represented



as seven stars “which transgressed the command of the Lord from the beginning of their
rising because they did not come out at their proper times” (18:15, tr Knibb; cf 21:6). This
imagery is taken up in the later Book of Dreams (1 Enoc" 83-90), which in its allegory of
world history represents the fall of the Watchers as the fall of stars from heaven (86:1-3);
then, in a passage corresponding to 1 Enoc” 10 (which Jude quoted in v 6) the archangels
cast the stars down into the darkness of the abyss and bind them there (88:1, 3) until their
judgment at the End, when they will be cast into the abyss of fire (90:24). If Jude is
alluding to these passages, as many think (Plummer, Mayor, Windisch, Chaine, Kelly;
Milik, 1 Enoc", 239), then he is once again, as in v 6, comparing the false teachers with the
fallen angels. His phrase astere™ planhtai (“wandering stars”) was normally used of the
planets (references in TDN' 6, 229 n”" and was still so used, even though in Jude’s day
astronomers were aware that in fact their movements are regular (Cicero, De natura
deorum 2.51, quoted Mayor). This corresponds to Enoch’s reference to “seven stars” (1
Enoc" 18:13; 21:3), though the fall of the stars (86:1-3) would perhaps better suit comets or
meteors.

A minor criticism of this view would be that in 1 Enoc" darkness is the temporary fate of
the fallen angels (1 Enoc" 88:1; cf 10:4-5), as it is in Jude 6, until at the Last Judgment
they are thrown into the fire (1 Enoch 90:24; cf 10:6, 13; 21:7-10). In Jude 13 darkness is
the eternal destiny of the stars. But this may indicate only that Jude is using his source
material flexibly.

There is, however, another passage in 1 Enoc" which may have a better claim to have
been immediately in Jude’s mind: the passage already mentioned, in 1 Enoc" 80, which
describes the lawlessness of nature in the last days: “And many heads of the stars in
command will go astray, and these will change their courses and their activities, and will
not appear at the times which have been prescribed for them” (80:6, tr Knibb). The
following verse describes how they thereby lead people astray. These “wandering stars”
Jude takes as an image of the false teachers who stray from the path of obedience to God in
order deliberately to entice others into sin. The use of planhtai, “wandering,” establishes
a catchword connection with Balaam (v 11), the prophet who went astray in leading others
astray (planh).

The words planan (“to lead astray”) and planh (“error”) were regularly used to
describe the activity of the false prophets of the last days (Matt 24:4-5, 11, 24; 1 Tim 4:1; 2
Tim 3:13; 1 John 4:6; Rev 2:20; 13:14; cf TDN' 6, 241, 246-49). Clement of Alexandria,
applying Jude’s image of the wandering stars to the Carpocratians, correctly perceived its
force: “For these are the ‘wandering stars’ (astere" planhtai) referred to in the
prophecy, who wander (planwmenoi) from the narrow road of the commandments into a
boundless abyss of the carnal and bodily sins” (Letter to Theodorus 1.6—7, tr in M. Smith,
Clement of Alexandria and a Secret Gospel of Mark [Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard
University Press, 1973] 446). Theophilus of Antioch (Ad Autol. 2.15.17-19), whether or
not inspired by Jude, saw the fixed stars as images of righteous men who observe God’s
laws and the planets as representing men who have strayed from God and abandoned his
laws.

oi"" ozofo" tou skotou™ ei" aiwna tethrhtai, “for whom the nether gloom of
darkness has been reserved for ever.” In 1 Enoc" the place of final damnation is usually
represented by fire, but Jewish thought also knew the idea of consignment to eternal
darkness (Tob 14:10; 1 Enoc" 46:6; 63:6; Pss. Sol" 14:9; 15:10; cf Matt. 8:12; 22:13;



25:30), and the two images were sometimes combined (1 Enoc" 103:8; 108:14; &SibOr;
4:43; 1Q° 2:8; 4:13; 2 Enoc" 10:2). Jude will have chosen the image of darkness here
because it is a more appropriate fate for stars. Unlike the true Christian teachers who are to
shine like the stars in heaven (Dan 12:3), the misleading light of the false teachers will be
extinguished in darkness for ever.

With regard to the whole group of four images from nature, two final observations can be
made. Firstly, as Reicke points out, it may be significant that Jude has chosen an image
from each of the four regions of the physical world: clouds in the air, trees on the earth,
waves in the sea, stars in the heavens. But this observation is really only significant when
connected with the second (first made by Spitta), that this sequence of metaphors is related
to 1 Enoc" 2:1-5:4 and 80:2-8. The first of these passages follows immediately the verse of
1 Enoc” (1:9) which Jude quotes in vv 14-15, and at 5:4 it returns to the theme of 1:9. It
forms a kind of comment on 1:9, addressed directly to the wicked whose judgment is
foretold in 1:9, and it is therefore likely that Jude had reflected on it.

The theme of the section is that the works of God in nature conform to the laws which
God has ordained for them, by contrast to the wicked who transgress God’s law. The
illustrations of this include the four natural phenomena which Jude takes up: “Consider the
summer and the winter, how the whole earth is full of water, and clouds and dew and rain
rest upon it” (2:3, tr Knibb); “Contemplate how the trees are covered with green leaves,
and bear fruit” (5:1, tr Knibb); “Behold how the seas and rivers likewise accomplish and do
not alter their tasks from his commandments” (5:4, tr from Greek); “Contemplate all the
events in heaven, how the lights in heaven do not change their courses, how each rises and
sets in order, each at its proper time, and they do not transgress their law” (2:1, tr Knibb).
But in contrast to these pictures of law-abiding nature, Jude has chosen corresponding
examples of nature transgressing these laws, not fulfilling its appointed functions. His
examples from nature are therefore not (as in 1 Enoc") contrasts but parallels to the lawless
behavior of the wicked.

Jude will probably also have known a later passage of 1 Enoc” (in the “astronomical”

section) which predicts the last days (“the days of the sinners,” 80:2), when nature will no
longer present a law-abiding contrast to the ways of wicked men, but will itself go astray
into lawlessness. Here parallels to three of Jude’s four images may be found: “the rain will
be withheld, and heaven will retain it” (80:2); “the fruits of the trees will be withheld at
their proper time” (80:3); “many heads of the stars in command will go astray” (80:6).
It seems likely that these two passages in 1 Enoc" have inspired Jude’s series of metaphors.
He represents the lawlessness of nature, prophesied for the last days, by selecting an
example from each of the four regions of the world, and sees in them figures of the lawless
teachers who are also prophesied for the last days. He has then filled out this general
conception by working in allusions to Prov 25:4 and Isa 57:20.

explanation

In this section Jude focuses on the false teachers as teachers and corrupters of others,
and shows that in this capacity, too, they conform to O types of sin and its judgment.
Again he uses prophetic types probably already familiar to his readers from the catechetical
tradition, and he refers to them in the form of a prophetic woe oracle against the false
teachers, an authoritative pronouncement of judgment, which he either quotes from earlier



Christian prophecy or utters on his own prophetic authority.

The oracle compares the false teachers first to Cain, the great prototype of sinners, who
corrupted the race of Adam, and also (if this tradition can be dated to Jude’s time) the first
heretic, who justified his antinomian behavior by denying divine righteousness and
judgment. Secondly, they are compared to Balaam, the prophet who, in his greed for
financial gain, hurried eagerly to give the advice which led Israel into the disastrous
apostasy at Beth-peor. Thirdly, they are compared to Korah, the archetypal schismatic, who
contested the authority of Moses and disputed the divine origin of certain laws, gathering
followers around him. The mention of judgment is reserved for this third type, since it is
the spectacular fate of Korah which illustrates most effectively the doom which awaits
Jude’s opponents.

The detailed application of the oracle to the false teachers (vv 12-13) opens with a
reference to the church’s agapes or fellowship meals, which were at this period not
distinguished from the Eucharist and were the center of the church’s life of worship and
fellowship. In these fellowship meals the false teachers participated fully, and with their
customary lack of reverence, so that the danger which their influence constituted for the
church as a whole is focused on their presence at the fellowship meals. It is encapsulated in
the first of six metaphors with which Jude describes them in this section; they are
dangerous reefs, and if Jude’s readers come too close to them they risk shipwreck.

With a reference to Ezek 34:2, the second metaphor describes the way they exploit the
roles of leadership which they claim in the community, probably by requiring the church to
support them at a high standard of living. They are shepherds, who instead of tending the
sheep, look after themselves at the sheep’s expense.

The four metaphors which follow are drawn from nature, one from each region of the
universe (air, earth, water, heavens) and each an example of nature failing to follow the
laws ordained for her. In this lawlessness of nature, such as apocalyptic writers expected to
characterize the last days, Jude sees pictures of the lawlessness of the false teachers of the
last days.

The first two of these images—the clouds which fail to give rain and the trees which
fail to provide fruit—make the same point: despite the claims they make for the value of
their teaching, the false teachers are of no benefit to the church at all. Therefore, just as a
barren tree is uprooted, they will incur the second death.

Not only do these teachers have no beneficial effect. Like the turbulent sea which
throws up filth on the shore, they have an actually harmful effect, corrupting those who
come under their influence.

Finally, they are compared to stars which go astray from their God-ordained courses, as

the planets did in the old astrological myths, misleading those who look to them for
guidance. The traditional judgment of such disobedient stars is to be extinguished in the
eternal blackness of the underworld.
Much of the impact of this passage derives from its imaginative force. Many of Jude’s
readers no doubt found the false teachers impressive and persuasive, and part of Jude’s task
must be to shift their whole imaginative perception of the false teachers and show the false
teachers in a wholly different light. With this aim he provides a series of imaginatively
powerful images which will influence the range of mental associations with which his
readers perceive the false teachers.
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Translation

“It was also about these® that Enoch, the seventh in descent from Adam,
prophesied, saying,
Behold, the Lord came® with his tens of thousands of holy ones,® “to execute judgment
on all, and to convict all the ungodly of all the ungodly deeds which they had committed
in their ungodliness,” and of all the hard things® which ungodly sinners had spoken
against him.
®These people are discontented murmurers, who follow their own desires. Their mouths
utter arrogant words and they show partiality for the sake of gain.

c 15

Notes
a. This use of the dative toutoi™ is odd, but must bear this meaning.
b. The aorist hlgen represents a ‘prophetic perfect.’

c. On the variant readings see Osburn, NT*> 23 (1976-77) 337-38. The addition of
aggelwn, in some manuscripts, including "2, is probably an explanatory gloss, since agioi
alone, in ordinary Christian usage, came to mean Christians, rather than angels.

d. This phrase is intended to represent in the English the repetition of the stem aseb,
which in the Greek is contained in the verb hsebhsan.
e. The addition of logwn (*
etc.), as in 1 Enoc" 1:9 (C), is probably an explanatory gloss.

Form/Structure/Setting

This is the only section of his midrash in which Jude provides a formal quotation from a
written source as his text, and he indicates this by using a standard formula of introduction
(cf 4Qpls® 2:7; 4QFlo’ 1:16; Acts 2:16; 4:11) in which toutoi", “these,” identifies the
false teachers as those to whom the prophecy applies. In accordance with early Christian



practice he makes certain modifications of the text (see below) which reflect his exegesis of
it (cf Osburn, NT® 23 [1976-77] 340-41).

In the interpretation (v 16) the use of the phrase kata ta'" epiqumia™ autwn
poreuomenoi, “following their own desires,” creates a catchword connection with the next
quotation (v 18).

THE TEST OF THE QUOTATION FROM 1 ENOCH

In these verses Jude quotes 1 Enoc" 1:9. For the text of this verse we have a fragment of
the original Aramaic, from Qumran (IVQEnc 1:1:15-17: Milik, Enoch, 184 and Plate 1X),
the Greek version in Codex Panopolitanus (C) (given in the table from Black’s edition), the
Ethiopic version (given in the table in Knibb’s translation), and a Latin version in
Pseudo-Cyprian, Ad Novatianum 16 (text in Charles, Enoch, 275), which has been widely
regarded as derived directly from 1 Enoch rather than from Jude. Comparison of Jude with
these witnesses to the text of 1 Enoc" 1:9 raises two questions: (a) Has Jude followed the
Greek version (C) or made his own translation from the Aramaic? (b) Has Jude adapted the
text to meet his own requirements?

The following points where Jude diverges from C need to be considered:

(1) idou: here Jude agrees with Ethiopic and Ps.-Cyprian against (C), and almost
certainly follows the Aramaic text (so vander Kam, V' 23 [1973] 147-48; Black,
“Maranatha,” 195; Osburn, NT®> 23 [1976-77] 335-36; against Milik, Enoch, 186). (Both
idou and C’s oti may derive from an original yra

[as Knibb, Enoch, 59, suggests], or perhaps from an original ah yra
, the phrase with which the Targum renders hnh yk
in Mic. 1:3 [a theophany text on which 1 Enoch 1:4-6 depends] where the LX* has
diocti idou; cf vander Kam, V' 23 (1973) 147-48.)

(2) hlgen: Jude’s aorist (agreeing with Ps.-Cyprian) represents a Semitic “prophetic
perfect,” and will be the more literal translation of the Aramaic, whereas C and Ethiopic are
more idiomatic renderings (vander Kam, V' 23 [1973] 148; Osburn, NT® 23 [1976-77] 337,
for the Aramaic prophetic perfect, see Black, NT® 18 [1971-72] 10 n’ “Maranatha,” 196).

(3) kurio". In 1 Enoc" the subject of the sentence is God, named in 1:4. Jude’s kurio",
which has no support from the other versions, has no doubt been supplied by him, probably
as a Christological interpretation, in order to apply the verse to the Parousia of Jesus Christ
(Black, “Maranatha,” 195; Osburn, NT* 23 [1976-77] 337), but perhaps also by analogy
with other theophany texts (Isa 40:10; 66:15; Zech 14:5; cf 1 Enoc" 91:7) which were also
applied to the Parousia in primitive Christianity.

(4) en agiai' muriasin autou: here Jude agrees with the Ethiopic and the Aramaic
fragment against C. (For an attempt to explain C’s longer reading, as a Christian
interpretation of the text, see Bauckham, “A Note.”) Even if the expansion of the text in C
is the result of a secondary gloss or scribal error in the Greek version, the fact that Jude
uses the Semitism en instead of C’s sun shows that he is not here following the Greek (cf
Zahn, Introduction, 287).

(5) kai elexai panta™ tou" asebei'. Comparison of the versions shows that Jude
has here abbreviated the text. According to the Ethiopic, Ps.-Cyprian and C, there are three
purposes of God’s coming: (a) to judge, (b) to destroy, (c) to convict. By combining (b) and
(c) into one phrase Jude omits the idea of destruction, which one might have expected him



to retain (cf vv. 5, 10), but he also omits the original object of (c): “all flesh.” This
omission has the effect of applying the text exclusively to the asebei’’, whom Jude wishes
to identify as the false teachers (cf Osburn, NT®> 23 [1976-77] 338). The omission of
“destroy,” (which comes
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rather oddly before “convict” in 1 Enoc") emphasizes their judicial conviction, which must
precede their destruction.

(6) peti pantwn twn sklhwn wn elalhsan kat autou. The longer text in C may be
explained by dittography (Charles, Enoch, 8; Knibb, Enoch, 60), unless Jude has again
abbreviated the text, as the Ethiopic has certainly done here. Against all the versions, the
Aramaic fragment has “great and hard,” as in 5:4 (Greek: melalou™ kai sklhrou™
logou™; Ethiopic: “proud and hard words”). Jude has the sense of this in v 16 (uperogka).

Jude’s divergences from C do not seem to be explicable by the supposition that he was

quoting the Greek version from memory (Chaine, Kelly). At points (3) and (5) he has
deliberately adapted the text to suit the interpretation he wishes to put on it, but at points
(1), (2), (4) and perhaps (6) he seems to be closer to the Aramaic original than to C. On the
other hand, elsewhere his translation coincides closely with C. This coincidence might just
possibly be accidental, assuming in both cases a literal rendering of the Aramaic (cf
Milik’s reconstruction of the Aramaic), but this is unlikely.
The simplest explanation is that Jude knew the Greek version, but made his own translation
from the Aramaic. Other possibilities are that the text in C is a corruption of the Greek
version which Jude quotes, or that the translator of the Greek version was a Christian who
knew Jude’s letter (Zahn, Introduction, 287).



Comment

14. Epfoyhteusen, “prophesied.” While this word indicates that Jude regarded the
prophecies in 1 Enoc" as inspired by God, it need not imply that he regarded the book as
canonical Scripture. At Qumran, for example, the Enoch literature and other apocryphal
works were evidently valued without being included in the canon of Scripture.

ebdomo™ apo Adam, “the seventh in descent from Adam”: a traditional description of
Enoch (1 Enoc" 60:8; 93:3 = 4QE" 1:3:23-24; Jub 7:39; Lev. Rab 29:11), arrived at by
reckoning the generations inclusively (Gen. 5:3-19). As the number of perfection, it
indicates Enoch’s very special character in the genealogy of the patriarchs, as the man who
walked with God and was taken up to heaven (Gen 5:24)—the root of all the legends and
literature about Enoch in intertestamental Judaism. The description here is probably
intended to stress, not so much Enoch’s antiquity, as his special status which gives
authority to his prophecy.
hlgen kurio™, “the Lord came.” kurio™ (“the Lord”) is probably Jude’s interpretative gloss
on the text (see Form/Structure/Setting section above), by which he applies a prophecy of
the eschatological coming of God (1 Enoc" 1:4) to the Parousia of the Lord Jesus. In doing
so he follows what seems to have been a widespread practice in primitive Christianity, of
applying O' theophany texts to the Parousia (e.g Isa 40:10 [Rev 22:12]; Isa 63:1-6 [Rev
19:13, 15]; Isa 66:15 [2 Thess 1:7]; Zech 14:5 [1 Thess 3:13; Did 16:7]). The opening
section of 1 Enoch is in fact based on a series of such O' texts, especially those which
depict the coming of the Divine Warrior (see vander Kam, V' 23 [1973] 129-50).

That early Christians expected the eschatological theophany to take the form of the
Parousia of the Lord Jesus has considerable importance for the study of the earliest
Christological developments, for it was one route by which divine language came to be
used of Christ. Like most early Christology, this was a functional identification of Jesus
with God; as God’s representative he will carry out the divine function of eschatological
judgment (and salvation, see on v 21). Even though Jewish messianic expectation could
also transfer such functions to the Messiah (4 Ezra; 12:31-33; 13:37-38; 2 Apoc. Bar- 40:1,
72:2), it is noteworthy that much early Christian thinking about the Parousia did not derive
from applying O™ messianic texts to Jesus but from the direct use of O texts about the
coming of God. Jude is clear evidence that this took place in Palestinian Jewish
Christianity.

Black (NT® 18 [1971-72] 10-11; “Maranatha”) suggests that 1 Enoc" 1:9, in the form
given in Jude 14, is the source of the Maranatha formula, but this presupposes (1) that 1
Enoc" 1:9 was widely used in early Christianity, and (2) that kurio' is not Jude’s own but a
traditional Christian adaptation of the text. If (1) were acceptable, (2) would be plausible
enough, but Jude’s use of 1 Enoch is rather exceptional among N' writers (by contrast with
second-century Christian writers, who surprisingly allude to 1 Enoc" more frequently), and
we cannot be very confident that 1 Enoc” 1:9 was used of the Parousia much outside the
circles to which Jude belongs. It is of course possible that Jude is one of our very few
witnesses from precisely those Aramaic-speaking Christian circles in which Maranatha
originated. But it would be safer to connect the formula more generally with the early
Christian use of O texts which refer to the coming of the Lord (Deut 33:2; Ps 68:17; Isa
40:10; 66:15; Mic 1:3; Zech 14:5). It is with one of these other texts (Isa 40:10) that the
formula seems to be linked when it is used in Revelation (22:12, 20).

en agiai" muriasin autou, “with his tens of thousands of holy ones.” The author of 1



Enoc” 1:9 derived the phrase from Deut. 33:2 (understanding the text as “tens of thousands
of holy ones with him,” as in Tg. Onq’ cf Ps. 68:17, and vander Kam, V' 23 [1973]
148-50), in accordance with the mention of Sinai in 1 Enoc" 1:4. The “holy ones” are
angels, the heavenly army of the Divine Warrior, as in Zech 14:5, which was probably the
main source of the early Christian expectation that the Lord at his Parousia would be
accompanied by a retinue of angels (Matt 16:27; 25:31; Mark 8:38; Luke 9:26; 2 Thess 1:7;
perhaps 1 Thess 3:13; see Bauckham, “A Note”).

15. poihsai krisin kata pantwn, “to execute judgment on all.” The phrase refers to
adverse judgment, condemnation (cf v 4, krima), and, especially in Jude’s adaptation of
the text, not to all men but to all the ungodly (asebei').
asebei", “the ungodly”: see Comment on v 4. The quotation is remarkable for its
repetition of the stem aseb- (asebei twice, asebeia™, hsebhsan), and this must be one
reason why Jude chose it. It is probable that for him this was really the key text which
demonstrates that the false teachers and their judgment are prophesied, and that v 4 (oi
palai progegrammenoi ei’ touto to krima, asebei') points forward, not exclusively,
but especially, to this quotation.

peri pantwn twn sklhrwn w elalhsan kar autou, “of all the hard things which ...
had spoken against him.” The ungodly are to be condemned both for their deeds and (in this
phrase) for their words. It is on the latter aspect that Jude will concentrate in his
interpretation (v 16), probably because he has already dealt with the former aspect quite
fully (vv 5-10) and is now more concerned with the false teachers as teachers. To speak
“hard things” (cf 1 Enoc" 5:4; 27:2; 101:3; also LX* Gen 42:7, 30; 1 Kgdms 20:10; 3
Kgdms 12:13) is associated in 1 Enoc” 5:4 with being “hard-hearted,” and probably in 1
Enoch means to express stubborn resistance to God’s will.

