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UNIQUENESS OF JUDE:
WHY IS THIS EPISTLE ALONE IN THE NEW TESTAMENT
IN ITS OVERT REFERENCE TO PSEUDEPIGRAPHA?

Cmammio npucesyeno makomy eaxciugomy numannio sx “Ilocnanms
Dyou”. Asmop namazaemvca eucsimaumu Oesxi acnekmu €saneenis 6io
Iyou, nopisHioiouu 1ioeo 3 peuimoro Hogoszasimuux €eaneeniil. Poszensmy-
mo siOmiHHOCMI ni0X00i6 ma ceimo2naonux nosuyiti asmopa “Ilociamns
Iyou” ma pewumu nocnans Hogsozo 3asimy. Cmammsi ckradaemucs 3i 6cmy-
1y, OCHOGHOI YamuHu Mma 6UCHOBKIG. A6mop akyenmyc yeazy na noHammi
“epixa” y mexcmi “Knueu €noxa” ma “llocnanusx anocmona Ilasna” y
Hoeomy 3asimi. ¥V x00i docniosicenus npogecop Xercern nposie napanens
mige “Knueoro €noxa”, “Knueoro Iyou” ma knueamu Hosozco 3asimy.

Knruosi crosa: INocnanns lyou, Knuea €noxa, Hosuii 3asim, anoc-
mon Iasno, epix, cexma.

There is no more enigmatic text in the canonical New Testament than
the brief epistle of Jude. Prominent among the bedeviling issues it raises
is why it stands alone in the New Testament canon in directly citing Jewish
pseudepigrapha. While there are oblique references to pseudepigraphical
texts scattered