16. goggustai, “murmurers.” The connotations of the phrase “hard things” (sklhrwn)
in the quotation from 1 Enoc” take Jude’s mind back to the Israelites in the wilderness (cf
Ps 95:8; and for Israel in the wilderness as the classic case of “hardness of heart,” see
Berger, ZN" 61 [1970] 1-47), whom he has already cited as types in vv 5 and 11. For the
verbal expressions of Israel’s stubbornness, her complaints against God and resistance to
his will, are again and again in the Pentateuch and later literature described as “murmuring”
=l =gr

: LX* gogguzein, diagogguzein, goggusmo'; and see K. H. Rengstorf in TDN' 1,
728-37). (Jude’s goggustai is a hapax in LX* and N" but is found in Symmachus, Prov
26:22: Isa 29:24; and Theodotion, Prov 26:20.) Israel’s disbelief at Kadesh, to which Jude
referred in v 5, was expressed in “murmuring” (Num 14:2, 27, 29, 36; Deut 1:27; Ps
106:25; C° 3:8), as was Korah’s revolt (Num 16:11; for other instances of Israel’s
murmuring in the wilderness, see Exod 15:24; 16:2, 7-9, 12; 1 Cor 10:10; 4 Ezra 1:15-16).
Though, of course, the word could be used in other contexts (Sir 10:25; Pss. Sol 16:11; 1Q"
5:23; 1Q° 11:1; Matt 20:11; Luke 5:30; John 6:41, 43, 61; 7:32; Did 3:6; 3 Apoc. Bar 8:5;
13:4), its associations with Israel in the wilderness were so strong that Jude must intend
them here.

The reference is not to the false teachers’ complaints against the church authorities
(Werdermann, Irrlehrer, 58-59; Zahn, Introduction, 247), because Jude is interpreting the
“hard things” of Enoch’s prophecy, which the ungodly spoke against the Lord (kat
autou). Jude means that the false teachers, like Israel in the wilderness, dispute the
authority of God (or Christ). Instead of accepting his will for them, they resist it and



complain about it (cf Num 14:2-3). Jude is again thinking of their antinomianism. No
doubt the false teachers said that no good came of keeping the commandments of the Law
and regarded them as a burdensome restriction of human freedom.

memyimoiroi, “discontented.” This word (which should probably be taken as an
adjective with goggustai, “murmurers”) adds little to the meaning of goggustai, but
strengthens the rhetorical impact. Another N' (and LX* hapayx, it refers to people who are
discontented with their lot. Philo Mos' 1.181) uses memyimoirein of Israel’s murmuring in
the wilderness, and Jude may have taken the word from T. Mos' 7:7 (quaeru [...], restored
by Charles, Assumption, as quaerulosi, which in the Vulgate at Jude 16 translates
memyimoiroi; but against this view, see Laperrousaz, Testament, 51-52).

The false teachers are not content with the moral restrictions God has imposed on them, and
wish to throw off such restraints.

kata ta" epigumia™ autwn poreuomenoi, “following their own desires.” The
corollary of their rejection of God’s will is that they follow their own will. Although
epiqumia frequently has the bad sense of sinful desire, Jude’s point here is not so much
that they indulge particular sinful desires, whether sexual lust or greed, but that they follow
their own desires rather than God’s. An illuminating comparison is with the catalogue of
historical examples of sin and judgment in C® 2:14-3:12 (which is related to Jude’s list in
vv. 5-7), where the repeated phrases describing sin are: “walked in the stubbornness of
their heart,” “did not keep the commandment(s),” and “chose their own will” (cf also C°
8:7-8; Jer 18:12). The last is the equivalent of Jude’s phrase (cf also Isa 65:2; T. Jud 13:2;
2 Tim. 4:3; Avristides, Apol- 7).

to stoma autwn lalei uperogka, “Their mouths utter arrogant words.” The Qumran
Aramaic fragment of 1 Enoc" 1:9 (4QE™ 1:1:17) says that the wicked spoke “great and hard
things” (+yeqil sbr

[or

]): if Jude read this text, he omitted “great” in his quotation, but now takes it up in his
interpretation. In any case, the phrase is repeated in 1 Enoc" 5:4 (4QE™ 1:2:13), which
resumes the theme of 1:9: “you have spoken great and hard words (Greek: megalou™ kai
sklhrou™ logou™) with your unclean mouth against his majesty.” This passage is again
echoed in 1 Enoc” 101:3: “you speak with your mouth great and hard things (megala kai
sklhra) against his majesty” (cf also 27:2). Jude may also have recalled the same
expression in T. Mos 7:9 (os eorum loquetur ingentia, an exact equivalent of Jude’s phrase)
and Dan 7:8, 20 (LX* and €% stoma laloun megala, “a mouth uttering great things,”) (cf
also Ps 12:3 [LX* 11:4]; Rev 13:5; 2 Apoc. Bar 67:7).

In place of the usual literal Greek rendering megala (“great), Jude uses uperogka (lit
“huge”; elsewhere in N' only at 2 Pet 2:18), which is better Greek idiom, since the word
can be used of speech and of arrogance (see the quotations from Plutarch in Mayor;
Theodotion, at Dan 11:36, has lalhsei uperogka, “he will speak arrogant words”). But
the Semitic idiom must determine Jude’s meaning, which is not that the false teachers are,
in the usual sense, boastful (as in Rs", J°, NI¥, etc.). Their big words are uttered against God
(1 Enoc" 5:4; 101:3), like those of Nebuchadnezzar (2 Apoc. Bar 67:7), Antiochus
Epiphanes (Dan 7:8, 20; 11:36) and the Antichrist (Rev 13:5). They express their arrogant,
presumptuous attitude toward God, their insolent contempt for his commandments, their
rejection of his moral authority which amounts to a proud claim to be their own moral
authority.



gaumazonte™ proswpa wfeleia" carin, “showing partiality for the sake of gain.”
Neither the connection of this phrase with what precedes nor its precise meaning is easy to
understand. The expression gaumazein proswpon or proswpa is a common translation of
the Hebrew idiom UynP aen

(used in LX* e.g Deut 10:17; 28:50; 2 Chron 19:7; Job 13:10; 22:8; Prov 18:5; the

alternative translation in LX* is lambanein proswpon). It does not always carry a bad
sense (cf Gen 19:21; Deut 28:50), but when in the O it does it usually means to show
partiality in the administration of justice, and is often linked with perverting justice by
taking bribes (Deut 10:17; 16:19; 2 Chron 19:7; Prov 28:21; Sir 35:12-13).
In Jude 16 the term has commonly been translated “flatter” (RS", J°, NI'), but there is little
precedent for this meaning (cf Job 32:21-22). It could mean “show partiality” in a very
general sense, as in Jas 2:1-9, where the fault is that of showing honor to the rich while
neglecting the poor. Then, as most commentators argue, Jude means that the false teachers
curry favor with the rich and influential members of the church. This gives a good sense
except that it seems very loosely linked to what precedes.

It may be that the meaning is rather more precise. There are a number of passages in
which the sin of “respecting persons” is linked to the activity of religious teaching. These
are closely related to the usual judicial context of the term, since just as the judge may
pervert the Law to favor the rich and powerful or for the sake of a bribe, so may the teacher
of the Law adapt his teaching to what his hearers may wish to hear. He may, in his
teaching, overlook the sins of those on whose favor he depends. So Mal 2:9 denounces the
priests who show partiality in their teaching of the Law (LX* elambanete proswpa en
nomw; and cf Mic 3:11), and the ideal of the Jewish teacher according to Luke 20:21 (cf
Matt 22:16; Mark 12:14) is one who shows no partiality (ou lambanei* proswpon) but
truly teaches the way of God. We might also compare the instructions in the early Christian
catechesis, that when it is necessary to reprove a Christian brother for a fault, it should be
done without partiality (Did  4:3; Barn' 19:4; Ep. Apos' 46, cf 38, 42).

Many commentators think that Jude has T. Mos 5:5 especially in mind, and if so this

should settle the meaning. Although the text is somewhat corrupt (see Charles, Assumption,
72-75), it appears to speak of teachers of the Law (magistri, doctores eorum—not judges,
who are mentioned later in v 6) who “respect persons” (mirantes personas) and pervert
justice by accepting bribes. (A similar passage from a later passage of Christian apocalyptic
about the false teachers in the Church in the last days is Ep. Apos' 37; and cf also Asc. Isa
3:25)
Jude’s opponents set themselves up as teachers in the church, but instead of faithfully
presenting God’s moral demands without fear or favor, they set them aside, because, Jude
alleges, they hope in this way to make themselves acceptable to those members of the
community on whose generosity they depend for their living. This interpretation has the
advantage of providing an intelligible connection with the rest of the verse. The whole
verse concerns their rejection of the will of God in their teaching. This reflects, says Jude,
not only their presumptuous arrogance in relation to God (“Their mouths utter arrogant
words”), but also their sycophancy toward men. The same teaching in which they utter their
“big words” against God is intended to please their patrons because it offers them freedom
from moral restraint.

Explanation



The quotation from Enoch is probably to be seen as Jude’s key text in his midrash.
Interpreted by the addition of the word “Lord,” it speaks of the coming of the Lord Jesus to
judge the wicked. Its emphatic repetition of the word “ungodly” hammers home the
message of Jude’s whole midrash: that those who indulge in “ungodly” conduct, as the
false teachers do, are those on whom judgment will fall.

In applying the prophecy to the false teachers, Jude takes up especially its mention of

the “hard things” which the ungodly have spoken against the Lord, and highlights the
words of the false teachers as those of men who will not submit to the divine will. Like
Israel in the wilderness they “murmur” against it, complaining of the restraints which the
Law imposes on people. In the clash between God’s will and their own, they reject the
former to follow the latter. They do this with shameless arrogance, setting themselves up as
a moral authority competent to set aside the commandments of God. They also do so with
an eye to the favor of those members of the church on whom they depend for their
prosperous living, hoping that a doctrine of moral laxity will appeal to these others as much
as it appeals to themselves.
The passage adds little to our knowledge of the false teachers, but that is not its purpose. It
turns entirely on the fact that they are antinomians, and it is only this fact with which Jude
is really concerned. His efforts are directed to persuading his readers that such antinomian
teachers belong with the sinners of all ages condemned in Scripture, and especially with the
sinners of the last days whose judgment at the Parousia is prophesied. The value of the
prophecy of Enoch was that it made this point very effectively.

The Prophecy of the Apostles (Jude 17-19)

Translation

YBut you, my dear friends, should remember the predictions of the apostles of our
Lord Jesus Christ, **how they said to you,
In the final age there will be scoffers, who will follow their own desires for
ungodliness.®
YThese people are the ones who create divisions, who follow mere natural instincts,and do
not possess the Spirit.

Notes

a. twn asebeiwn could be a genitive of quality, perhaps a Semitism (“ungodly desires”), or
an objective genitive (“desires for ungodly deeds”): the plural makes the latter rather more
likely. The words are an example of Jude’s catchword technique, and so should not be
rejected as a gloss (as Spitta proposes).

Form/Structure/Setting



The opening phrase, with the vocative agaphroi, “my dear friends,” indicates a major

transition (see White, Body, 15-16, 38), in which Jude repeats the thought of the opening
phrase in v 5. This formal transition indicates the transition from O types and prophecies
(vv 5-16) to an apostolic prophecy (vv 17-19). Jude is still recalling his readers to the
teaching they received at the time of their conversion, but he now moves from the O'
material in which they were instructed to the prophecies which the apostolic founders of
their church(es) gave them on their own authority.
Jude’s quotation, which has no close parallel except in 2 Pet 3:3, may not be a precise
quotation from a written or oral source, but a statement in his own words of the general
sense of some of the prophetic material which was often included in early Christian
teaching. That the words are his own is suggested by the fact that kata ta' eautwn
epiqumia™ poreuomnoi twn asebeiwn (“who will follow their own desires for
ungodliness”) echo, in catchword fashion, v 16 and the repeated aseb- words in the
quotation from Enoch (v 15). On the other hand, it is also possible that Jude quotes a fixed
form of words, which he has selected because of its use of the catchword asebeiwn and in
v 16 deliberately anticipated its wording.

Comment

17. umei™ de, “But you,” indicates a contrast with the false teachers (v 16), but not, as
many commentators think, a contrast between this section and the preceding verses (5-16).
It is not that Jude now turns from denouncing the false teachers to exhorting the faithful. In
this section he is still explaining to his readers that the false teachers are the people of
whom they were warned in prophecy. But throughout the midrash section his intention has
been that his readers, heeding these warnings, should no longer be tempted to follow the
false teachers.

mnhsghte twn rhmatwn twn proeirhmenwn upo twn apostolwn tou kuriou hmwn
tlhsou Cristou, oti elegon umin, “you should remember the predictions of the apostles
of our Lord Jesus Christ, how they said to you.” The interpretation of this passage is crucial
for the date and character of the whole letter, since it has often been understood as requiring
a postapostolic date of writing. It is said to represent the age of the apostles as belonging to
the past.

Against this view there are two decisive considerations: (1) The formal connection with
v 5 (see Form/Structure/Setting section) indicates that Jude is still recalling his readers to
their original Christian instruction, received at the time of the founding of their church(es).
Once this is realized, the whole passage can be read naturally in a way which does not at all
require a postapostolic date. It is not the apostles themselves who belong to the past, but
simply their instruction of Jude’s readers at the time of their churchfounding visit to the
area. (2) This interpretation is supported by the explicit information that it was Jude’s
readers themselves (umin, “to you”) whom the apostles taught. This sets the only limit that
can be gathered from this passage on the length of time which had passed since the
apostles’ prophecies were given. It implies that most of the original converts were still
living when Jude wrote. The word proeirhmenwn (“spoken beforehand”) does not require
that a long period of time had passed; its function is only to indicate that the predictions
preceded their fulfillment.

Against this argument that Jude here refers only to his readers’ initial Christian instruction,
it might be objected that the imperfect elegon (“they said”) implies that the teaching was



“often repeated” (Mayor). But (1) it is doubtful whether in the case of this verb the
distinction between the imperfect and the aorist can be pressed (see BD* § 329; and cf e.g"
Matt 9:34; Mark 3:21-22); (2) even if it could be pressed, the repetition need be only in the
course of one visit by the apostles. Paul’s Thessalonian letters provide instructive parallels,
for he uses three imperfects (proelegomen, 1 Thess 3:4; elegon, 2 Thess 2:5;
parhggellomen, 2 Thess 3:10) with reference to his teaching during his one initial visit to
Thessalonica. Moreover, Paul’s proelegomen (“we said beforehand”: 1 Thess 3:4)
parallels Jude’s proeirhmenwn (“spoken beforehand”) as a reference to an apostolic
prediction, given only a short time before, but already fulfilled at the time of writing. The
parallel is closer still if Paul’s prediction is interpreted as the apocalyptic expectation of the
time of eschatological tribulation. A further parallel with Jude’s words is found in 2 Thess
2:5 (“Do you not remember that when I was still with you I told you [elegon umin] these
things”): here Paul (if 2 Thessalonians is authentic) recalls his readers to the apocalyptic
teaching about the coming of Antichrist which he gave them during the missionary visit
when he founded their church. Unlike Paul, Jude refers in the third person to the apostles,
because he himself was not one of the founding missionaries of the church(es) to which he
writes. But his words do not necessarily require any longer interval of time than that
between Paul’s visit to Thessalonica and his writing of the Thessalonian letters.

twn rhmatwn, lit “the words.” The plural seems most naturally taken as “sayings,” in
which case the quotation that follows is only a sample or summary of the apostles’
prophecies.

twn apostolwn tou kuriou hmwn Elhsou Cristou, “the apostles of our Lord Jesus
Christ,” are not all the apostles, “the apostolic college” seen through the reverent eyes of a
later generation (Kelly), but, naturally in the context, those apostles who founded the
church(es) to which Jude writes. The full expression is not paralleled elsewhere in the N'
(in the Pauline writings, the usual expression is “apostle of Christ Jesus”; but cf Eph 3:5:
“his holy apostles™), but it stresses the authority of the apostles as derived from the Lord, in
a way which is quite natural from a contemporary of the apostles.

Almost all commentators think that Jude here excludes himself from the number of the
apostles, but he need only be excluding himself from the number of those apostles who
founded the church(es) to which he writes. In fact, as “the Lord’s brother,” he was probably
not known as an apostle (see on v 1), but that conclusion cannot be derived from this verse.

18. ept escatou tou cronou, “in the final age.” The O" expression Uymyh tyrjab

(“in the latter days”) is rendered in the Septuagint and early Christian literature in a
wide variety of ways, of which the most common are epk escatou twn hmerwn and en
(tai') escatai' hmerai™. Sometimes kairo™ (“time”) is used instead of hmera (“day”)
(1 Tim 4:1; 1 Pet 1:5; Did 16:2; Ign. Eph- 11:1), but crono™ (“time”) is used only here and
in 1 Pet 1:20 (epf escatou twn cronwn, “in the last times”). Again we have evidence of
the relatively independent character of Jude’s translations of Semitic material. The rather
awkward expression (“improved” by those Ms® which omit tou) results from the use of
escatou as a substantive, equivalent to the Hebrew tyrja

(“latter part” or “final part”), as in the more usual rendering epf escatou twn
hmerwn (LX* Num 24:14; Jer 23:20; 25:19; Dan 10:14; Heb 1:2).
As used in the O" the phrase usually refers simply to the future (G. W. Buchanan,
“Eschatology and the ‘End of Days,” ” JNE® 20 [1961] 188-93), but later, in apocalyptic
literature and elsewhere, it became a standard expression for the time when the O



prophecies would be fulfilled, and hence the “eschatological” future (C° 4:4; 6:11; 1QS®
1:1; 1QpHa® 2:5; 9:6; 2 Apoc. Bar 6:8; 41:5; 78:5). Early Christian writers, with their sense
of living already in the time of fulfillment, can use it with reference to the coming of Christ
in the past (Heb 1:2; 1 Pet 1:20; 2 Cle™ 14:2; Asc. Isa' 9:13; cf Heb 9:26) and to their own
present (Barn' 4:9; Ign. Eph- 11:1; cf 1 John 2:18), as well as to the still outstanding future
(Jas 5:3; 1 Pet 1:5; Did 16:2, 3; Asc. Isa' 3:30). The same writer can use it with reference to
both past and future (1 Pet 1.5, 20). Hence when Jude represents the apostles as predicting
events for the last days, he is not denying that they saw themselves as living already in the
last days. The phrase is a flexible one, which was no doubt used in apostolic predictions of
the apocalyptic future in the earliest Christian teaching. For its use in contexts similar to
that of Jude 18, cf 1QpHa® 2:5.-6; 1 Tim 4:1; 2 Tim 3:1; Did  16:3; Asc. Isa' 3;30.

empaiktai, “scoffers.” In the Widsom Literature of the O' the “scoffer” (Al

) is the man who despises and ignores religion and morality (Ps 1:1; Prov 1:22; 9:7-8;
13:1 etc.; and cf 4 Ezra 7:79, 81), and it is in this general sense that Jude uses the Greek
equivalent empaikth™. This word and its cognates are typical of Jewish Greek (empaigma,
empaigmo”, empaigmonh, empaikth' are found only in LX* and N" empaikth™ only in
Isa 3:4; 2 Pet 3:3; Jude 18), but usually in the context of the persecution of the righteous by
the wicked who mock them (see TDN' 5, 633). They are never used in the Septuagint to
translate Al

. Again Jude’s Greek is relatively independent of Septuagint usage. (In the Qumran

texts, “the scoffer” [+WX| h eya

] and “the scoffers” are the sect’s terms, probably derived from Isa 28:14, for their
enemies the Wicked Priest and his allies: C° 1:14; 4Qpls®; 2:6, 10.)

kata ta'" eautwn epiqumia™ poreuomenoi twn asebeiwn, “who will follow their
own desires for ungodliness.” The addition of twn asebeiwn (lit “for ungodly deeds”) to
the phrase which Jude has already used in v 16 gives it a different nuance: not simply their
own desires, but their desires to indulge in wickedness. (Cf Herm Vis 3:7:3: poreuontai
palin opisw twn epiqumiwn autwn twn ponhrwn, “they go once more after their evil
desires”; T. Iss 6:12; T. Jud- 13:12.)

Jude has not cited a prophecy explicitly about false prophets or false teachers, although
such prophecies were common in early Christian eschatological teaching (Matt 7:15; 24:11,
24; Mark 13:22; Acts 20:29-30; 1 Tim 4:1-3; 2 Tim 4:3-4; 1 John 2:8; 4:1-3; Did 16:3;
Apoc. Pet A 1; Sib. Or 2:165-6). Probably because he wished to end his series of texts
with one which again stressed the antinomian character of his opponents, he has cited a
prophecy on a closely related and equally traditional theme: the apostasy of believers from
true religion and morality in the last days (2 Tim 3:1-5; Asc. Isa 3:21, 25-28; cf Matt
24:12; Did- 16:3-4). With his conviction that such prophecies were now being fulfilled, cf
1 John 2:18; 2 Tim 3:1-9.

19. apodiorizonte”, “who create divisions.” This very rare word (a stronger form of
diorizein or aforizein) was used by Aristotle (Pol" 4.4) in the sense of “to define,” “to
make a distinction” in order to classify (see also the later occurrences in Maximus
Confessor and Severus, quoted by Mayor), and some commentators have thought Jude uses
it in the same sense: the false teachers make distinctions within the community. This is
especially suitable for the interpretation of the false teachers as Gnostics; they classify
themselves as pneumatics and the ordinary Christians as psychics (so Mayor, Windisch,



Chaine, Kelly, Grundmann, NE°). But apodiorizein can also (like diorizein and
aforizein) mean “to separate,” as in Corp. Herm 3:2a, where it is used of the separation
of the upper from the lower elements in the creation of the cosmos, and this seems to be a
more obvious sense in Jude. The false teachers are causing divisions in the church (so
Spitta, Bigg, Reicke). Since they still participate in the common fellowship-meals (v 12),
Jude cannot mean that they have gone into complete schism, but that they gather their own
faction within the church, like Korah (see on v 11). The tendency of their teaching is
divisive because it creates an élitist group who regard themselves as those who truly
possess the Spirit (see below).

The fact that Jude introduces this theme in his interpretation of the apostles’ prophecy
(v 18) may indicate that this too was a theme of the eschatological prophecies of the early
Christian missionaries. Cf the agraphon, “There will be divisions and factions” (esontai
scismata kai airesei™, Justin, Dial 35.3; J. Jeremias, Unknown Sayings of Jesus, tr R.
H. Fuller [London: ®* P. © * 1957] 59-61),and 1 Cor 11:19: “there must be factions
(airegei'™) among you.” Thus one mark which identifies the false teachers as the
prophesied “scoffers” is the fact that, as prophesied, they create factions.

M. R. James (xlv) makes the interesting suggestion that Jude took the word
apodiorizonte™ from T. Mos 7:7, where, immediately before querulosi (= memyimoipoi,
“discontented,” as in Jude 16), the Latin text has exterminatores, “destroyers.” James
conjectures that this is a literal rendering of apodiorizonte™ (since diorizein can carry
the same sense as Latin exterminare), but it is difficult to see what apodiorizonte™ could
have meant in the context (admittedly fragmentary) of T. Mos' 7:7.

yucikoi, pneuma mh econte™, “who follow mere natural instincts, and do not possess
the Spirit.” yuciko™ (pertaining to yuch, “soul” or “life”) is used in 1 Cor 2:14; 15:44, in a
contrast with pneumatiko™ (pertaining to pneuma, “the Spirit”): it refers to merely
physical life, the life of this world, without the eschatological gift of the Holy Spirit. In Jas
3:15 (the only other N occurrence) yuciko' has a similar but even more sharply negative
sense: the Godgiven wisdom “from above” is contrasted with the wisdom that is “earthly,
unspiritual, devilish” (epigeio™, yucikh, daimoniwdh™)

Although Paul’s use of pneumatiko™ and yuciko™ in 1 Cor 2:14-15 is widely, though
not universally, regarded as echoing the terminology of his opponents at Corinth, no fully
convincing source for this terminology has yet been demonstrated. The second-century
gnostic use of pneumatiko™ and yuciko™ (B. A. Pearson, The Pneumatikos-Psychikos
Terminology in | Corinthians [SBLD® 12; Missoula, M™ Scholars Press, 1973] chap. 6)
derives from their exegesis of Paul (Pagels, Paul, 59, 163-64).

Hellenistic-Jewish Wisdom theology is a more promising source (Pearson,
Pneumatikos-Psychikos), but not only is the terminology pneumatiko™ and yuciko" itself
unattested; there is not even a regular anthropological distinction between pneuma
(“spirit”) as the higher element and yuch (“soul”) as the lower element in man (R. A.
Horsley, “Pneumatikos vs. Psychikos,” HT® 69 [1976] 270-73, criticizing Pearson).
Although some Hellenistic anthropology did distinguish the yuch (“soul”) as a lower
element from nou" (“mind”) as the higher element, the devaluation of yuch (“soul”) by
comparison with pneuma (“Spirit”) must result from the early Christian belief in the Spirit
not as a constituent of human nature, but as the gift of God to the believer.

Since the background to Paul’s use of pnenmatiko™ and yuciko™ is so uncertain, we
cannot draw firm conclusions as to Jude’s relationship to it: whether that Jude borrowed the



term yuciko" from Paul, or that Jude’s opponents borrowed it from Paul, or that Jude’s
opponents shared it with Paul’s opponents. It is safer to interpret Jude’s words in their own
context.

Clearly pneuma mh econte™ (“not possessing the Spirit”) explains yucikoi: the false

teachers do not possess the Spirit of God, but live purely at the level of natural, earthly life.
As most commentators recognize, it is likely that Jude here contradicts his opponents’
claim to possess the Spirit. Probably they connected this claim with their visionary
experience and the revelations they received in their visions (v 8). The Spirit of prophetic
inspiration inspired them, and as men of the Spirit they claimed to be free from moral
restraint and superior to moral judgments. Jude’s denial of this claim rests on their immoral
behavior, which shows that they cannot be led by the Spirit of God, but merely “follow
their own desires for ungodliness” (v 18). Such people are merely yucikoi, devoid of the
Spirit. Whether yucikoi was the false teachers’ own term for other Christians, who did not
share their charismatic experience and moral freedom, is less certain. It is possible that Jude
turns the tables on them in this way, but equally possible that yucikoi is simply his own
judgment on them.
If there is a connection with apodiorizonte™ (“who create divisions”), it will be that the
false teachers are gathering a faction which claims to possess the Spirit by contrast with
more conventional Christians. Those who see the false teachers as Gnostics find in Jude’s
words a reflection of gnostic anthropology; the false teachers and their followers see
themselves as pneumatics (pneumatikoi) with a higher knowledge and destiny, while the
ordinary Christians are psychics (yucikoi) (Windisch, Moffatt, Barnett, Sidebottom, Kelly,
Grundmann). This fully gnostic interpretation differs from the view already suggested in
that it posits not merely an élite (which others may join), but a fixed division of mankind
into naturally distinct classes. But this theory cannot be shown to have been taught before
the second century, and even then did not characterize all gnostic groups. There is no need
to read it into Jude’s words, which require not a developed heretical system of this kind, but
an antinomian distortion of common early Christian notions of the Spirit.

Explanation

For his final “text” Jude turns to apostolic prophecy, reminding his readers of the
apocalyptic predictions which were part of the teaching they received from the apostles
who founded their church(es). The words he quotes are probably his own summary of the
kind of prophecies the early Christian missionaries gave. They predict that in the final
period of history there will be enemies of true religion and morality in the church. Jude sees
this expectation fulfilled in the false teachers, who are now further characterized as people
who cause divisions in the church. They gather an élitist faction of people who share the
same kind of prophetic inspiration as they themselves claim. But this claim Jude dismisses.
Their immoral behavior is for him sufficient evidence that in reality they do not possess the
Spirit of God, but live purely on the level of natural, unredeemed life.



The Appeal (Jude 20-23)
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Translation

9Byt you, my dear friends, build yourselves up® on the foundation of your most holy
faith, pray® in the Holy Spirit, *keep yourselves in the love of God, wait*for the mercy
of our Lord Jesus Christ to grant you eternal life.
22Snatch some from the fire,
hut on those who dispute® have mercy with fear,® hating even the clothing that has been
soiled by the flesh.

Notes

a. On the participles in these verses, probably used as imperatives, see
Form/Structure/Setting section below.

b. Probably the epi, “build up,” here retains the sense of “(build) on” (as in 1 Cor 3:12;
Eph 2:20), and the dative th pistei, “the faith,” therefore indicates the foundation on
which the building is erected. This seems preferable to an instrumental dative (suggested by
Reicke): “by means of your most holy faith.”

c. For this translation of diakrinomenou", see Comment.
d. The translation of vv 22-23a follows the text of *’2: see the note on the text below.

THE TEXT OF JUDE 22—-23A

It is probably impossible to reach an assured conclusion as to the original text of vv
22-23a, which is “undoubtedly one of the most corrupt passages in New Testament
literature” (Osburn, ZN" 63 [1972] 139). The manuscripts and versions present a baffling
variety of readings, which can, however, be divided into two main groups: a shorter text
consisting of two clauses and a longer text consisting of three clauses. Scholars have been
divided, not only in preferring either the shorter or the longer text, but also in selecting
particular forms of each. The following are the principal readings, together with translations
which illustrate the diversity of scholarly judgments.

(A) The Two-Clause Text

1. <pop t=P.EXP n:"P"><sup>72</>: ou™ men ek puro" arpasate
diakrinomenou™ de eleeite en fobw.



This is the text translated above. Also by Moffatt:

Snatch some from the fire,
and have mercy on the waverers, trembling as you touch them.
It is supported by Clement of Alexandria, Strom. 6.8.65:

ou™ men ek puro™ arpazete
diakrinomenou™ de eleeite.

and by the Latin version in the Liber Commicus, the Philoxenian Syriac and Sahidic
versions, and the Latin version in Jerome, Ez. 18, omitting, like Clement, en fobw
(these texts are given by Osburn, ZN" 63 [1972] 139-40).

2.C: ou" men elegcete diakrinomenou™
ou" de swzete ek puro™ arpazonte' en fobw.

3. <pop t=K.EXP n="K">, <pop t=L.EXP n="L">, P., <pop t=S.EXP rend=i n="S">:
ou" men eleeite diakrinomenoi
ou" de en fobw swzete ek puro™ arpazonte".
Translated by A":

And of some have compassion, making a difference:
and others save with fear, pulling them out of the fire.

(Also translated by J. B. Phillips, Reicke.)

4.B: ou" men eleate diakrinomenou™ swzete ek puro' arpazonte"
ou" de eleate en fobw.

Translated by NE:

There are some doubting souls who need your pity; snatch them from the flames
and save them.
There are others for whom your pity must be mixed with fear.

(Also translated by TE' (1966), > Margin, Kelly.)

(B) The three-clause text

1. <pop t=ALEPH.EXP lang="heb" n="a">: ou™ men eleate diakrinomenou"
ou' de swzete ek puro' arpazonte"
ou" de eleate en fobw.

Translated by R":

And on some have mercy who are in doubt (Margin: while they dispute with you);
and save some, snatching them out of the fire;
and on some have mercy with fear.

(Also translated by TE'/GN® (1976), NI'.)

2. A: ou" men elegcete diakrinomenou"



ou™ de swzete ek puro™ arpazonte™
ou" de eleate en fobw.

Translated by RS":

And convince some, who doubt;
save some, by snatching them out of the fire;
on some have mercy with fear.

(Also translated by 1°, NE® Margin.)

In addition to these readings, some scholars have proposed emendations not supported
by any manuscript: in an attempt to achieve a satisfactory climax in the three-clause text,
Windisch suggested that eleate, “have mercy,” in * be amended to ekbalate, “throw out,
expel,” while Wohlenberg proposed elasate and Bieder (T* 6 [1950] 75-77) eate. But
such emendations only make it even more difficult to explain the textual confusion.

A good case for the originality of the shortest reading, in "2, can be made, on the
grounds of its attestation, its suitability to the context in Jude, and because it is possible to
explain the various longer readings as expansions and adaptations of it. Birdsall (JT° 14
[1963] 394-99) and especially Osburn (ZNY 63 [1972] 139-44) have given plausible
accounts of how the other readings may have originated. (The reading of *’? was also
supported, before P2 itself became known, by Moffatt [244] and Bigg [340-42, but with
swzete ... arpazonte’].)

The first clause in °’?, without the interpretative swzete, “save,” is in line with the
conciseness of Jude’s style and his other terse allusions to Scripture. It would be later
scribes who would feel the need to explain the metaphor. In this reading diakrinomenou"
can be taken in the sense of “disputing” (see Comment), which is how Jude uses the word in
v 9. Although he could easily have used it in two different senses, he seems to have had v 9
in mind when he wrote vv 22-23 (the words, “May the Lord rebuke you,” quoted by the T.
Mos' from Zech 3:2, apparently brought to his mind the passage Zech 3:1-5, to which he
alludes in vv 22-23), and so there is a possibility that diakrinomenou™ is an echo of his
earlier use of the word. The distinction of two classes of people is appropriate in the
situation to which Jude writes (see Comment). Some (e.g- James, xxxviii) argue that the
threeclause reading is supported by Jude’s stylistic preference for sets of three, but this
cannot be pressed against other considerations. Jude would not have manufactured
artificially a threefold distinction if the situation itself only suggested a twofold one (cf- vv
20-21, where he gives four, not three, injunctions). Finally, the stylistic device in the 72
reading, where the participle diakrinomenou™ takes the place of a second ou™, is good
Greek style (Birdsall, JT® 14 [1963] 397), but not otherwise attested in the New Testament.
Mees (CDio® 181 [1968] 558) therefore suggests that Jude would not have used it, but this
is probably to underestimate Jude’s competence in Greek.

In the development of the other readings, the following factors may have played a part:
(1) swzete is an interpretative gloss to explain the metaphor ek puro™ arpasate, “snatch
from the fire” (Osburn, ZN" 63 [1972] 141). (2) diakrinomenou' can be understood in
several senses: “doubting” (as often in the N™ “being judged” (hence Jude 22 Vulgate:
iudicatos), “making a distinction” (hence the A" translation of diakrinomenoi in the
Received Text), or “disputing.” Different interpretations of the word led to rearrangements
and adaptations of the text (Birdsall, JT® 14 [1963] 398; Osburn, ZN" 63 [1972] 141). (3)



elegcete, in the sense either of “convince” or “reprove,” was introduced as an appropriate
treatment of doubters or disputers, and perhaps under the influence of the traditional
catechesis reflected in Did 2:7 (see below). (4) Attempts to bring the text into line with the
disciplinary practices in the churches the scribes knew may have played a part, especially in
the formation of the three-clause readings.

Finally, special mention must be made of the relationship to Did 2:7:

ou mishsei' panta angrwpon

alla ou™ men elexei”

peri de wn proseuxh

ou™ de agaphsei' uper thn yuchn sou.

Thou shalt hate no man;

but some thou shalt reprove,

and for some thou shalt pray,
and some thou shalt love more than thine own life (Loeb trans.).
Comparison with Barn- 19:3-5 and the Latin Doctrina apostolorum (J. P. Audet, La
Didaché [Paris: Gabalda, 1958] 142) shows that the second and third clauses were not in
the “Two Ways” document on which the Didache here depends, but were probably added
from Christian catechetical tradition, partly in dependence on Lev 19:17-18 LX* Only if
the text of “ or * (including elegcete) is read in Jude is there any verbal relationship to
Jude, and so it is unlikely that there is any direct dependence of Jude on the Did- or vice
versa. It is, however, possible that the Did- preserves a piece of traditional Christian
teaching which distinguished two classes of sinners (some to be reproved and reclaimed;
others, more hardened, for whom it was only possible to pray), and that Jude rephrased this
tradition in his own words (the two-clause text). The final clause in Did- 2:7 (which comes
from the “Two Ways” document, cf Barn 19:5) can hardly refer to a third class of sinner;
presumably it refers to faithful Christians. It therefore offers no support to the three-clause
readings in Jude.
Later scribes evidently tried to bring these two texts into closer correspondence. The
reading elegcete in Jude in © and * may be influenced either by the Did- itself or by the
catechetical tradition behind the Did-. Influence in the other direction is evident in Apostolic
Constitutions 6:4, which reproduces Did- 2:7, but adds another clause, ou™ de elehsei",
“and on some thou shalt have mercy,” after ou™ men elegxei*'. Perhaps both this and the
three-clause readings in Jude are attempts to adapt the texts to a three-stage system of
ecclesiastical discipline (private reproof, public warning, excommunication; cf Matt
18:15-17: four stages).

Form/Structure/Setting

These verses contain Jude’s appeal to his readers to fight for the faith, as announced in v 3,
and are therefore not an appendix to the letter, but its climax (see on vv 3-4,
Form/Structure/Setting section). The opening phrase, as in v 17, again indicates a major
transition, and a link with v 3 is established by the catchword connection between th
agiwtath umwn pistei, “your most holy faith,” in v 20 and toi" agioi' pistei, “faith
... to the saints,” at the end of v 3. There are also links beteen v 21 and v 1, both in content
and by catchwords (v 21: en agaph geou thrhsate, “keep yourselves in the love of
God”; v 1: en gew patri hgaphmenoi™ ... tethrhmenoi™ “loved by God the Father ...



kept”). In vv 22-23, where Jude turns to his readers’ behavior toward the false teachers and
their followers, the links are with vv 7-9: puro™ (v 22) with puro™ (v 7); diakrinomenou"
(v 23) with diakrinomeno™ (v 9); apo th" sarko™ espilwmenon (v 23) with sarka ...
miainousin (v 8, cf also spilade™, v 12); and the allusions to Zech 3:2-4 (see Comment)
with Michael’s words (Zech 3:2) in v 9.

In vv 20-21 Jude selects four injunctions from traditional catechetical material. The
parallels to these four injunctions elsewhere in the N' (and not only in the Pauline corpus)
(see Comment) are evidence, not of Jude’s dependence on other N' authors, but of his
indebtedness to the common paraenetic tradition of primitive Christianity. It is possible that
the grammatical form of his exhortations also reflects their traditional nature. He uses three
participles (epoikodomounte”, “building yourselves up”; proseucomenoi, “praying”;
prosdecomenoi, “waiting”) and one imperative (thrhsate, “keep”). There is no difficulty
in explaining the construction as normal Greek usage, the participles dependent on the
imperative. But in view of the fact that elsewhere in the paraenetic sections of N letters
(Rom 12:9-19; Eph 4:2-3; Col 3:16-17; Heb 13:5; 1 Pet 2:18; 3:1, 7-9; 4:7-10) a special
use of participles with an imperatival sense is found, sometimes interspersed with true
imperatives, it may well be that Jude also follows this usage. The explanation of the usage
is probably to be found in the theory put forward by D. Daube (“Participle and Imperative
in I Peter,” in E. G. Selwyn, The First Epistle of St Peter (London: Macmillan, 1946)
467-88) that they reflect a usage found in rabbinic Hebrew, where the participle can be
used in rules and codes of conduct, though not in direct commands. In that case, the N'
examples will derive from early codes of Christian conduct, originally formulated in
Hebrew (or, less probably, Aramaic). (On such codes, see also W. D. Davies, Paul and
Rabbinic Judaism [London: * P. ©* 1948] 122-45.) (Jude’s direct address to his readers will
represent his adaptation of the traditional form, such as Daube postulates in Col 3:16; 1 Pet
3:7)

There are two patterns to be observed in the set of four injunctions. The first, third and

fourth represent the familiar triad faith, love, hope, which is probably a traditional,
pre-Pauline, Christian formula (A. M. Hunter, Paul and his Predecessors, 2nd ed(s)
[London: SC" Press, 1961] 33-35), here expanded into a tetrad by the addition of prayer.
The second, third and fourth injunctions correspond to a trinitarian formula: Holy Spirit,
God, Christ. Either or both of these patterns may have guided Jude’s selection of
injunctions from traditional material; or perhaps he has expanded a traditional set of three
injunctions which was constructed according to one of these patterns.
In vv 22-23 the allusions to Zech 3:2-4 (see Comment) probably indicate that Jude himself
composed these instructions, but he may have been rephrasing a catechetical tradition
which is also found in Did 2:7 (see the note on the text of Jude 22-23a" above) and which
distinguished the differing treatment to be given to two different classes of sinners.

Comment

20. epoikodomounte™ eautou', “build yourselves up.” The concept of the Christian
community as the eschatological temple goes back to the earliest Palestinian Christianity
(cf the “pillar” apostles: Gal 2:9) and is therefore found in many strands of early Christian
tradition (1 Cor 3:9-15; 2 Cor 6:16; Eph 2:19-22; 1 Pet 2:5; Barn  4:11; 6:15; 16; Herm'
Vis' 3; Sim' 9; Ign. Eph- 9:1). Probably from this concept derived the image of “building”



the Christian community, which was used in various ways, especially in the Pauline
writings (Rom 14:19; 15:2, 20; 1 Cor 3:9-15; 8:1; 10:23; 14:3-5, 12, 17, 26; 2 Cor 10:8;
12:19; 13:10; Gal 2:18; Eph 2:18; 2:20-22; 4:12, 16; Col 2:7; 1 Thess 5:11) but also
elsewhere (Matt 16:18; Acts 9:31; 15:16; 20:32; 1 Pet 2:5; Barn' 16:8-10; Ign. Eph 9:1;
Pol' Phil 3:12; 12:2; Odes Sol 22:12). There is no need to derive all these non-Pauline
occurrences of the metaphor from Pauline usage. Paul himself will have been dependent on
common Christian usage, and it is probable that exhortations to “build up” the community
or to “edify” one’s Christian brother, both in Paul and elsewhere (Rom 14:19; 15:2; 1 Cor
14:12, 26; 1 Thess 5:11; 1 Pet 2:5; Jude 20), go back to traditional catechetical material.
Jude does not mean that each of his readers should build himself up— which would be
contrary to the ordinary Christian use of the metaphor—but that all should contribute to the
spiritual growth of the whole community. As with the metaphor of “fighting” in v 3, it is
difficult to tell how far “build” retains its live metaphorical sense, how far it has become a
pale metaphor, like the English “edify.” The mention of a foundation, which follows,
suggests that the picture of erecting a building has not entirely faded.

The use of the metaphor forms a contrast with the activity of the false teachers in the
preceding verse: whereas they disrupt the church and tear it apart (apodiorizonte™),
Jude’s readers are to construct it.

th agiwtath umwn pistei, “on the foundation of your most holy faith.” pisti”
(“faith”) is here the gospel, as in v 3, and it is holy because it comes from God (for the
expression “holy faith,” cf Act. Verc 8). It is the faith which Jude’s readers received when
the gospel was first preached to them (v 3), and therefore “your faith,” distinguished from
the message of the false teachers. No doubt Jude’s main thought is that when the church
lives on the basis of the gospel, its life will be holy, by contrast with the immorality which
results from the antinomian principles of his opponents.

Jude’s view of the gospel as the foundation of the church is a different (though not
contradictory) perspective from Paul’s view of Jesus Christ himself as the foundation (1
Cor 3:11; cf Eph 2:20).

en pneumati agiw proseucomenoi, (“pray in the Holy Spirit”). The phrase en (tw)
pneumati (“in the Spirit”) in early Christian literature frequently means “in the control of
the Spirit” or “under the inspiration of the Spirit” (Matt 22:43; Mark 12:36; Luke 2:27; 4:1;
Acts 19:21; Rom 8:9; 1 Cor 12:3; Rev 1:10; 4:2; Barn' 9:7; Asc. Isa 3:19; Polycrates, ap
Eusebius, Hist. Eccl 5. 24.2, 5; cf Did 11: 7-12), and with reference to prayer indicates
charismatic prayer in which the words are given by the Spirit (see J. D. G. Dunn, Jesus and
the Spirit [London: SC Press, 1975] 239-40). Praying in the Spirit includes, but is not
restricted to, prayer in tongues (1 Cor 14:15-16; Dunn, Jesus and the Spirit, 245-46: “A
reference to charismatic prayer, including glossolalic prayer, may therefore be presumed
for Jude 207).

Prayer in the Spirit is attested not only in the Pauline writings (Eph 6:18; cf Rom
8:15-16, 26-27; Gal 4:6), but also in the Fourth Gospel (John 4:23-24). There is therefore
no need to see specifically Pauline influence on Jude here, but the close verbal parallel with
Eph 6:18 (proseucomenoi en panti kairw en pneumati, “pray at all times in the
Spirit”), including perhaps in both cases the imperatival use of the participle (see
Form/Structure/Setting section), suggests that both reflect traditional paraenetic material.
Again there is a contrast with the false teachers, who lay claim to prophetic utterance in the
Spirit, but show by their behavior that they “do not possess the Spirit” (v 19).



21. eautou" en agaph geou thrhsate, “keep yourselves in the love of God.” Most
commentators take geou (“of God”) as a subjective genitive (God’s love for you), but a few
(Chaine, Cantinat) think it must be objective (your love for God), because the imperative
requires an action on the part of Christians. However, in the parallel in John 15:9, “remain
in my love” (meinate en th agaph th emh), the love is certainly Christ’s for his
disciples. They remain in it by obeying his commandments (15:10). Similarly Jude
probably means that God’s love for Christians (v 1) requires an appropriate response.
Without obedience to God’s will, fellowship with God can be forfeited, and this is the
danger with which the antinomian doctrine of the false teachers threatens the church.

The similarity to Johannine passages (John 15:9-10; 1 John 4:16) implies common
dependence on paraenetic tradition. For the catchword connections of thrhsate (“keep”),
see Comment on v 6.

prosdecomenoi to eleo™ tou kuriou hmwn £lhsou Cristou, “wait for the mercy of
our Lord Jesus Christ.” “Mercy” (eleo™) was a traditional term with reference to the
eschatological hope of God’s people (2 Macc 2:7 v.1° Pss. Sol' 7:10; 8:27-28; 10:4, 7; 14:9;
17:45; 1 Enoc" 1:8; 5:6; 27:4; 2 Apoc. Bar 78:7; 82:2; 4 Ezra 14:34; Matt 5:7; 2 Tim 1:18;
1 Cle™ 28:1; Herm Vis 3:9:8; Sim' 4:2). Usually, of course, the reference is to God’s mercy,
and Jude’s phrase “the mercy of our Lord Jesus Christ” (cf 2 Tim 1:18: eleo™ para
kuriou, “mercy from the Lord”; 2 Cle™ 16:2: tou eleou™ flhsou, “the mercy of Jesus”)
belongs with his Christological interpretation of 1 Enoc" 1:9 in v 14: it is to the Lord Jesus
that God has committed the final judgment. If Jude’s readers remain faithful by following
the previous three exhortations, they can expect not, like the false teachers, condemnation
at the Parousia, but salvation. But of course, not even the faithful Christian escapes
condemnation except by the Lord’s mercy.

Throughout early Christian literature “waiting” describes the eschatological expectation
(prosdecesqai: Mark 15:43; Luke 2:25, 38; 12:36; 23:51; Acts 24:15; Titus 2:13; 2 Cle™
11:2; prosdokasgai: Matt 11:3; Luke 7:19-20; 2 Pet 3:12-14; 1 Cle™ 23:5; Ign' Pol- 3:2;
ekdecesqai: Heb 11:10; Barn  10:11; 2 Cle™ 12:1; apekdecesgai: Rom 8:23; 1 Cor 1:7;
Gal 5:5; Phil 3:20; Heb 9:28; anamenein: 1 Thess 1:10; 2 Cle™ 11:5), though not often in
exhortations (2 Pet 3:12; 2 Cle™ 12:1; cf Hab 2:3; 2 Apoc. Bar 83:4). (Sir 2:7: anameinate
to eleo™” autou, “wait for his mercy,” is not eschatological.) The popularity of the term
may derive in part from Hab 2:3 (“wait for it”; LX* upomeinon auton, “wait for him”),
which had long been a classic text for the eschatological expectation (see A. Strobel,
Untersuchungen zum  eschatologischen  Verzdgerungsproblem auf Grund der
spatjudisch-urchristlichen Geschichte von Habakuk 2, 2 ff. [NovTSuP 2; Leiden: E.J. Brill,
1961] Part 1), and from other prophetic texts which were interpreted eschatologically (Isa
30:18; 49:23; 51:5; 60:9; 64:4, especially LX* (64:3): upomenousin eleon, “(they) wait for
mercy”’; Dan 12:12; Mic 7:7; Zeph 3:8). It does not, of course, indicate a merely passive
attitude, but an orientation of the whole life toward the eschatological hope.
ei"" zwhn aiwnion, “to (grant you) eternal life.” Eternal lift, i.e" the resurrection life of the
age to come, is the gift which Christ in his mercy will bestow on the faithful Christians at
the Parousia.

22.0u" men ek puro' arpasate, “snatch some from the fire.” This is the first of two
allusions in these verses to the vision in Zech 3:1-5, a passage to which Jude’s attention
must have been drawn as a result of his use of the T. Mos' in v 9, where the words, “May
the Lord rebuke you,” derive ultimately from Zech 3:2. In the same verse the high priest



Joshua is described as “a brand plucked from the fire” (RS'); the same phrase occurs in
Amos 4:11, in connection with a reference to the judgment on Sodom and Gomorrah, but
since Jude 23 probably alludes to Zech 3:3—4 (see below), it is probable that Zechariah
rather than Amos was the source of Jude’s image in v 22. As usual, Jude shows no
dependence on the LX* translation (Amos 4:11 and Zech 3:2: dalo" exespasmeno’ ek
puro™).

The fire is that of final judgment in hell, as in v 7. Jude does not mean that the people to
whom he refers are already in the fire (Windisch), but that they are on the brink of it and
can be snatched back before they fall into it. They are sinners who are in imminent danger
of judgment at the Parousia (cf vv 14-15). Here the extent to which Jude’s eschatological
outlook is governed by the imminent expectation of the primitive church is especially clear.

Those who are to be snatched from the fire are evidently church members who, under
the influence of the false teachers, are indulging in sinful behavior, but will repent when
their error is pointed out to them. It is not necessary for Jude to explain how his readers are
to snatch them from the fire, because it was understood everywhere in the early church that
an erring brother must be rebuked and warned in a spirit of brotherly love (Matt 18:15-17,
Luke 17:3; Gal 6:1; 2 Thess 3:15; 1 Tim 5:20; Titus 3:10; Jas 5:19-20; Did- 2:7; 15:3).

23. diakrinomenou" could here mean “those who are under judgment” (Birdsail, JT® 14
[1963] 398), and would refer to those who, remaining unrepentant when reproved by the
church, have been excommunicated (cf 1 Cor 5:3-5). Although this would make good
sense in the context, there are two considerations which may carry some weight against it:
(1) It is possible that the false teachers were too dominant in the church(es) for a formal
procedure of excommunication to be practicable (Bieder, T 6 [1950] 75). (2) Jude used the
same verb in v 9 in the sense of “dispute,” and while that need not determine his use here, it
should be noticed that v 9 contains the allusion to Zech 3:2 which probably suggested
Jude’s allusions to Zech 3:2—4 in vv 22-23. It is therefore quite likely that his earlier use of
diakrinesqgai was in his mind when he selected it for use here.

The meaning, “those who dispute,” makes good sense in the context. Jude refers to

those who will not accept the rebuke of their fellow-Christians, but argue against it, trying
to justify their behavior by means of the antinomian doctrines which the false teachers were
propagating. The people in question will be either the false teachers themselves or disciples
of theirs. Probably the two groups which Jude distinguishes in these verses are
differentiated not by the degree to which they have been influenced by the false teachers, so
much as by their response to the reproof. It is not out of the question that some of the false
teachers themselves could be among the first group, the repentant.
Another possible meaning of diakrinomenou™ is “those who doubt” or “hesitate,” but
although this meaning is suitable in variants of the text which use the word to describe the
first group (see the note on the text above), it is inappropriate in the text we are following,
where it describes a group of people who must be treated more cautiously than the first
group.

eleeite en fobw, “have mercy with fear.” The implication is that those who persist in
sin and continue to argue in support of their antinomian behavior constitute a serious
danger to Jude’s readers. The following phrase will explain that the danger is from
contamination by their sin. The “fear” may be fear of this contamination, fear of being
influenced by these people (so most commentators), but more probably it is fear of God
(Kelly, Green). The motive for avoiding the dangerous influence is fear of God’s judgment



on sin, since Jude’s readers know that antinomian behavior will incur God’s judgment. In
that case en Fobw (“with fear”) here contrasts with afobw" (“without reverence”), which
characterized the attitude of the false teachers in v 12.

The danger from these people does not, however, mean that Jude’s readers should not
continue to love them and to desire their salvation. They are to “have mercy” on them,
imitating the divine mercy (Luke 6:36) which they themselves have received (v 1) and
expect (v 23). Jude does not say how this mercy is to be expressed in action, but certainly
some kind of action, not merely a benevolent attitude, is intended. Perhaps the most likely
form of action is prayer (cf Did 2:7), a resource available even when the danger is such
that all contact with a person has to be avoided (Ign. Smyrn- 4:1). Whether in this case Jude
intends his readers to avoid all dealings with the sinners, so that prayer is the only possible
means of having mercy on them, depends on the interpretation of the next phrase.

misounte™ kai ton apo th"™ sarko™ espilwmenon citwna, “hating even the
clothing that has been soiled by the flesh.” Probably there is an allusion to Zech 3:3-4,
where Joshua is “clothed with filthy garments” (RS"). Again Jude shows no dependence on
the LX* (imatia rupara), and Chase (DB(H’ 2, 800-1) plausibly suggests that he in fact
alludes to the associations of the Hebrew word which is translated “filthy” in Zech 3:3—4
(Mya/XThis word is connected with the words hax

and hax
, Which are most often used in the O to refer to human excrement (Deut 23:14; 2 Kgs
18:27; Prov 30:12; Isa 36:12; Ezek 4:12; in Isa 28:8 hax

refers to drunkards’ vomit, and in Isa 4:4 is figurative for wickedness). Jude therefore
interprets the “filthy garments” to mean clothes which have been soiled by the body. The
citwn (“tunic”) was the garment worn next to the skin.
The picture is therefore a vivid and intentionally unpleasant one, which Jude uses to
suggest that whatever comes into contact with these people is contaminated by their sins.
For a somewhat similar use of the image of soiled clothes, cf Rev 3:4. Jude’s reference to
“the flesh” does not imply that he regards the physical body as intrinsically sinful, but
rather that he is thinking primarily of the sins of the flesh in which the false teachers
indulged (cf vv 8, 10).

The phrase suggests that Jude’s readers, while exercising mercy toward these people,
must maintain their abhorrence of their sin and everything associated with it, lest they
themselves be infected by it. Most commentators take it to mean that Jude intends his
readers to have no contact with them at all, and if his words do not quite require that
interpretation (Plummer), it is rendered probable by the practice of the early church attested
elsewhere. Avoiding personal contact with other professed Christians was commonly
demanded in two cases: those who had been excommunicated for persistence in sin (Matt
18:17; 1 Cor 5:11; Titus 3:10) and false teachers (2 John 10-11; Ign. Eph' 7:1; Smyrn- 4:1;
7:2). In the former case this was as much for the offender’s good as for the church’s (1 Cor
5:5), but in the latter case was largely prudential, because the influence of such people was
dangerous. This seems to be the kind of situation Jude envisages.

Nevertheless, there is no question of abandoning such people to their fate. That Jude
continues to hope for their salvation is suggested not only by eleeite (“have mercy”), but
also by the source of his picture of the soiled garments in Zech 3:3—4. Joshua’s “filthy
garments” were removed and replaced by clean ones, as a symbol of God’s forgiveness
(3:4-5). Similarly, if Jude’s opponents will abandon their sin and all that is associated with



it, forgiveness is available for them.

Explanation

In this section Jude comes to the main purpose of his letter, which is to give his readers
positive instructions about how, in the situation in which they find themselves, they are to
“carry on the fight for the faith” (v 3).

Four injunctions, probably drawn from traditional catechesis, summarize the duties of

the Christian life in the Christian community. First, the gospel which they received from
the apostles is to be the foundation for the church’s life, and on this foundation they must
erect the Christian community as the eschatological temple. The church’s life built on this
foundation will embody the moral implications of the gospel which the antinomians are
subverting. Secondly, they must engage in prayer under the inspiration of the Spirit, thereby
realizing the true charismatic nature of the church, by contrast with the false claims to
inspiration made by the false teachers. Thirdly, they must maintain their place in God’s
love by obeying his will. Finally, they must live with their hope set on the Lord’s coming,
when those who remain faithful to him will receive, in his mercy, final salvation. Thus the
four injunctions set out a path of obedient discipleship leading to eschatological salvation,
by contrast with the path of ungodliness leading to eschatological judgment, which Jude
has set out as the way the antinomianism of his opponents is leading them and all who
come under their influence. To “fight for the faith” against antinomianism is therefore to
resist its influence and not be deflected from the positive tasks of Christian obedience.
Jude continues with instructions on how his readers are to behave toward the false teachers
and those who have been influenced by their teaching. The accepted Christian practice
toward erring brothers and sisters, pointing out their sin and warning them in a spirit of
Christian love, will rescue from the impending judgment those who respond with
repentance. But those who refuse to repent and continue, as the false teachers have done, to
argue their freedom from accusations of sin, are a serious danger to Jude’s readers, who
must exercise Christian mercy toward them only in conjunction with the greatest care to
avoid being influenced by them. They must fear the judgment of God which they too will
incur if they are infected by the sins of these sinners. Just as earlier Jude had compared the
false teachers to rocks, close contact with which causes shipwreck (v 12), so now he uses
the metaphor of clothes soiled by the body’s excretions to suggest the contaminating effect
of their sin on everything around them. Probably his advice is therefore that his readers
must avoid any dealings with those of the false teachers and their followers who persist in
their errors. But he does not give up hope of their salvation: his readers are to continue to
exercise Christian love toward them, even if prayer is now the only practical means of
doing so. In these instructions Jude combines abhorrence for the sins which the false
teachers are promoting and a strong belief in God’s judgment on sin with a genuinely
Christian concern for the reclamation of even the most obstinate.



Closing Doxology (Jude 24-25)
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Translation

*Now to the one who is able to keep you from stumbling, and to present you without
blemish in the presence of his glory, with rejoicing, *to the only God our Savior, through
Jesus Christ our Lord, belong® glory, majesty, power and authority, before all time, now
and for evermore. Amen.

Notes

a. The verb is understood, and most translations supply “be,” making the doxology a
prayer. For the indicative meaning presupposed in this translation, see
Form/Structure/Setting section below.

Form/Structure/Setting

The letter concludes with a doxology which no doubt follows a traditional liturgical
form, though some of its detailed wording may be due to Jude himself.

The basic form of early Christian doxologies is given by Deichgraber (Gotteshymnus,
25) as:

w/tw/autw/soi h doxa ei' tou' aiwna'. amhn
(“To whom/him/you the glory for ever. Amen.”)

It divides into four parts: (1) the person praised, usually in the dative; (2) the word of
praise, usually doxa (“glory”); (3) the indication of time; (4) “Amen” is usually added (in
all N" examples except some manuscripts of 2 Pet 3:18), representing the response with
which the hearers would make the prayer their own (Deichgraber, Gotteshymnus, 25-27).
The copula is usually omitted in doxologies, and the question whether an indicative or an
optative should be supplied has been discussed (see Deichgraber, Gotteshymnus, 30-32).
Where a verb is given, it is usually indicative (estin: Pr Man 15; 1 Pet 4:11; Did 8:2; 9:4;
10:5; 1 Cle™ 58:2), but sometimes optative (Clement of Alexandria, Quis div. salv. 42.20)
or imperative (1 Cle™ 32:4). Evidently the users of doxologies could understand them either
as statements or as prayers, but the former is really more appropriate to their content, and is
sometimes required by the content of a particular doxology (Deichgréber, Gotteshymnus,
32). In Jude 24-25 the reference to the past necessitates an indicative meaning.

The basic form of the doxology is capable of expansion in various ways, and Jude’s
doxology is one of the more elaborate examples. (1) is very often, as in the basic form, a
pronoun only, but can be expanded (e.g- Phil 4:20; 1 Tim 1:17; Rev 5:13; 2 Cle™ 20:5).
Jude’s doxology belongs to a form, of which three other examples are known (Rom 16:25;
Eph 3:20; Mart. Pol- 20:2), which begins: tw dunamenw (“to him who is able ...”). This
must reflect a standard liturgical form, though what follows is different in each example



(Mart. Pol' 20:2 resembles Jude 24 in thought, but not in wording). The expansion has the
effect of making this part of the doxology effectively, though not in form, a prayer. Jude’s
monw gew (“to the only God”) is also paralleled in other doxologies in Rom 16:25; 1 Tim
1:17; 2 Cle™ 20:5; cf 1 Tim 6:15-16; 1 Cle™ 43:6. (2) Though many doxologies have only
doxa, many follow the example of 1 Chr 29:11 in listing several attributes (see Comment
for parallels to those in Jude). Lists of two, three, four, five, and seven are found
(Deichgréber, Gotteshymnus, 28). The phrase dia flhsou Cristou (“through Jesus
Christ”) is often found in doxologies (Rom 16:27; Did- 9:4; 1 Cle™ 58:2; 61:3; 64; 65:2;
Mart. Pol 14:3; 20:2; cf 2 Cor 1:20; 1 Pet 4:11), and usually constitutes their only
specifically Christian feature. It was added to give a Christian character to the inherited
Jewish forms (Deichgréaber, Gotteshymnus, 39-40). Since in almost all instances (but see 2
Cle™ 20:5) it is the ascription of glory that is “through Jesus Christ,” this is probably the
sense to be given to the phrase in Jude (see Comment). (3) The simple ei** tou™ aiwna"
(“for ever”) is frequently expanded into fuller formulae for eternity (Deichgréber,
Gotteshymnus, 27-28; E. von Dobschiitz, “Zwei- und dreigliedrige Formeln,” JB" 50 [1931]
138). Twofold forms referring to past and future (Tg. Neof Exod 15:18; 1 Cle™ 65:2; Mart.
Pol 21) or to present and future (2 Pet 3:18; 1 Cle™ 64; Mart. Pol 14:3; Acts Pet 39) are
found, but Jude’s threefold reference to past, present and future is unparalleled in Jewish
and early Christian doxologies.

Several of these features of Jude’s doxology Deichgraber regards as marks of a late
date, but his reasons are not compelling. (a) A tendency for liturgical formulae to become
fuller in later forms (Gotteshymnus, 28-29) cannot be invoked as a firm principle for
relative dating, since simple forms certainly survived alongside more elaborate ones. (b)
Longer lists of attributes are not necessarily later than shorter ones, since 1 Chr 29:11, the
basic O model for doxologies, has a list of five attributes. (c) The anarthrous form of the
attributes (also in 1 Tim 1:17; 6:16; 1 Cle™ 64; 65:2; Mart. Pol 14:3; 20:2; 21) cannot be a
sure sign of late date, since Deichgraber himself (Gotteshymnus, 28 n- 3) has to see Luke
2:14, which he regards as having a Palestinian Hebrew origin, as an exception. (d) The
phrase dia flhsou Cristou (“through Jesus Christ”), Deichgraber claims, occurs only in
late examples (Gotteshymnus, 40). But, although the authenticity of Rom 16:27 is disputed,
2 Cor 1:20 is probably evidence of the use of this phrase in doxologies in Paul’s day (and
cf Rom 1:8; 5:11; 7:25; Col 3:17). (e) The fuller formulae for eternity are not necessarily
later, since they have Jewish precedents (Pss 41:14; 106:48; Tg. Neof Exod 15:18). Jude’s
threefold division of time, though not found in other doxologies, is itself traditional (2
Apoc. Bar 21:9; 23:3; Heb 13:8; Rev 1:4; 4:8), and his use of it can be attributed to his
preference for threefold forms of expression.

Deichgréber rightly holds that the doxology must be clearly distinguished from the
benediction (“Blessed be/is God ...”). Doxologies are rare in tile literature of ancient
Judaism, but common in early Christianity, whereas benedictions, which are relatively rare
in early Christian literature (Deichgraber, Gotteshymnus, 40-43), were common in Judaism.
The reason for this difference is unknown, but there is no doubt that the early Christian
doxology did derive from Judaism. Deichgrdber holds that in the literature of Palestinian
Judaism the fixed form of the doxology as it appears in early Christian literature is not
found, but only some steps toward it (1 Chr 29:11; Pss. 22:28; 62:11-12a; Dan 2:20). These
lack the indication of time, and do not, like the Christian doxologies, occur consistently at
the end of a prayer or sermon. The fixed form of the doxology, as found in the N" occurs



first in the literature of Hellenistic Judaism (4 Macc 18:24; Pr Man 15; and 1 Esd 4:40, a
doxology to “truth”; c¢f 1 Esd 4:59; 5:58). Deichgraber therefore argues that the N'
doxologies derive from the worship of the Hellenistic Jewish synagogues of the Diaspora.
(Exceptions to this are the untypical forms found in Luke 2:14; 19:38; Rev 7:10; 19:1,
where the doxology is not a closing formula, but an independent “Heilsruf” or “Siegesruf.”)
The evidence for Jewish doxologies, however, does not really support this sharp
distinction between Palestinian and Hellenistic Judaism. The eternityformula is found in a
Palestinian text, Pss. Sol 17:3, which Deichgraber admits comes close to the Christian
doxologies in form (Gotteshymnus, 37), in the Targums to Exod 15:18, which are more
significant for the origins of the doxology than Deichgréber allows (Gotteshymnus, 37 n' 5;
McNamara, Targum, 204-9, relates them to the doxologies in Revelation), and in Jewish
benedictions (1 Chr 29:10; Pss 41:14; 72:19; 89:52; 106:48; Dan 2:20) which will easily
have influenced the form of the doxology. It is by no means certain that the Pr Man is of
Hellenistic rather than Palestinian Jewish origin (as Deichgraber asserts: Gotteshymnus, 38
n- 1). Moreover, while Deichgrédber admits that the doxologies in the Apocalypse are
evidence of Palestinian Jewish Christian usage (Gotteshymnus, 38-39), he mentions only
7:10 and 19:1, which are untypical in form, and omits to mention 1:5-6 and 5:13, which
have the regular early Christian form. Thus we certainly cannot exclude a Palestinian
Jewish origin for the doxology, and, in view of the other indications of the Palestinian
background of Jude’s letter, we can regard his doxology as his own adaptation of a form in
liturgical use in Palestinian Jewish Christianity.
Doxologies were used to conclude prayers (Pr Man 15; Eph 3:20-21) and sermons (2 Cle™
20:5; cf 1 Esd 4:40). Probably as an extension of the latter use, in early Christianity they
also conclude letters (Rom 16:25-27; 2 Pet 3:18; 1 Cle™ 65:2; Mart. Pol 21; Diogn 12:9) or
the main part of a letter before the concluding greetings (Phil 4:20; 2 Tim 4:18; Heb 13:21;
1 Pet 5:11; 1 Cle™ 64; Mart. Pol 20:2). The peculiarity of Jude’s letter-ending is the lack of
any personal greetings or specifically epistolary conclusion. He ends as he might have
ended a spoken homily, with a liturgical doxology.

Comment

24. fulaxai uma™ aptaistou”, “to keep you from stumbling,” is probably an echo of
a common metaphor in the Psalms, where the psalmist describes the disasters from which
God preserves him in terms of his feet stumbling or slipping (Pss 38:16; 56:13; 66:9; 73:2;
91:12; 94; 116:8; 121:3). Perhaps in the background lurk the wicked who try to trip up the
righteous or lay traps for them to fall into (Pss 140:4-5; 141:9; 142:3). God’s ability to
“keep” them from stumbling is prominent in Pss 121:3-8; 140:4; 141:9. New Testament
references to God’s guarding or keeping Christians are 2 Thess 3:3 (sulassein, “to keep”;
perhaps there is here a liturgical background, as in Jude); John 17:11, 15; Rev 3:10
(threin); 1 Pet 1:5 (Frourein); and see Comment on v 1. aptaisto" is a N' hapax
legomenon (but cf the metaphorical use of ptaiein in Rom 11:11; Jas 2:10; 3:2; 2 Pet
1:10), but is used in a rather similar metaphorical way in 3 Macc 6:39 (aptaistou”
autou" errusato, “saved them from disaster”). The general sense is that God will protect
Jude’s readers from the dangers of falling into the sinful ways of the false teachers and
thereby failing to attain to final salvation.

sthsai katenwpion th™ doxh™ autou amwmou", “to present you without blemish in



the presence of his glory.” Comparison with the following passages indicates that there is
probably a common background in liturgical tradition: 1 Thess 3:13: “so that he may
establish your hearts unblamable (amemptou™) in holiness before (emprosgen) our God
and Father”; Col 1:22: “in order to present (parasthsai) you holy and blameless
(amwmou') and irreproachable before (katenwpion) him”; Eph 1:4: “that we should be
holy and blameless (amwmou') before (katenwpion) him”; Eph 5:27: “that he might
present (parasthsh) the church to himself in splendor, without spot or wrinkle or any
such thing, that she might be holy and without blemish (amwmo™)” (Rs"); Pol. Phil- 5:2:
“likewise must the deacons be blameless (amemptoi) before (katenwpion) his
righteousness” (Loeb trans.); (cf also 1 Cor 1:8; 1 Thess 5:23). Of these, Jude 24; 1 Thess
3:13; Eph 5:27; and Col 1:22 are eschatological in reference, and all of them use the
sacrificial metaphor; Christians are to be presented before God as sacrificial victims
without blemish. (For amwmo™ of sacrificial animals, see, e.g” Exod 29:38; Lev 1:3; 3:1;
Heb 9:14; 1 Pet 1:19. For sacrifices presented “before the Lord,” cf Lev 1:3; 3:1, 12.) The
word katenwpion (“in the presence of,” “before”) is found in early Christian literature only
in the above four passages: Jude 24; Col 1:22; Eph 1:4; Pol. Phil 5:2 (and elsewhere only
in LX*:

th" doxh™ autou, “his glory” is a reverential periphrasis for “God himself” (cf Tob 12:12,
15; 1 Enoc" 27:2; 63:5; 102:3; 104:1; T. Abr 4 [Rec. B]): God’s glory is the radiance of his
very being. For this eschatological hope of coming into God’s presence, cf 4 Ezra 7:98;
Matt 5:8; Rev 7:15; 22:3-4.

en agalliasel, “with rejoicing.” The word agalliasi™ is found only in Jewish and
Christian Greek; the phrase en agalliasei occurs in 1 Enoc" 5:9; Luke 1:44; Acts 2:46;
Mart. Pol 18:3. “Rejoicing” is a traditional eschatological motif: the jubilation of God’s
people in the attainment of his purpose (Isa 12:6; 25:9; 60:5; 61:10; Tob 13:13; Bar 4:37,;
5:5; 4 Ezra 7:98; T. Lev' 18:14; 1 Enoc" 5:9; 103:4; Apoc. Abr 29; 1 Pet 4:13; Rev 19:7).
Here, in the context of the cultic picture, the eschatological joy is represented as a cultic
festival (Schelkle).

25. monw gew, “to the only God.” That the God of Israel was the only true God was the
distinctive Jewish religious confession, and mono™ (“only”) was therefore frequently
applied to God in Jewish confessional (2 Macc 7:37; 4 Macc 5:24) and liturgical (LX* 4
Kgdms 19:15, 19; Neh 9:6; Pss 82:19; 85:10; Dan 3:45; 1 Esd 8:25; 2 Macc 1:24-25; cf
4QDibHa™ 5:8-9; Apoc. Abr: 17) contexts (see G. Delling, “MONOS QEQOS,” Studien zum
Neuen Testament und hellenistischen Judentum: Gesammelte Aufsatze 1950-1968
[Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1970] 396-99). Primitive Christianity continued this
usage (John 5:44; 17:3; Rev 15:4; cf E. Stauffer, New Testament Theology, tr J. Marsh
[London: SC" Press, 1955] 242-44; Delling, Studien, 399-400), and it is not surprising to
find mono™ geo™ (“the only God”) in several doxologies, probably following Jewish
models (Rom 16:27; 1 Tim 1:17; 2 Cle™ 20:5; cf 1 Esd 8:25; 1 Tim 6:15-16; 1 Cle™ 43:6).
(Jude’s monw gew swthri hmwn, “to the only God our Savior,” comprises two distinct
phrases and should not be connected with the formula mono™ swthr, “only savior”: for this
formula in Greek religion and in Philo, see Delling, Studien, 392, 397.) It is quite
unnecessary to see in this phrase opposition to gnostic speculations about the Demiurge
(Moffatt, Wand, Kelly).
swthri hmwn, “our Savior.” Again this is a traditional Jewish term for God, translating

in[ey yhla



, “the God of our salvation” (swthr hmwn occurs in LX* Pss 64:6; 78:9; 94:1; Pss. Sol
8:33; 17:3; cf TDN' 7, pp. 1012-15). Whereas Christ is quite frequently called swthr
(“Savior”) in early Christian literature, God is rarely so called (only Luke 1:47; 1 Tim 1:1;
2:3; 4:10; Titus 1:3; 2:10; 3:4; 1 Cle™ 59:3). Here at least the term must be a survival of
Jewish usage. There is no basis at all for regarding it as peculiarly Hellenistic (Deichgraber,
Gotteshymnus, 100).

dia flhsou Cristou tou kuriou hmwn, “through Jesus Christ our Lord.” It is disputed
whether this phrase should be taken with swthri hmwn (“our Savior”) (Spitta, Chaine,
Grundmann, Green) or with the attributes which follow (Mayor, Bigg, Cantinat, Kelly), i.e-
whether Christ mediates salvation to us or mediates the glory and authority of God to him.
In favor of the latter, is the use of the phrase in doxologies elsewhere (Rom 16:27; Did- 9:4;
1 Cle™ 58:2; 61:3; 64; 65:2; Mart. Pol 14:3; cf 2 Cor 1:20; 1 Pet 4:11), but this may not be
an entirely conclusive argument, since there is also one, admittedly late, doxology (2 Ciera.
20:5) where “through whom” (i.e” Christ; dif ou) belongs in the expansion of the first part
of the doxology and refers to God’s saving work through Christ, while in the doxology in
Mart. Pol 20:2, which closely resembles Jude 24-25, the phrase “through his only child
Jesus Christ” (dia tou monogenou™ paido™ autou flhsou™ Cristou) has the same
ambiguity as the phrase in Jude. Also in favor of taking the phrase with what follows, is the
grammatical awkwardness of attaching it to the noun swthri (“Savior”). On the other
hand, it is argued that Christ cannot be regarded as the mediator of glory to God “before all
time” (Chaine, Green), but 1 Cle™ 65:2 provides a doxology in which this has to be the
case. It can be explained either by the preexistence of Christ (Cantinat; see Comment on v
5) or by the lack of precision in this kind of liturgical language (Kelly). Perhaps it is not
necessary to choose between the two alternative ways of interpreting the phrase: the phrase
may be deliberately ambiguous, combining the two thoughts (an abbreviated form of dia
flhsou Cristou, dit ou, “through Jesus Christ, through whom,” which is used in the
doxology in 1 Cle™ 58:2; cf 65:2). If we must choose, the dominant usage in doxologies
makes the second alternative the more probable.

doxa, “glory,” is the attribute found in almost all doxologies (1 Tim 6:16; 1 Pet 5:11 are
exceptions): it is the essential glory of God’s being. Even if the doxology is to be
understood as a prayer (which is unlikely) rather than a statement, there can be no question
of the worshiper giving God glory which he does not in any case possess.

megalwsunh, “majesty,” occurs in 1 Chr 29:11 (LX*" the basic O" source for the lists of
attributes in doxologies, and in doxologies in 1 Cle™ 20:12; 61:3; 64; 65:2; Mart. Pol 20:2;
21 (and cf LX* Deut 32:3; Sir 39:15). It describes God’s “awful transcendence” (Kelly), is
used only of God in early Christian literature, and is so characteristic a divine quality as to
be sometimes, like “glory,” practically a periphrasis for God himself: 1 Enoc" 5:4; T. LeV'
3:9; Heb 1:3; 8:1; 1 Cle™ 27:4; 36:2; 58:1.

krato", “power,” is common in doxologies: 1 Tim 6:16; 1 Pet 4:11; 5:11; Rev 1:6;
5:13; 1 Cle™ 64; 65:2; Mart. Pol 20:2 (and cf Pss. Sol- 17:3). It is frequently used of God’s
power (LX* Job 12:16; Ps 61:13; Isa 40:26; Jdt 9:14; 2 Macc 3:34; 11:4; 3 Macc 1:27; Eph
1:19; etc.).
exousia, “authority,” is otherwise found in a doxology only in the doxology to “truth” in 1
Esd 4:40, but is used of God’s power in LX* Dan 4:17; Sir 10:4; Josephus, Ant 5.109; often
in Philo; Luke 12:5; Acts 1:7; Rom 9:21; Rev 16:9; Herm' Man- 4:1:11. Its meaning is close
to that of krato™, but tends, in biblical usage, to denote the sovereign authority of God as



Ruler (cf TDN' 2, 562-74).

Explanation

The first part of Jude’s magnificent doxology is in effect a prayer, though a confident
prayer, that God will preserve the recipients of the letter from the spiritual disaster with
which the false teaching threatens them and bring them to the eschatological destiny he
intends for them. Having in the previous section stressed his readers’ responsibilities, Jude
now assures them of the divine support and protection without which all their efforts will
be fruitless.

Drawing on traditional liturgical material, he pictures the last day as the eschatological
festival of worship, in which the achievement of God’s purposes for his people will take the
form of his presentation of them as perfect sacrifices in his heavenly sanctuary, offered up
to the glory of God amid the jubilation of the worshipers. All Jude’s concerns in the letter,
to combat the false teaching for the sake of the health of the church and the Christian
obedience of its members, are finally aimed at this goal: that they should in the end be
found fit to be a sacrificial offering to God.

This picture appropriately leads to the doxology proper, in which the church acknowledges
the greatness of God as he is for all eternity. When the letter was read aloud, the hearers
would join in the concluding “Amen.”
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The Second Letter of Peter

Introduction

Like the Introduction to Jude, this Introduction presupposes the exegetical discussion in the
commentary.

FORM AND STRUCTURE

Second Peter belongs to two literary genres, the letter and the testament. It not only
calls itself a letter (3:1), but it is a real letter, whose letter-opening (1:1-2) conforms to the
style of the Jewish and early Christian letter. An introductory statement of theme (1:3-11)
and an explanation of the occasion for the letter (1:12-15) follow. As in many N' letters,
there is a paraenetic section toward the end (3:11-18a), though, like Jude, 2 Peter closes
with a doxology alone (3:18b), without any specifically epistolary conclusion or personal
greetings. However, it was the letter-opening which was the really essential formal
constituent of the ancient letter.

Second Peter is also a genuine letter in that it was written and sent to specific
addressees: a church or group of churches which had been (among) the recipients of 1 Peter
(3:1) and to which one or more letters of Paul had been addressed (3:15). Thus despite the
generality of the address (1:1), it is not a “catholic letter” to all Christians, but a work
written for a specific, localized audience. This is also clear from the apologetic content of 2
Peter, which is directed against specific objections to Christian teaching and a group of
false teachers with specific characteristics.

However, it is equally clear that 2 Peter belongs to the genre of ancient Jewish literature
known to modern scholars as the “farewell speech” or “testament.” In the intertestamental
period there was a considerable vogue for accounts of the last words of O heroes, whether
as independent works (e.g- T. Mos, T. 12 Patr, T. Jo®, 1 Enoc" 91-104) or as parts of
historical or pseudo-historical works (e.g- Tob 14:3-11; 4 Ezra 14:28-36; 2 Apoc. Bar-.
57-86; Jub 21-22; 35; 36:1-18; Bib. Ant 19:1-5; 24:1-5; 28:3-4, 5-10; 33; Adam and Eve
25-29; Josephus, Ant 4.309-19). Such testaments had two main types of content: (1)
Ethical admonitions: before his death a patriarch gives to his children or a national leader to



his people a definitive summary of his ethical and religious instruction which they are to
follow in the future, often with eschatological sanctions attached. (2) Revelations of the
future: in accordance with the ancient belief that the last hours of a great man were a time
when he was endowed with prophetic knowledge of the future, the hero predicts the future
of his descendants or the destiny of his people, often in the form of apocalyptic revelations
of the last days, often as a basis for eschatological paraenesis. On these characteristics of
Jewish testaments, see especially Stauffer, Theology, 344-47; Kolenkow, JS' 6 (1975)
57-71; J. Munck, “Discours d’adieu dans le Nouveau Testament et dans la littérature
biblique,” in Aux Sources de la Tradition Chrétienne (M. Goguel Festschrift; Neuchatel:
Delachaux & Niestlé, 1950) 155-70.The genre of the farewell discourse was rather
naturally applied in the early church to the apostles (Acts 20:17-34; 2 Timothy; Acts Pet
36-39; Acts Joh" 106-7; Acts Thom' 159-60), and 2 Peter has been widely recognized to be
intended as a “testament of Peter” (Munck, “Discours,” 162; Spicq, 194; Reicke, 146;
Grundmann, 55-56; Knoch, “Verméchtnis,” 149-54; Neyrey, Polemic, 99-105).

The following passages identify 2 Peter as belonging to this genre: (1) The passage
1:3-11 is in form a miniature homily, which follows a pattern used in the farewell speeches
of Ezra (in 4 Ezra 14:28-36) and John (in Acts Joh" 106-7) (see Form/Structure/Setting
section on 1:3-11). In the light of the references back to this passage in 1:12, 15, it is
clearly intended as a definitive summary of Peter’s ethical and religious teaching, set down
for the instruction of readers after his death. (2) 1:12-15 is full of language typical of
farewell speeches (see Comment on those vv) and explicitly describes the occasion for the
writing of 2 Peter as Peter’s knowledge of his approaching death and his wish that his
teaching be remembered after his death. These two features are standard and almost
universal features of the genre. (3) In two passages (2:1-3a; 3:1-4; cf 3:17a) Peter predicts
the rise of false teachers in the churches in the last days following his death (3:4: the death
of the “fathers,” of whom Peter was one). These four passages, but especially 1:12-15,
would leave no contemporary reader in doubt that 2 Peter belonged to the genre of
“testament.” Perhaps we should also add, as further testamentary features, the
Transfiguration as a revelation of the future to Peter (see Form/Structure/Setting section on
1:16-18), the apocalyptic prophecy of 3:7, 10, and the eschatological paraenesis of
3:11-15a (see Form/Structure/Setting section on 3:11-16).

The rest of 2 Peter is structured around the sections which clearly belong to the testament
genre in the following manner. 1:3-11 provides, as the core of Peter’s testament, a
summary of Peter’s definitive teaching of which it is the purpose of his testament to
“remind” the readers (1:12-15) and which emphasizes ethics and eschatology and the link
between the two. The two sections of prophecy (2:1-3a; 3:1-4) are Peter’s predictions of
false teachers who will undermine Christian ethics and deny the eschatological expectation.
The rest of the letter defends Peter’s teaching on ethics and eschatology against the
objections raised by these false teachers. There are four passages which reply to a series of
objections to the eschatological expectation (1:16-19; 1:20-21; 2:3b-10a; 3:5-10): in one
case the false teachers’ objection is specifically stated in quotation in Peter’s prophecy (3:4;
cf 3:9), in the other three cases it is implicitly contained in the author’s denial of it (1:16a,
20b; 2:3b). In addition to these pieces of apologetic argument, there is a long denunciation
of the false teachers’ libertine behavior (2:10b—22) and, by way of contrast, a passage of
eschatological paraenesis which exhorts the readers to holy living on the basis of the
eschatological expectation (3:11-16). Thus the two traditional characteristics of the



testament—the definitive summary of Peter’s ethical and religious message (1:3—11) and
the revelations of the future (2:1-3a; 3:1-4)—provide a framework around which is built an
apologetic defense of Peter’s teaching against the false teachers.

Two further aspects of the use of the testament genre in 2 Peter remain to be
considered: its combination with the letter genre, and its pseudepigraphal character. One
Jewish example of a testament in the form of a letter is 2 Apoc. Bar 78-86. Baruch, having
already made his farewell to the people in Judea, responds to their request that he also write
to the people in exile, and chaps 78-86 are his farewell letter to the nine and a half tribes,
largely consisting of eschatological paraenesis. This letter within the framework of a
fictional history is not entirely comparable with 2 Peter, but it highlights the motive for
putting a testament into letter form: the testator’s desire to communicate over a distance. In
most testaments the farewell speech is a homily delivered orally to immediate hearers. The
speaker himself is not supposed to have written it down and in fact most testaments are not
in the really strict sense pseudepigrapha, represented as having been written by the hero
who is making his farewell. They are supposed accounts of oral speeches, reported in
writing by an anonymous writer within a (frequently minimal) narrative framework. They
are fictional, rather than strictly pseudepigraphal. But 2 Apoc. Bar 78-86 reproduces a
testament supposedly written by Baruch himself, and the reason for this exception is
Baruch’s desire to give his last instructions to people who lived far away. (It happens to be
set within a narrative framework which in this case is itself pseudepigraphal, told in the first
person by Baruch.)

The desire to communicate at a distance is of course the reason for almost all genuine
letters, and the desire to communicate religious instruction at a distance was the reason for
the apostolic letters of early Christianity. The composition of Peter’s testament in the form
of a letter was really an obvious combination of genres if the testament were addressed not
to the church of Rome, where Peter’s life ended, but churches elsewhere. But the
combination of genres in this case created a genre with a unique communicative capacity: a
testamentary letter could communicate at a distance in space (like all letters) and also at a
distance in time, for in a written testament it is possible explicitly to address not only those
who read it immediately but also those who will read it after the testator’s death (as
1:12-15 makes very clear). This unique capacity of the testamentary letter would make it
uniquely serviceable to a pseudepigrapher. If someone wished to write an apostolic
pseudepigraphon to communicate the teaching of the apostles to Christians living after their
death, he faced a serious problem of literary genre. In what genre could an apostle be
represented as addressing a situation which would exist only after his death? In one sense
the letter was the obvious genre to use, since it was the principal genre in which the
apostles had written, but letters are naturally addressed to contemporaries. A
pseudo-apostolic letter could be addressed to fictional readers in the apostle’s lifetime, but
then the immediacy of direct address to the real readers is lost. To this dilemma the
testamentary letter is the ideal solution. It is almost the only plausible way in which an
apostle could be represented as directly addressing readers after his death, in a specific
situation which the testament convention of deathbed prophecy allows him to foresee. If 2
Peter is pseudepigraphal, its author has invented the ideal form for his purpose. But we
should not neglect the possibility that if Peter himself had really wished to address
Christians living after his death, it would also have been the ideal form for his purpose. The
question arises whether the debate over the pseudepigraphal character of 2 Peter can be
settled on grounds of literary genre alone.



In Jewish usage the testament was a fictional literary genre (not usually
pseudepigraphal in the strict sense: see above). The farewell discourses in the
intertestamental literature were sometimes expansions and elaborations of last words
recorded in the O" (e.g T. Mos), but in most cases they were entirely free invention. It is
highly probable that they were normally accepted as such. It is very implausible to suppose
that most Jewish readers were so naive as to read such speeches as accurate historical
reports, or that their authors were so naive as to expect them to be so read. The writers of
haggadic midrash were nowhere so free in their expansions of the O text as in attributing
speeches to O figures. No doubt such speeches were expected to have verisimilitude—to
be the kind of thing that might well have been said—but anyone who could compare them
with the OT text itself must have known that they were an exercise in historical imagination.
Farewell speeches were simply a specially popular form of this practice.

Second Peter bears so many marks of the testament genre (especially the conventional
testamentary language in 1:12-15) that readers familiar with the genre must have expected
it to be fictional, like other examples they knew. If they knew that it came from the Petrine
circle in Rome (see section on Authorship and Pseudonymity), then they might trust its
author to have made a good job of reporting the essence of Peter’s teaching, but they would
not expect Peter to have written it. At any rate the presumption would be that he had not.
This presumption might perhaps have to be overruled if there were good evidence for
genuine Petrine authorship, since it always remains a possibility that someone wishing to
write his own testament could have adopted the fictional genre in order to do so. (The
Jewish apocalypse was a pseudepigraphal genre, but John, the author of the N Apocalypse,
wrote an apocalypse in his own name.) However, in the case of 2 Peter, the presumption
that Petrine authorship is fictional is decisively reinforced for us (and would have been for
the original readers too) by two considerations. One is the evidence for date (see section on
Date), but the other is an additional literary characteristic of the work, which demonstrates
that the Petrine authorship was intended to be an entirely transparent fiction.

Major sections of the apologetic parts of 2 Peter (2:3b—22; 3:5-10, 16b) are not really
written within the testamentary genre, even though they are closely attached to passages
which are (2:1-3a; 3:1-4, 15b-16a, 17). They speak of the false teachers and their
followers in the present tense, as the author’s contemporaries, not in the future tense, as in
Peter’s prophecies which predict their rise after Peter’s death. In other words, the
convention of prediction, necessary in a testament, is not maintained, but alternates with
passages in which it is abandoned. The explanation that this is carelessness on the author’s
part is scarcely credible; 2 Peter is not carelessly composed. Nor is it easy to believe that
the present tenses are intended to depict the future with vividness, as though present. The
obvious explanation is that the author feels free to break the conventions of the genre he is
using for the sake of a particular literary effect. Deliberate juxtaposition of Peter’s
prophecies of the false teachers with present-tense accounts of them conveys to 2 Peter’s
readers the message: these apostolic prophecies are now being fulfilled. It also enables the
writer to engage in apologetic argument with the false teachers (as in 3:5). But such
deliberate breaches of the fiction of Petrine authorship are possible only if the fiction was a
transparent one.

For further consideration of the author’s purpose in writing in the form of a testament,
see section on Authorship and Pseudonymity below.

Outline of the Structure of 2 Peter



1:1-2

Address and Salutation

1:3-11

Theme: A Summary of Peter’s Message

1:12-15

Occasion: Peter’s Testament

1:16-18

Reply to Objection 1: (a) Apostolic Eyewitness

1:19

Reply to Objection 1: (b) The Value of O' Prophecy
1:20-21

Reply to Objection 2: The Inspiration of O" Prophecy
2:1-3a

Peter’s Prediction of False Teachers

2:3b-10a

Reply to Objection 3: The Certainty of Judgment
2:10b-22

Denunciation of the False Teachers

3:1-4

Peter’s Prediction of Scoffers (including Objection 4: v 4)
3:5-7

Reply to Objection 4: (a) The Sovereignty of God’s Word
3:8-10

Reply to Objection 4: (b) The Forbearance of the Lord
3:11-16

Exhortation

3:17-18

LANGUAGE

Second Peter has an even higher proportion of N' hapax legomena than Jude, in fact the highest
proportion of any N' book (for the proportions, see Chaine, 15). There are fifty-seven words not
found elsewhere in the N Of these thirtytwo are not found in the LX* either (akatapasto™, 2:14;
amagh™, 3:16; amwmhto", 3:14; asthrikto™, 2:14; 3:16; aucmhro™, 1:19; blemma, 2:8;
braduth™, 3:9; diaugazein, 1:19; dusnohto™, 3:16; egkatoikein, 2:8; ekastote, 1:15; ekpalai,
2:3; 3:5; empaigmonh, 3:3; exerama, 2:22; epaggelma, 1:4; 3:13; epilusi™, 1:20; isotimo", 1:1;
kausousqai, 3:10, 12; kulismo", 2:22; muwpazein, 1:9; oligw", 2:18; paragronia, 2:16;
pareisagein, 2:1; pareisferein, 1:5; plasto”, 2:3; roizhdon, 3:10; sthrigmo”, 3:17;
tartaroun, 2:4; tefroun, 2:6; tolmhth", 2:10; fwsforo", 1:19; yeudodidaskalo™, 2:1; also
seiro" if this reading is preferred in 2:4), while twenty-five occur in the LX* (where LX*
references are given they are the only LX* occurrences: agesmo", 2:17; 3:17; 3 Macc 5:16; 6:26;
alwsi®, 2:12; Jer 27:46; apofeugein, 1:4; 2:18, 20; Sir 22:22; argein, 2:3; LX* 6 times:
borboro™, 2:22; Jer 45:6; elegxi, 2:16; Job 21:4; 23:2; entrufan, 2:13; exakolougein, 1:16; 2:2,
15; LX* 6 times: epopth™, 1:16; katakluzein, 3:6; Ihgh, 1:9; megalopreph™, 1:17; megisto",
1:4; miasma, 2:20; miasmo"', 2:10; Wis 14:26; 1 Macc 4:43; mnhmh, 1:15; mwmo"', 2:13; omiclh,



2:17; paranomia, 2:16; seira, 2:4, unless the reading seiro" is preferred; strebloun, 3:16;
tacino™, 1:14; 2:1; LX* 6 times; thkesqai, 3:12; toiosde, 1:17; 2 Macc 11:27; 15:12; u™, 2:22).
Of the thirty-two biblical hapax legomena, fifteen are found in other Hellenistic Jewish
writers of the period (Sib. Or, Ep. Arist, Philo, Josephus) (amagh™, amwmhto", blemma,
braduth", diaugazein, egkatoikein, ekpalai, epaggelma, epilusi', isotimo",
pareisagein, plasto”, tefroun, tolmhth", fwsforo™), and two more in other
Jewish versions of the O" (kulismo™: Prov 2:18 g; oligw': Isa 10:7 Aquila). This may
begin to suggest that 2 Peter belongs to the sphere of Hellenistic Jewish Greek (like James,
1 Peter, Hebrews and the Pastorals, according to A. Wifstrand, “Stylistic Problems in the
Epistles of James and Peter,” ST 1 [1948] 170-82). Since the relevant context in early
Christian literature in which 2 Peter should be placed is not the N' alone, but also the
Apostolic Fathers, it should also be noted that seventeen of 2 Peter’s N" hapax legomena
occur in the Apostolic Fathers, though only four of these are biblical hapax legomena
(blemma, Herm. Sim' 6:2:5; dusnohto", Herm. Sim 9:14:4; egkatoikein, Barn 1:4;
epilusi™, 6 times in Herm. Sim' 5-9). One more of the biblical hapax legomena occurs in
the Greek text of the Apoc. Pet (aucmhro™, Apoc. Pet A 21).
Despite the large number of rare words in Jude, it is relevant to notice that 2 Peter has,
in taking over material from Jude, taken over few rare words. Of thirtyeight words in 2
Peter which occur only once or twice elsewhere in the N™ only four occur in Jude and these
are the only four words which are found exclusively in Jude and 2 Peter in the N (asebein,
empaikth", suneuwceisgai, uperogko™, and of these asebein is probably not borrowed
from Jude). This suggests that, despite its dependence on other sources as well as Jude, few
of 2 Peter’s rare words are likely to derive from sources. They belong to the author’s own
vocabulary.
Of course, some of the hapax legomena are relatively common words (e.g- amagh™, argein,
braduth", Ihgh, megisto", miasma, mnhmh, omiclh, paranomia, u'"), but some are very rare,
including most of the thirteen not yet noted as occurring anywhere outside 2 Peter. There are three
words not known elsewhere in extant Greek literature: akatapasto™, which is the best reading in
2:14 but must probably be explained as an error for akatapausto", which most Ms® have but
which is itself rare; empaigmonh, 3:3, perhaps the author’s own formation from empaizein (cf
empaikth", 3:3; Jude 18; Isa 3:4; empaigmo", Heb 11:36; Ezek 22:4; 2 Macc 7:7; Sir 27:28; Wis
12:25; Pss. Sol" 2:11; empaigma, Ps 37:8; Isa 66:4); parafronia, 2:16, which is probably used
instead of parafrosunh or parafronhsi' (Zech 12:4, very rare) for the sake of the assonance
with paranomia. As Mayor suggests (Ixii), several of 2 Peter’s rare forms may be used in
preference to commoner forms for the sake of euphony and rhythm, to which our author is sensitive.
This may help to account for the rare kulismo™ and exerama (2:22), as well as perhaps for
tartaroun (2:4) instead of the only slightly more common katatartaroun. Other rare words are
asthrikto" (2:14; 3:16; but this belongs to the sthrizein word-group, a favorite of our author’s,
as does the biblical hapax sthrigmo”, 3:17); kausousqai (3:10, 12; elsewhere used only of fever
by medical writers); muwpazein (1:9 is the first known occurrence); roizhdon (3:10);
yeudodidaskalo™ (2:1 is the first known occurrence; then Justin, Dial 82:1, probably dependent
on 2 Pet 2:1; cf yeudodidaskalia, Pol. Phil 7:2; but it is an obvious formation by analogy with
other yeudo compounds in early Christian use, such as yeudoprofhth™).
The list of hapax legomena includes enough extremely rare words to show that the
author is widely read, and fond of rather literary and poetic, even obscure words. They do
not on the whole seem to be used arbitrarily where common words would suffice as well,
but contribute to the author’s literary and rhetorical effects. Thus tartaroun, with its
mythological background, is highly appropriate in 2:4; kausousgai, and the onomatopoeic
roizhdon contribute to the poetic quality of the apocalyptic imagery in 3:10; the use of
empaigmonh with empaiktai in 3:3 creates, not a genuine Hebraism, but an effective



Septuagintalism; sthrigmo™ and asthrikto" form with sthrizein a word-group which
the author uses almost technically; muwpazein is used (1:9) to form, with tuflo™, one of
the author’s characteristic pairs of near-synonyms, which he uses for rhetorical effect; 1:19,
with the three relatively rare terms aucmhro™, fwsforo", diaugazein, is deliberately
poetic and effectively so; dusnohto' and strebloun (3:16) seem exactly the right words.
There are, however, some instances where nothing but preference for a less common or
more literary word seems to be operating: amwmhto' (3:14) instead of amwmo"'; spoudhn
pareisferein (1:5) instead of the common eisferein. But what writer with literary
pretensions is not occasionally guilty of this? It cannot really be said that the author misuses
words (the list of “solecisms,” given by Chase, DB(H’ 3, pp. 807-8, presupposes too much
confidence in our knowledge of usage; cf Mayor, Ix-Ixi).

The incidence of rare words is part of a general impression 2 Peter gives of aiming at
ambitious literary effect (cf Chase, DB(H’ 3, p. 808). Moulton speaks of “an artificial
dialect of high-sounding words learnt from rhetoricians and books”; “the general style is far
removed from the language of daily life” (Grammar 2, pp. 28, 6). The author is certainly
fond of rather grandiose language (cf 1:3-4, 16-17), and has a highly characteristic stylistic
habit of using pairs of synonyms or near-synonyms, sometimes as hendiadys, often
apparently as a rhetorical device to increase the effect (1:3, 4, 8, 9, 10, 16, 17; 2:10, 11, 13;
3:7, 11, 14, 16). He also has a habit of repeating words. This is quite different in function
from Jude’s catchword technique. Sometimes the repeated words are the author’s
semitechnical religious terminology (asthrikto, eusebeia, threin, Tqora,
prosdokan, epignwsi', apwleia) and occasionally there is a deliberate echo or
word-play (misqo' adikia", 2:13, 15; spoudhn, 1:5 and spoudasate, 1:10), but often
there seems to be no literary intention in the repetition. It is simply that a rather unusual
word has taken the author’s fancy and he likes to use it more often than one would normally
expect (apofeugein, 1:4; 2:18, 20; exakolougein, 1:16; 2:2, 15; deleazein, 2:14, 18;
ekpalai, 2:3; 3:5; dwreisgai, 1:3-4; epicorhgein, 1:5, 11; epagein, 2:1, 5; spoudazein,
1:10, 15; 3:14; tacino", 1:14; 2:1; less remarkable examples in Bigg, 225-26; Chase,
DB(H’ 3, p. 808). This scarcely implies that his vocabulary is “poor and inadequate”
(Chase). But it suggests a stylist rather easily captivated by the striking word and in danger
of overworking it. The habit is found to a small extent in most writers; in 2 Peter it seems
indulged to excess.

Second Peter’s Greek style is not to the taste of many modern readers: “at times pretentiously
elaborate” (Kelly, 228); “a striving after the pompous phrase” (Turner, in Moulton, Grammar 4, p.
142); “a somewhat artificial piece of rhetoric” (Chase, DB(H’ 3, p. 809). Abbott went so far as to
dub it “Baboo Greek,” comparing it with a ludicrous example of Indian English (Ex” 2/3 [1882]
204-19; and cf his Contrast), but this was certainly a misconception of the writer’s literary
competence. As Reicke points out (146—47), 2 Peter must be related to the “Asiatic” style of Greek
rhetoric which was coming into fashion in 2 Peter’s time, and which, with its love of high-sounding
expressions, florid and verbose language, and elaborate literary effects, was an artificial style which
Reicke aptly compares with European baroque. If 2 Peter’s language can seem bombastic and
pompous to us, it must be judged by the taste of its age and circle, and we should not too quickly
decide that the writer overreached himself in his literary ambition. In any case, there are
undoubtedly successful passages, such as 1:19 and 2:12-16 (for the literary devices used there see
the Form/Structure/Setting section on 2:10b-16), and if the long and complicated sentences are
sometimes tortuously obscure (1:3-4; 3:5-6), 2:4-10 is in its own way effective.

According to Moulton the language “is employed with the uneasy touch of one who has
acquired the language in later life” (Grammar 2, p. 28). It is difficult to judge how far this
impression results from the author’s adoption of an artificial literary style, but the poverty
of connecting particles (Chase, DB(H' 3, p. 808), the meager use of prepositions, the



tendency to ambiguity and obscurity (Turner, in Moulton, Grammar 4, p. 141), and what
Mayor calls “an illiterate use of the anarthrous noun” (xxxiv), may point in this direction.
On the other hand. it is not clear whether there are any genuine Semitisms, i.e usages which
betray a native Semitic speaker, or only Septuagintalisms which belong to the writer’s
deliberate style (cf genitive of quality in place of adjective: epigqumia miasmou, 2:10;
uperogka mataiohto", 2:18; the use of pasa ... ou, 1:20, for oudemia; opisw sarko"
poreuesqai, 2:10; ept escatwn twn hmerwn, 3:3; katara" tekna, 2:14; omissions of
the article with a definite noun before a genitive could reflect the Hebrew construct state
(Chaine, 18) but the author’s use of the article is too erratic for this to be certain; en
empaigmouh empaiktai, 3:3, is a clear case of an expression which is only an imitation
Septuagintalism, see Comment; en th fqora ... fgarhsontai, 2:12, is usually cited, but is
not really even a Septuagintalism, see Comment; among Semitic literary devices, note also
the synonymous parallelism in 2:3b; the Tobspruch in 2:21; the chiastic structure in
1:16-2:3; 3:4-10). A native Semitic speaker cannot be ruled out, but another possibility
which should be considered, and to which the frequent improper use of the anarthrous noun
might point, is a native Latin speaker (suggested, but not followed up, by Salmon,
Introduction, 637n’ Reicke, 147). This would suit the probable Roman origin of 2 Peter
(see Authorship and Pseudonymity).

LITERARY RELATIONSHIPS
This section includes a variety of different kinds of literary relationships. In many cases
there are implications for the date and character of 2 Peter, and these will be pointed out.

1. OLD TESTAMENT

Second Peter is not as saturated in O allusions as Jude is, but neither are they quite as
sparse as is sometimes claimed. The following are certain or very probable allusions:
1:17-18 (Ps 2:6-7); 1:19 (Num 24:17); 2:2 (Isa 52:5); 2:5 (Gen 6:17); 2:6 (Gen 19:29);
2:15-16 (Num 22:21-35); 2:22 (Prov 26:11); 3:5 (Gen 1:1); 3:8 (Ps 90 [LX* 89]:4); 3:9
(Hab 2:3); 3:10, 12 (Isa 34:4); 3:12 (Isa 60:22); 3:12-14 (Hab 2:3); 3:13 (Isa 65:17).
Admittedly many of these allusions seem to be drawn by the author from sources he used:
this is most probably the case in 1:17-18; 2:22; and the whole passage 3:8-13. Allusions
which are possible, but not certain, are: 1:11 (Dan 7:27); 1:17 (Ps 8:5 [LX* 6]; Dan 7:14);
1:19 (Cant 2:17).

Unlike Jude, 2 Peter’s allusions are habitually to the LX* The following correspond to
the language of the LX* 1:11 (Dan 7:27 q, LX* 1:17 (Ps 8:6); 1:19 (Num 24:17); 2:2 (Isa
52:5); 2:5 (Gen 6:17); 2:6 (Gen 19:29); 3:12 (Isa 34:4); 3:13 (Isa 65:17). In the following
cases the allusion is certainly not to the LX* version: 1:19 (Cant 2:17); 2:22 (Prov 26:11);
3:9, 12-14 (Hab 2:3); 3:12 (Isa 60:22), but in all except the first of these cases the author
has probably taken the allusion from an intermediate source.

As evidence for the author’s familiarity with the LX* we should add the use of typically
LX* phrases (e.g poreuesqgai opisw, 2:10; ept escatwn twn hmerwn, 3:3; pou estin;
3:4).

We may add that the author shows familiarity with extrabiblical Jewish haggadic traditions
(2:4-5, 7-8, 15-16).



2. JEWISH PSEUDEPIGRAPHA

In the Introduction to Jude, we noted his allusions to Jewish apocryphal works as a

prominent feature of his letter. These allusions are almost entirely absent from 2 Peter.
Working on the assumption that 2 Peter is dependent on Jude (see section 4), we find that
Jude’s verbal echoes of 1 Enoc" in Jude 6 have. disappeared in the rewriting in 2 Pet 2:4,
though the allusion to the story of the Watchers (itself much more widespread than 1 Enoc")
remains (and if we read seiroi' rather than seirai™, we have to assume that the author
had independent access to traditions which are found in 1 Enoc"). Hardly anything of Jude’s
debt to 1 Enoc” in Jude 1213 remains in 2 Pet 2:17, while Jude’s explicit quotation from 1
Enoc” in Jude 1415 is wholly absent from 2 Peter. We cannot be quite sure how deliberate
these omissions are. In 2 Pet 2:4, 17 the author has probably not recognized Jude’s
allusions to 1 Enoc” and they have been accidentally lost in his rewriting. It is possible that
he simply found no use for Jude 14-15 (see Form/Structure/Setting section on 3:1-4). But
in 2 Pet 2:11, Jude 9 has apparently been misunderstood and its point generalized so as to
eliminate the reference to the story of Michael and the devil in the T. Mos' In this case, at
least, we can be sure that the author of 2 Peter has deliberately avoided taking over Jude’s
reference to apocryphal material. (The claim that 2 Pet 2:3 is dependent on T. Mos' 7:6, and
2 Pet 2:13 on T. Mos 7:4, 8, is discussed and rightly rejected by E.-M. Laperrousaz, Le
Testament de Moise = Sem' 19 [1970] 63-66.)
These phenomena have commonly been explained as evidence that the author of 2 Peter
disapproved of Jude’s use of apocryphal works, and this is said to reflect 2 Peter’s
second-century date: “II Peter is already reluctant to use this literature, whereas Jude has a
naive attitude toward it” (Kiimmel, Introduction, 431; so also Schelkle, 177, 220-21; Kelly,
227; Grundmann, 104; Kisemann, “Apologia,” 173). Second Peter is thought to reflect a
later and stricter view of the canon of Scripture, which makes allusion to non-authoritative
works such as 1 Enoc" and the T. Mos' unsuitable. However, this explanation ignores the
facts about early Christian use of apocryphal works. Although the T. Mos' seems never to
have been well-known in Christian circles, in the case of 1 Enoc" the evidence shows that,
whereas there are very few allusions to it in first-century Christian literature, in the second
century it became one of the most popular books in the Christian church. Second-century
writers freely allude to it (Barn 4:3; 16:5-6; Papias, ap- Andr. Caes’ In Apoc 34.12:
Athenagoras, Apol 24-26; Justin, 2 Apol. 5; Dial 79.1; Tatian, Oratio, 8-9, 20; Ap. Joh"
29:16-30:2; Irenaeus, Adv Haer. 1.10.1; 1.15.6; 4.16.2; 4.36.4; Proof 18; Clem. Alex”
Eclog. Proph. 2.1; 53.4; Strom 5.1.10.2; 1.17.81.4; Tertullian, De Idol.; 3, 9, 15; De Cult.
Fem. 1.2; 2.10; De Orat. 22.5; Adv. Marc. 5:18; De Virgin. Vel. 7-8; cf H. J. Lawlor,
“Early Citations from the Book of Enoch,” J° 25 (1897) 164-225; A.-M. Denis,
Introductions aux Pseudépigraphes grecs d’Ancien Testament [SVT' 1; Leiden: E. J. Brill,
1970] 20-24). No doubts about the authority of 1 Enoc" are recorded before Tertullian (De
Cult. Fem. 1.3) and Origen (C. Cels 5:54; Comm. in. Joh 6.25), and such doubts seem only
to have become common in the fourth century. If the author of 2 Peter disapproved of 1
Enoc" he is most unlikely to have lived in the second century.

What the evidence seems to indicate is that until the early second century 1 Enoc" was
not widely known in Christian circles. It circulated only in those Palestinian Christian
circles which Jude represents, where it was read in Aramaic, and may not yet have been
translated into Greek. It may be that the production of the Greek version accounts for its



growing popularity in the second century.

The probability is that the author of 2 Peter omitted Jude’s quotation from 1 Enoc" and

his allusion to the T. Mos’, not because he disapproved of these works, but because he was
unfamiliar with them or at least assumed his readers would be unfamiliar with them.
Without knowledge of these works, the material in Jude 9 and 14-15 would only have been
puzzling (whereas the main outline of the story of the Watchers, to which 2 Pet 2:4 alludes,
was well-known to Jews and Christians who had never read 1 Enoc"). In relation to 1
Enoc", this conclusion points to an earlier rather than a later date for 2 Peter, before the
second-century Christian vogue for 1 Enoc".
The conclusion that the author of 2 Peter did not disapprove of Jewish apocryphal works on
principle is confirmed by the probability that he himself employed one as his source in
3:4-13. In the commentary on those vv we have argued that 2 Peter is there dependent on a
Jewish apocalypse, from which quotations are probably to be found in 1 Cle™ 23:3-4; 2
Cle™ 11:2-4; 16:3; and perhaps also 1 Cle™ 23:5; 27:4. This apocalypse was evidently
popular in the Roman church of that period, and may well have been the Book of Eldad and
Modad which Hermas quotes (Vis 2:3:4). It would be useful if this work could be dated.
We know that it was concerned with the problem of eschatological delay. Since this
problem became acute in Jewish apocalyptic especially after the fall of Jerusalem in A.D.
70, and since the argument of 2 Pet 3:9 is paralleled especially in Jewish discussion in the
post-70 period (see Bauckham, TynBu' 31 [1980] 3-36), it is possible that Eldad and
Modad was one of the Jewish apocalypses produced in the aftermath of the catastrophe of
A.D. 70.

3. OTHER JEWISH WRITINGS

Abbott (Ex® 2/3 [1882] 49-63; Contrast, 39-41) argued that 2 Peter was dependent on

Josephus. Farrar (Ex? 2/3 [1882] 401-23; Ex" 3/8 [1888] 58-69) thought Abbott had proved
a literary relationship, but suggested that Josephus might be dependent on 2 Peter.
However, Abbott’s case was convincingly refuted by Salmon (Introduction, 638-53; cf
also Mayor, cxxvii—cxxix; James, xxv; Fillion, DB(V' 5, col(s) 409-10). Some of the
resemblances (in Josephus’ account of Moses’ last words) belong to the literary
conventions of the “testament” genre (see commentary on 1:12-15), others to the literary
Greek of the period and the ideas of Hellenistic Judaism.
Abbott (Ex? 2/3 [1882] 54-56) also argued for 2 Peter’s dependence on Philo (and cf
Mayor, cxxix—cxxx), but again a common background in the literature of Hellenistic
Judaism is sufficient to explain the resemblances (see especially Comment on 1:20-21).
However, these resemblances do highlight 2 Peter’s closeness to Hellenistic Jewish
literature, as some general resemblances to the Sib. Or- also indicate (see Comment on 2:5;
3:6-7, 10). That the author had read some of Philo’s works is not at all improbable, even
though it cannot be proved.

4. JUDE

That some kind of close relationship exists between 2 Peter and Jude is obvious to all
readers.The resemblances are largely between Jude 4-13, 16-18 and 2 Pet 2:1-18; 3:1-3.
(These passages are given in parallel at the appropriate points in the Form/Structure/Setting



sections of the commentary on 2 Peter.) Although various more tenuous points of contact in
the earlier and later parts of the letters have often been pointed out (cf e.g the list in
Fornberg, Early Church, 34), none of them is very likely to be more than accidental, except
perhaps Jude 5 and 2 Pet 1:12. Precise verbal correspondence between the two works is
relatively sparse (much more so than in the “Q” pericopes of Matthew and Luke,e.g” but it
is sufficient and sufficiently striking to require an explanation at the level of literary
relationship (only Reicke, 190, seems to think an oral common source could account for
them).

Four explanations have been offered (and logically these are almost the only four

possible): (1) Jude is dependent on 2 Peter (so Luther and many older commentators;
Spitta, 381470, has the fullest argument; Zahn, Introduction, 250-51, 265-67, 285; Bigg,
216-24; Falconer, Ex” 6/6 [1902] 218-24). (2) 2 Peter is dependent on Jude (so most
modern commentators; full arguments for this position may be found in Mayor, i—xxv;
Chaine, 18-24; Sidebottom, 65-69; Grundmann, 75-83). (3) Both are dependent on a
common source. Robson (Studies) held that 2 Peter is a composite work put together from
various sources, including genuine Petrine fragments and a “prophetic discourse,” of which
Jude also made use. Reicke (148, 189-90) thought of a common “sermonic pattern,”
perhaps oral, behind the two works, and Green (50-55) of an anti-heretical tract (cf also
Spicq, 197 n' 1). (4) Common authorship is the hypothesis of Robinson (Redating, 192-95;
his position was anticipated by Leaney in R. Davidson and A. R. C. Leaney, Biblical
Criticism [PGM" 3; Harmondsworth, Middx.: Penguin Books, 1970] 319), who suggests
that Jude wrote both works. Guthrie, Introduction, 919-27, is a good summary of the
arguments for (1), (2) and (3).
Common authorship is implausible because of the considerable differences of style (see
section on Language in both Introductions) and background (the Palestinian Jewish
character of Jude, the Hellenistic character of 2 Peter), and also because it is difficult to
believe that a writer would have used his own work in the way in which the author of 2
Peter uses Jude (see, e.g” the Comment on 2 Pet 2:11, 13, 17).

A common source is a somewhat more attractive possibility. Since Jude’s midrash (vv
5-19) is explicitly based on traditional material with which his readers were already
familiar (v 5), it would have some plausibility if the parallels were limited to Jude’s
midrash section. But the undeniable relationship between Jude 4 and 2 Pet 2:1-3 makes this
view less likely. There is some force in the usual objection to this view, that the common
source would have had to have covered so much of the content of Jude and Jude’s own
contribution would have been so small, that it is hard to see why he bothered. However, this
argument loses a good deal of its force in the light of the view argued in the commentary on
Jude, that the most important part of Jude, which fulfills the author’s main purpose in
writing, is the appeal (vv 20-23). These vv are precisely those (together with the opening
vv 1-3 and the closing doxology) which Jude would have added to the hypothetical source.
This is an intelligible procedure and the possibility of a common source cannot be entirely
ruled out.

However, since it is a more complicated hypothesis than that of direct dependence, we
must have good reason for preferring it to the latter. Its advocates seem to offer no such
reason. It is a fallacy to suppose that it explains more clearly the differences between Jude
and 2 Peter in the similar passages. Second Peter’s style is so consistent that its author must
in any case have rewritten his source fairly freely; it is as easy to suppose that he rewrote



Jude as that he rewrote the hypothetical common source. The common source and Jude
would not have been sufficiently different for the theory of a common source to have any
advantage over that of 2 Peter’s dependence on Jude. It could perhaps have advantages over
the theory of Jude’s dependence on 2 Peter, since it might be easier to imagine Jude
borrowing from the common source than borrowing from 2 Peter. But it is likely to prove
attractive only if there are strong reasons for dating 2 Peter before Jude.

The most important literary reason for preferring 2 Peter’s dependence on Jude to the
opposite hypothesis is that this commentary shows Jude 4-18 to be a piece of writing
whose detailed structure and wording has been composed with exquisite care, whereas the
corresponding parts of 2 Peter, while by no means carelessly composed, are by comparison
more loosely structured. Jude’s careful midrashic structure is entirely absent from 2 Peter,
along with most of his many allusions to the O™ and to 1 Enoc", and the technique of
catchword connections. By comparison, 2 Pet 2:3b—10a has a deliberate, though simple,
literary structure, but 2:10b-18 is fairly formless. There are only a few biblical allusions
(2:2, 5-6) different from those in Jude. It is reasonably easy to see how, e.g” Jude 6-8 could
have been rewritten in a new literary form, with a slightly different purpose, in 2 Pet
2:3b—10a, and how an author who failed to perceive or was not interested in the midrashic
structure and allusions of Jude 8c-16 could have revised the material in writing a
straightforward passage of denunciation in 2 Pet 2:10b-18. It is much more difficult to
imagine Jude constructing his elaborate midrash with 2 Pet 2 before him. It is easy to see
how the author of 2 Peter could have seen Jude 8c—16 as useful material for composing a
denunciation of the false teachers’ sins, but it is difficult to see why it should have occurred
to Jude to find in 2 Pet 2:10b—18 a quarry for material to use in constructing a midrash
designed to show that the false teachers and their doom have been predicted in Scripture.
There are cases where a more complex literary work is based on a simpler one, and a priori
that might even seem a more likely procedure, but consideration of this particular case
seems to indicate that it must be one in which the more complex work is prior. But one
must judge for oneself in reading the commentary.

Only recently have the insights of redaction criticism been brought to the study of the
relationship between Jude and 2 Peter (Fornberg, Early Church, chap 3; Neyrey, Polemic,
chap 3; cf also Danker, 89-90; Cavallin, Nov' 21 [1979] 263-70). The attempts to study the
details of the parallel passages in order to determine priority have always, at least in a
rudimentary way, involved considerations of redaction, but usually without sufficient
awareness of the possibility that an author may be adapting earlier material for a new
purpose. The common assumptions that both letters were written to combat similar or even
identical heretics and reflect a similar background have particularly hindered an accurate
understanding of the differences between the two letters in the parallel passages. Both
Neyrey and Fornberg are led by redactioncritical investigation to recognize that the two
letters derive from different situations, oppose different adversaries, and therefore make
appropriate changes to the material they have in common. Both Neyrey and Fornberg
assume the priority of Jude as a working hypothesis, and their redaction criticism therefore
consists in explaining 2 Peter’s redactional treatment of Jude. The same procedure is
followed in this commentary.

Fornberg thinks that by this method he has “refuted” the theory of the priority of 2 Peter
(Early Church, 58), but this is probably too strong a conclusion. He has shown that 2
Peter’s redaction of Jude is intelligible, but not that Jude’s redaction of 2 Peter is
unintelligible or less intelligible. Redaction criticism could demonstrate the priority of Jude



only by considering at each point the relative plausibility of a redaction of Jude by 2 Peter
and of a redaction of 2 Peter by Jude, and then calculating the overall relative plausibility of
the two possibilities. But this would be a very complex task, because there is a great deal of
room for differing interpretations of redactional changes. Neyrey, Fornberg and | disagree
over the interpretation of many of 2 Peter’s redactional alterations of Jude. One may
produce—as | hope this commentary does produce—a convincing interpretation of 2
Peter’s use of Jude, but one cannot be quite sure that an equally convincing interpretation of
Jude’s use of 2 Peter is impossible. No one since Spitta and Bigg has attempted it, but the
analogy with Synoptic criticism perhaps suggests that their view may be ripe for revival.
Despite these qualifications, on present evidence the case for 2 Peter’s dependence on
Jude is a good one, and to realize its strength the reader should study the relevant sections
of the commentary on 2 Peter. Moreover, the case for dating 2 Peter later than Jude does
not depend on their literary relationship, but is strong on other grounds alone (see section
on Date in both Introductions).
Finally, it should be carefully observed that the literary relationship between 2 Peter and
Jude does not justify the common habit of classing these two works together as similar
works, deriving from the same background and context, displaying the same theological
outlook. The reuse of some of the material in one work by the writer of another no more
proves that in this case than it does in the case of, e.g” Kings and Chronicles, or Mark and
Luke. One clear result of the exegesis in this commentary is to show that Jude and 2 Peter
are very different works, from very different historical contexts.

5.1 PETER

The difference in vocabulary and style between 1 and 2 Peter has been observed at least

since Jerome (Ep 120.11), whose solution to the problem this raises—that Peter used two
different “interpreters”—has also been the usual resort of those who maintain Peter’s
authorship, in some sense, of both letters.
Mayor’s attempt—to demonstrate statistically the difference in vocabulary by computing
the ratio of words the two letters have in common to those they do not (Mayor,
Ixx—Ixxiv)—must be judged to be unsuccessful. Holzmeister (Bi® 30 [1949] 339-55)
showed that, of the words used in 2 Peter, 38.6 percent are common to 1 and 2 Peter, 61.4
percent peculiar to 2 Peter, while of the words used in 1 Peter, 28.4 percent are common to
1 and 2 Peter, 71.6 percent peculiar to 1 Peter. These percentages do not compare badly
with those for 1 and 2 Corinthians: of the words used in 1 Corinthians, 40.4 percent are
common to 1 and 2 Corinthians, 59.6 percent are peculiar to 1 Corinthians; of the words
used in 2 Corinthians, 49.3 percent are common to 1 and 2 Corinthians, 50.7 percent are
peculiar to 2 Corinthians. To explain the somewhat lower percentage of words common to
1 and 2 Peter, Holzmeister appealed to the fact that both letters depend on sources, different
in each case (Romans, Ephesians, Hebrews and James have influenced 1 Peter, according to
Holzmeister, while 2 Peter used Jude). It may also be relevant (though not noted by
Holzmeister) that the two Corinthian letters are considerably longer, and that 1 and 2 Peter
both have a large number of N' hapax legomena (sixty in 1 Peter, fifty-seven in 2 Peter),
which indicates that the author(s) commanded a large vocabulary.

However, these statistics fail to reveal the real differences between the two letters. The
words common to the two letters are mostly very common words. Of the 154 words used in
both 1 and 2 Peter, only twenty-six occur less than twenty times in the N™ and only ten



occur less than ten times. In 2 Peter, there are thirty-eight words which occur only once or
twice elsewhere in the N of these only two (apogesi'’,) occur in 1 Peter (whereas ten
occur in Acts, eight in the Pastorals, seven in the rest of the Pauline corpus). Only one word
(apogesi™) is used exclusively in 1 and 2 Peter among the N™ writings. As these figures
partly indicate, there are hardly any words which could be regarded as characteristic of the
two Petrine letters. One might suggest anastrofh, (six times in 1 Peter, twice in 2 Peter,
five times elsewhere in N™ aspilo™ (once in 1 Peter, once in 2 Peter, twice elsewhere in
N” areth (once in 1 Peter, three times in 2 Peter, once elsewhere in N but in very
different senses in 1 and 2 Peter), Filadelfia (once in 1 Peter, twice in 2 Peter, three
times elsewhere in N” but these do not make a very impressive case. (Other alleged
resemblances in vocabulary, given in Zahn, Introduction, 289 n® Bigg, 225; Green,
Reconsidered, 12-13, are even more flimsy.) None of the really characteristic terminology
of either epistle reappears in the other. For example, 2 Peter’s characteristic idea of the
epignwsi™ (knowl- edge received in conversion) of Christ (1:2, 3, 8; 2:20); the use of
euseBelia and euseBh™ (1:3, 6; 2:9; 3:11); spoudazein and spoudh (1:5, 10, 15; 3:14);
the odo" terminology (2:2, 15, 21); the idea of Christian “stability” (sSthrizein,
sthrigmo™, asthrikto™: 1:12; 2:14; 3:14, 17; sthrizein is used in 1 Pet 5:10, but with a
different nuance); the title kurio™ for Christ, and its combination with kurio™ (1:1, 11,
2:20; 3:2, 18); the title kurio™ hmwn for Christ (1:8, 11, 14, 16; 3:18); and the use of geio™
(1:3, 4) are all absent from 1 Peter. None of these examples derives from 2 Peter’s sources
or probable sources, and all are relatively independent of the special subject matter of 2
Peter. One would expect some of them to reappear in other writings by the same author. Of
instances where the two letters use different terminology for the same idea (Mayor,
Ixxiv—Ixxvi), the most striking is that whereas the second coming of Christ is his parousia
in 2 Peter (1:16; 3:4; cf 3:12), in 1 Peter it is his apokaluYi™ (1:7, 13; 4:13; cf faneroun
in 5:4).

Of course, both letters are relatively short, are evidently directed to different issues and
situations, and deal on the whole with different subjects. Even allowing for these
considerations, however, the facts that common terminology is negligible and that common
ideas are almost entirely confined to ideas found throughout early Christianity, weigh
heavily against common authorship. By contrast, the Pauline letters (even those judged by
many scholars to be inauthentic) share characteristic terminology and characteristic
recurring themes. It should also be remembered that if both Petrine letters are authentic,
they cannot be placed very far apart in time. It can safely be said that if 1 and 2 Peter had
been anonymous documents, no one would have thought of attributing them ton single
author.

Differences of terminology and ideas are more striking than differences of grammatical
usage and style of writing. A. Q. Morton’s computer analysis (cited by Green, 17 n®
showed 1 and 2 Peter to be linguistically indistinguishable. Mayor, after his detailed
comparison of the grammar and style of the two letters (Ixxxix—civ), concluded that “there
is not that chasm between them which some would try to make out” (civ). In their use of
the article, e.g” they are similar (Ixxxix—xc). The same habit of repeating words is said to be
common to both letters (Bigg, 226-27; Mayor, civ), but in fact the phenomenon is much
less remarkable in 1 Peter than in 2 Peter. 2 Peter’s very striking stylistic habit of using
pairs of synonyms or near-synonyms (1:3, 4, 8, 9, 10, 16, 17; 2:10, 11, 13; 3:7, 11, 14, 16),
while it can be paralleled in 1 Peter (1:19, 23; 2:18, 25; 3:4; 4:7) as in most writers, is a



much less prominent trait in 1 Peter than in 2 Peter, whereas triplets, not used in 2 Peter,
occur in 1 Peter (1:4, 7; 3:22; cf 5:10). Most commentators concur in the view that 1
Peter’s style is simpler and more successful, while 2 Peter shows a greater liking for
grandiose expressions, ambitious literary effects and bookish words.

Jerome was the first of many who have tried to maintain the common authorship of 1
and 2 Peter by attributing the differences to Peter’s use of secretarial assistance, either two
different secretaries for the two letters (Dillenseger, MFO® 2 [1907] 193; Falconer, Ex° 6/6
[1902] 117-27; Green, 16-17; tentatively, Guthrie, Introduction, 840) or a secretary for one
and not for the other (Spitta and Bowman, 159-60, attribute 1 Peter largely to Silvanus, 2
Peter to Peter himself; Robinson, Redating, 166-69, 19295, inclines to attribute 1 Peter to
Peter himself, 2 Peter to Jude; Selwyn, Christian Prophets, 157-63, attributes 2 Peter to
Luke). However, since the most important differences are not those of grammar and style,
but those of thought, themes, and theological terminology, an adequate secretary hypothesis
must (as Robinson recognizes) postulate not an amanuensis, but an agent, i.e- a writer who
had a completely free hand not only with the expression but also with the content of the
letter. In other words, one or both of the letters was really composed (in the full sense of the
word) by someone other than Peter, but Peter approved it and allowed it to be sent out
under his name. If we imagine a circle of Christian leaders in Rome, who regarded Peter as
their most senior and authoritative member, this hypothesis is not at all implausible. It does
mean, however, that only an external link between 1 and 2 Peter is preserved. If Peter is the
“author” of one or both letters only in the sense that he approved a letter written by
someone else, then the relationship between the two letters becomes hardly at all relevant to
the “authenticity” of 2 Peter, which must be considered on its own merits.

It should be borne in mind that the possible derivation of both letters from a Petrine
“circle” of Christian leaders in Rome is plausible only if the “circle” is not considered a
“school.” Those scholars who postulate Pauline or Johannine “schools” do so to explain the
theological and literary resemblances between several writings which they think cannot be
ascribed to one author. But in the case of 1 and 2 Peter, there are no such resemblances to
be explained. Their authors cannot both be disciples of Peter who share a common debt to
Peter’s teaching. If both letters derive from a Petrine “circle,” the circle cannot be a
“school” with a common theology, but simply a circle of colleagues who worked together
in the leadership of the Roman church. Some of them, at least, must have been independent
minds, whose religious thought owed little, if anything, to Peter (Silvanus and Mark, if 1
Pet 5:12—13, indicates that they belonged to such a Petrine “circle” [as Elliott, “Peter,”
thinks] would, of course, hardly have been Peter’s disciples).

The lack of resemblance between the two letters is such that, not only is common
authorship very improbable and derivation from a common “school” of Christian teaching
equally improbable, but also the author of 2 Peter cannot, in his writing of 2 Peter, have
been influenced by his reading of 1 Peter. In spite of Boobyer’s attempt to demonstrate
such influence (“Indebtedness”; followed by Kelly, 353; Fornberg, Early Church, 12-13),
there is really no plausible instance of it (see the commentary on 1:1-2
[Form/Structure/Setting]; 1:3-11 [Form/Structure/Setting]; 1:3; 2:5; 3:9). The only real
point of contact is between 1 Pet 3:20 and 2 Pet 2:5; 3:9, but since these vv of 2 Peter
cannot derive solely from 1 Pet 3:20 but must also be independently influenced by Jewish
traditions, it is simpler to explain the resemblance by common use of fairly well-known
themes without regarding 1 Pet 3:20 as a source for 2 Peter. The address and salutation of 2
Peter (1:1-2) is decisive evidence against the view that the author of 2 Peter deliberately



modeled his work on 1 Peter to give it a Petrine appearance, for the resemblance in the
salutation (a standard formula) is outweighed by the divergence in Peter’s self-designation.
Yet it is probable that 3:1 shows that the author of 2 Peter knew of 1 Peter (for his
reasons for referring to it in 3:1, see Comment). His relationship to 1 Peter, knowing it yet
uninfluenced by it, is parallel to his relationship to the Pauline letters (see section 6), but it
is worth noticing that it is unlike the practice of most second-century writers of apostolic
pseudepigrapha. In cases where writings attributed to their pseudonyms were extant, these
writers usually echo such writings in their own pseudonymous productions. The
pseudo-Pauline Laodiceans is nothing but a patchwork of Pauline phrases; “3 Corinthians”
is full of Pauline terminology and ideas; though less pervasive, there are clear echoes of
Paul in the Prayer of the Apostle Paul (C° 1, 1), in the Apoc. Pau', in the speeches of Paul
in the Acts of Paul, and even in the apocryphal correspondence between Paul and Seneca.
The Acts John attributes appropriate Johannine terminology to its hero. In the case of the
Petrine pseudepigrapha (see section 8), the Apoc. Pet and the speeches of Peter in the Acts
of Peter certainly echo 2 Peter, and the Acts Pet probably echoes 1 Peter too. The Ep. Pet.
Phil (C°® 8, 2) probably echoes 2 Peter and thePetrine speeches in Acts. The Gnostic Apoc.
Pet (C° 7, 3) contains no clear echoes of other Petrine writings (but cf 79:31 with 2 Pet
2:17), but consists mostly of Christ’s words to Peter. The Gos. Pet and the Ker. Pet do not,
in the texts we have, allude to 1 or 2 Peter, but we have only fragments and we do not know
whether their authors knew other Petrine writings.
It would be hazardous to base too much on this contrast between 2 Peter’s nonuse of 1
Peter and the practice of second-century pseudepigraphers, but it may at least point us in a
plausible direction. The author’s relationship to Peter may be neither that of a disciple who
has absorbed and reflects his master’s teaching, nor that of a second-century
pseudepigrapher who has carefully studied his pseudonym’s writings to make his fiction
plausible, but that of an erstwhile colleague of Peter’s, who writes Peter’s testament after
his death, writing in his own way but able to be confident that he is being faithful to Peter’s
essential message. He would not have to study 1 Peter to be confident of this, and if 1 Peter
itself was written not by Peter but by another colleague in the Petrine circle, whether before
or after Peter’s death, he would know this and feel even less need to base his own work on
it.

6. PAULINE LETTERS
The author of 2 Peter knew a collection of Pauline letters, though we cannot tell how large
a collection, and regarded them as “scriptures,” i.e" inspired, authoritative writings, suitable
for reading in Christian worship alongside the O™ (3:15-16). Yet there is little sign of
Pauline influence in 2 Peter. Barnett noted that our author’s use of the Pauline letters “is
characterized by extreme reserve” (Paul, 222), and the possible allusions he lists are mostly
very tenuous (Paul, 223-28). Lindemann concludes that 2 Peter is entirely uninfluenced by
Pauline theology and contains no allusion to the Pauline letters (Paulus, 263). In fact, only
two allusions to Romans (2:19: Rom 8:21; cf 6:16; 7:5; and 2 Pet 3:15: Rom 12:3; 15:15)
and one to 1 Thessalonians (3:10: 1 Thess 5:2) seem even possible, and they are far from
certain.

This knowledge of, but nonuse of, Paul is surprising. We cannot really suppose that our
author himself found Paul too “hard to understand” (3:16). As Lindemann points out
(Paulus, 262), he can hardly be thought to be putting himself in the same position as his



opponents, who cannot understand Paul because they are “uninstructed and unstable”
(3:16). Nor is it likely that he considered Paul too close to heresy and refers to Paul only
because his opponents made much of him; 3:15-16 assumes Paul’s orthodoxy as something
to be taken for granted, and treats Paul as a wholly trustworthy, indeed inspired, authority.
There is no trace of embarrassment or reserve in the reference to Paul. Lindemann’s
suggestion that the author simply did not see Paul’s letters as relevant to his situation is not,
as he admits, very satisfactory (Paulus, 262-63), at least as a complete explanation. We
might not then find deliberate allusions to Paul, but we might still expect his work to show
that he had absorbed some Pauline influence. Besides, the author himself asserts that Paul
dealt explicitly with some of his own subject matter (3:15-16). An additional possibility is
that the author’s theological thinking and terminology were formed before he had much
contact with Pauline theology, and that a collection of Paul’s letters was only just coming
into use at the time when he wrote. It is quite possible that Pauline letters were already an
established authority in the churches of Asia Minor, to which he wrote (hence 3:15-16),
but, apart from Romans, had only recently become known in the church of Rome, from
which he wrote (see section on Authorship and Pseudonymity).

Such a situation would suit a date in the late first century, which is also a plausible date at
which Paul’s writings might be called grafai (“scriptures”; see Comment on 3:16). In
general, the later we date 2 Peter, the more surprising the lack of Pauline influence
becomes. This argument cannot be pressed very far, because there are second-century
writers (such as Justin) who show little or no trace of Pauline influence, but on the whole 2
Peter’s relation to the Pauline letters, often cited in favor of a second-century date, may
point more in the direction of an earlier, though not too early, date.

7. GOSPEL TRADITIONS

Second Peter contains four certain allusions to gospel traditions: 1:14 (a tradition which
also appears in John 21:18); 1:16-18 (a tradition independent of the Synoptic accounts of
the Transfiguration, but closer to Matthew than to Mark or Luke); 2:20 (Matt 12:45 par.
Luke 11:26); 3:10 (probably a phrase from paraenetic tradition, based on the parable in
Matt 24:43 par. Luke 12:39, cf 1 Thess 5:2). Other possible echoes of or allusions to gospel
traditions are: 1:16 (Mark 9:1 par. Matt 16:28, but if so, an independent form of this
saying); 2:9 (the Lord’s Prayer in the Matthean or a similar version: Matt 6:13); 2:21 (Mark
9:42; 14:21 par. 1 Cle™ 46:8); 3:4 (Mark 9:1 par.; Mark 13:30 par.). It is clear that in some
cases the author is dependent on gospel materials, oral or written, independent of the
Gospels we know. It is impossible to tell whether he is dependent on any of our Gospels,
though of these Matthew is the most likely. Access to extracanonical gospel traditions
points to an earlier rather than a later date, but was still possible well into the second
century. It should also be noted (as shown in the Form/Structure/Setting section on
1:16-18) that the character of 2 Peter’s Transfiguration tradition is primitive and quite
unlike the strongly Hellenized second-century accounts.

8. OTHER PETRINE PSEUDEPIGRAPHA

If 2 Peter is pseudepigraphical, it is one of a large group of pseudo-Petrine writings.
Those which date from the late first century and the second century are: 1 Peter (if it is
pseudepigraphal); the Apoc. Pet, the Gos. Pet, the Ker. Pet (Preaching of Peter), and the



Acts Pet, and perhaps (these may date from the third century) the gnostic Apoc. Pet (C°® 7,
3), the Ep. Pet. Phil (C® 8, 2), the Acts Pet (B® 8502, 4). (Of these, the Acts Pet, the Ep.
Pet. Phil', the Acts Pet and perhaps the Ker. Pet are not pseudepigraphal in the strict sense,
I.e' they do not purport to be written by Peter.) In view of Peter’s stature as an apostolic
figure, the proliferation of Petrine pseudepigrapha is natural enough. Their diversity of
character shows that a wide variety of Christian groups, gnostic as well as “orthodox,”
believed they could claim Petrine authority for their views.

Some of the later Petrine pseudepigrapha are demonstrably dependent on, and some can
plausibly be thought to be influenced by, the earlier Petrine writings. This is what one
might expect, but the relationships seem to be relationships of literary influence, and
provide no convincing evidence of a Petrine “school” or “tradition.” This conclusion is
confirmed by Smith (Petrine Controversies), who has recently studied the relationships
between these Petrine writings to trace controversies around the figure of Peter in the early
church. Evidence of dependence on 2 Peter can certainly be found in the Acts Pet (Act.
Verc 12; cf 2 Pet 2:16; 1:1; 2:2; Act. Verc 20: cf 2 Pet 1:16-18; and perhaps Act. Verc 2:
cf 2 Pet 1:9; Act. Verc 6: cf 2 Pet 2:9, 15; Act. Verc 7: cf 2 Pet 1:16, 18; 2:15), and
perhaps also in Ep. Pet. Phil (132:13-14: cf 2 Pet 3:15; 132:17-18: cf 2 Pet 1:11) and the
gnostic Apoc. Pet (79:31: cf 2 Pet 2:17). Smith has suggested that 2 Peter and the gnostic
Apoc. Pet might reflect the same controversy, but they are alike only in being strongly
polemical and attributed to Peter; their theological themes are quite different.

Only the Apoc. Pet shows extensive similarities with 2 Peter. In a forthcoming article

we have shown that these result from literary dependence on 2 Peter. Clearly the writer of
the Apoc. Pet had studied 2 Peter carefully. As well as specific cases of verbal dependence,
he has adopted 2 Peter’s “way” terminology (2 Pet 2:2, 15, 21: Apoc. Pet E 7; A 22, 28, 34;
B), which is also found in the Acts Pet (Act. Verc 6, 7, 12), and the idea of the
eschatological conflagration (though his ideas about this do not all derive from 2 Peter).
These last points might perhaps suggest, in addition to literary dependence, some kind of
theological “tradition,” possibly that the writer of the Apoc. Pet was a disciple of the author
of 2 Peter, but are not really sufficient evidence for this by themselves.
The other Petrine pseudepigrapha therefore offer little help in determining the character and
origin of 2 Peter, except to indicate that it was already accorded authority as a source of
Petrine tradition when the Apoc. Pet (probably © 110-40) and the Acts Pet (° 180) were
written.

9.1 CLEMENT, 2 CLEMENT, HERMAS
When compared with the other N™ documents, 2 Peter is a highly distinctive work. Some of
its ideas and much of its religious terminology are hard to parallel from other N writers. Its
material links with Jude, and largely formal links with 1 Peter and Paul, do not indicate any
real affinities of thought and language. Second Peter seems to represent a Christian milieu
and a style of Christian discourse not otherwise represented in the N™

However, there is a group of early Christian writings with which 2 Peter shows much
closer affinities than with any N books: 1 Cle™, 2 Cle™ and the Shepherd of Hermas. The
careful reader of this commentary will find that many parallels, in ideas and vocabulary, are
pointed out throughout the commentary, and the impression will grow that these three
works are 2 Peter’s closest relatives in the early church. (In addition to the parallels noted
throughout the commentary, it is worth noting here that of 2 Peter’s fifty-seven N hapax



legomena, sixteen are found in 1 Cle™, 2 Cle™ and Hermas, and fifteen of these not
elsewhere in the Apostolic Fathers, while of the thirty-eight words in 2 Peter which occur
only once or twice elsewhere in the N seventeen occur in 1 Cle™, 2 Cle™ and Hermas, ten
of these not elsewhere in the Apostolic Fathers. But the considerable length of 1 Cle™ and
Hermas should be remembered when assessing these figures.)

The relationships of 2 Peter with these three works are not of the kind which literary
dependence could explain, nor is common authorship conceivable. The four writers, despite
the links between them, remain highly individual writers, each with his distinctive traits of
thought and language. The kind of similarities which this commentary demonstrates are
those which derive from the use of shared Christian traditions and from belonging to a
shared Christian language milieu. It cannot be accidental that 1 Cle™ and Hermas are
indubitably Roman works; that 2 Cle™, whose place of origin is disputed (Rome and
Corinth are the most likely possibilities), is widely admitted to be closely connected with 1
Cle™ in some way; and that 2 Peter can very plausibly be located in Rome (see section on
Authorship and Pseudonymity). The similarities between the four works most probably
indicate their commonindebtedness to a tradition of Roman Christianity. (This hypothesis
ought to be tested by investigation of parallels between the three works 1 Cle™, 2 Cle™ and
Hermas, to supplement this commentary’s investigation of the parallels between 2 Peter
and those three works.)

Such common indebtedness to a tradition of Roman Christianity need not necessarily
imply close proximity in date, but since there is no evidence of literary dependence, we
may expect the chronological span within which the four works were written to be
relatively short—perhaps no more than twenty years. Unfortunately, although there is still
wide agreement that 1 Cle™ should be dated © A.D. 96, there is no scholarly agreement on
the dates of 2 Cle™ and Hermas. In spite of recent arguments for an earlier date for 1 Cle™
(Robinson, Redating, 328-34, with references to other literature) there seems no sufficient
reason to challenge the view that 1 Cle™ belongs to the 90s. In the case of Hermas, a trend
of scholarly opinion toward a date © 80-100 can perhaps be discerned (Edmundson, Church
of Rome, 208-21;J. Daniélou, The Theology of Jewish Christianity, tr J. A. Baker [London:
Darton, Longmann & Todd, 1964] 39; Robinson, Redating, 320-22, with references to
other literature; cf R.J. Bauckham, “The Great Tribulation in the Shepherd of Hermas,” JT°
25 [1974] 28-29). Second Clement is still commonly dated well into the second century,
but the latest full study by Donfried puts it at the end of the first century, partly because he
sees it as written soon after 1 Cle™, but also for more general reasons (Second Clement, 1,
79-81, 124, 191). A further reason for grouping all three works within a relatively short
period toward the end of the first century is the evidence in all three that they were written
at a time when either the generation of the apostles or the generation of the first converts in
their place of origin had almost or just passed away (1 Cle™ 23:3; 44:1-3; 2 Cle™ 11:2;
Hermas, Vis 3:5:1; Sim 9:15:4). A similar criterion can be used to date 2 Peter in the
sameperiod (section on Date).

CHARACTER OF THE LETTER

In a famous essay which contains a full-scale theological attack on 2 Peter, Kdsemann
calls it “from beginning to end a document expressing an early Catholic viewpoint,” and



“the clearest possible testimony to the onset of early Catholicism” (“Apologia,” 169, 195).
Although for Kéisemann “early Catholicism” is not so much a historical category as a
theological accusation, his verdict on 2 Peter’s “early Catholic” character is endorsed by
many scholars, not all of whom follow his excessive denigration of the letter: “the clearest
example in the Canon of ‘early Catholicism’” (R. H. Fuller, A Critical Introduction to the
New Testament [2nd ed.; London: Duckworth, 1971] 166), “a prime example of early
Catholicism” (J. D. G. Dunn, Unity and Diversity in the New Testament [London: SCM
Press, 1977] 351), “the classic document of so-called early Catholicism” (Schrage, 118; cf
also Schelkle, “Spatapostolische Briefe”; but Fornberg, Early Church, 3-6, regards early
Catholicism as “an artificial category which cannot do justice to a document such as 2
Peter”). As in the case of Jude, the usefulness of this categorization of 2 Peter must be
investigated.

We may begin by applying the three alleged features of early Catholicism which we used in
the discussion of Jude: (1) The fading of the Parousia hope. It is a serious misunderstanding
of 2 Peter to suppose that its author abandons the imminent eschatological expectation of
primitive Christianity. On the contrary, he assumes it as naturally as other writers do: both
his opponents and his readers will experience the Parousia (1:19; 2:12; 3:14), and the
eschatological judgment is coming swiftly on his opponents (2:1). Of course, in his day the
delay of the Parousia has become a problem, which for his opponents justifies
thorough-going eschatological skepticism (3:4, 9) and therefore he must give some
explanation of the delay. But the effect of the arguments he uses is not to postpone the
Parousia to the distant future; they are traditional Jewish apocalyptic arguments which
belong in the context of Jewish apocalyptic’s characteristic tension between the sense of
eschatological imminence and a wrestling with the problem of delay (besides the
commentary on chap 3, see Bauckham, TynBu' 31 [1980] 3-36). If the Parousia hope has
become to some extent problematic in our author’s time, he does not at all allow it to fade,
but vigorously reasserts it.

Kdasemann has other criticisms of 2 Peter’s eschatology; that it “lacks any Christological
orientation” (“Apologia,” 178), that (with reference to 1:4) it is a “relapse into Hellenistic
dualism” (“Apologia,” 180), and that it is anthropocentric, concerned only with moral
retribution (“Apologia,” 179-80). It is not clear why these failings are regarded as “early
Catholic,” and one suspects that “early Catholic” and “non-Pauline” are being equated. This
may make “early Catholic” a useful term for Kdisemann’s theological-critical purposes, but
it makes it a useless term for historical investigation. However, to deal briefly with the
charges, they are not entirely fair to 2 Peter. The first charge neglects (or misunderstands:
see “Apologia,” 186—87) the appeal to the Transfiguration (1:16-18), which the author sees
as a basis for the Parousia hope because it was God’s installation of Jesus as the one who
will exercise God’s universal rule. 1:4 (see Comment for detailed discussion of Kdemann’s
charge) is not the whole of 2 Peter’s eschatology, and the paradox of its Hellenistic
language juxtaposed with the apocalyptic perspective of chap 3 must be faced (see below),
not eliminated. Second Peter’s eschatology is concerned with retribution and has a
primarily ethical interest, but this is a concern with God’s righteousness and is by no means
purely man-centered. Its emphasis is continuous with that of Jewish apocalyptic
eschatology, which justifies the use of a Jewish apocalyptic source in chap 3. In summary,
2 Peter’s eschatology is apocalyptic for the most part, but is expressed in strongly
Hellenistic terminology in 1:4. It is not clear that the label “early Catholic helps us at all to
understand this combination.



(2) Increasing institutionalization is the second mark of early Catholicism. Second Peter
makes no reference at all to ecclesiastical office-holders, unless his reference to his
opponents as Yeudodidaskaloi (“false teachers,” 2:1) counts. On the most probable
interpretation of 1:20-21, those vv have nothing to do with the exegesis of Scripture, and
therefore do not insist on an authoritative interpretation of Scripture by officeholders who
alone possess the Spirit (against Kdsemann, “Apologia,” 189-91). 3:16 does allude to the
misinterpretation of Scripture by the opponents, but noticeably fails to meet the problem by
restricting interpretation to authorized persons. On the contrary, 3:15 seems to be an appeal
to the readers’ own ability to see that the writer’s view accords with their reading of Paul.
The fact that 2 Peter does not refer to officeholders in the churches does not of course
imply that there were none, but it does show that in the author’s conception of the struggle
against the false teachers, the role of the officeholders does not occupy the center of the
stage. (This is recognized by Knoch, “Vermichtnis,” 158-59, who thinks that the
preservation of apostolic tradition against heretics had not yet become explicitly the task of
the officeholders, as it has in the Pastorals.)

(3) The crystallization of the faith into set forms. Second Peter’s characteristic terms for
Christianity are (a) the “way” phrases: “the way of truth” (2:1), “the straight way” (2:15),
and “the way of righteousness” (2:21), which (used deliberately against the opponents’
libertinism) characterize Christianity not as a body of belief but as an ethical way of life;
(b) “the holy commandment” (2:21) and “the commandment of the Lord and Savior” (3:2),
which have a similar significance; (¢) “the knowledge (epignwsi'") of Jesus Christ” (1:2,
8), which is not “orthodox doctrinal tradition” (Ké&semann, “Apologia,” 193), but the
essential knowledge, theoretical and personal, gained in Christian conversion; (d) “the truth
that you have” (1:12), which, like Jude’s “the faith” (Jude 3), is simply the gospel. It is
absurd to see in this last phrase the implication that “revelation is now a piece of property
which is at the community’s disposal” (Kdsemann, “Apologia,” 174). There is no evidence
here for insistence on formalized creedal orthodoxy. Certainly, 2 Peter is written in defense
of traditional Christian eschatology and ethics; the author believes that the expectation of
the Parousia and its ethical implications were essential to the apostolic message and he
defends them. But he uses no creedal formulae, and his opponents are skeptics and
libertines (see section on The Opponents), not Gnostics who appealed to personal
inspiration (Kdsemann, “Apologia,” 175) and against whom orthodoxy has to be
formulated and tied to institutional authority.

Second Peter’s response to heresy is not the “early Catholic” response of insistence on
institutional authority and creedal orthodoxy. Nor does the author respond to the delay of
the Parousia in the way that “early Catholicism” is supposed to have responded, by
highlighting Christology or ecclesiology in compensation for the inevitable loss of the
imminent expectation. On the contrary, he reasserts the primitive eschatological
perspective. It is plain that the label “early Catholic” is no help in understanding 2 Peter.

Only in one respect is Késemann’s critique really relevant to determining the character
of 2 Peter. He emphasizes the importance of the conception of the apostles and the
normative character of apostolic tradition for the author, and connects this with his use of
pseudepigraphy (“Apologia,” 177). If we accept that 2 Peter is a pseudepigraphal
“testament of Peter,” it becomes clear that the author is conscious of living in a period
when the generation of the apostles has passed, and the “scoffers” whom the apostles had
predicted would arise after their death, in the critical “last days,” are already on the scene
(3:4). These ‘“scoffers” consider the apostles’ teaching, on eschatology and ethics,



discredited. But for the author it is the norm of Christian belief. It is not, of course, to be
woodenly or unintelligently repeated. In 1:3—11 he puts Peter’s message very much into his
own terms, for his own situation, and to maintain the credibility of the Parousia hope of the
apostles he uses whatever arguments, new or old, make sense to him. Yet it is Peter’s
message—and for him this is simply the apostolic message—which he interprets and
defends. To deliver the apostolic message in a postapostolic situation: this is the key to the
author’s conception of his task.

This task combines with the particular resources he brings to it to determine the peculiar
character of the letter. On the one hand, his own background (or at least that of the
Christian traditions he has made his own) appears to be in Hellenistic Judaism (see
Language and sections 1, 3 of Literary Relationships), and he is familiar with the literature
in which Hellenistic Jews had endeavored to express biblical faith in terms appropriate to
their cultural environment. At least partly from this background in Hellenistic Judaism, as
well as from his own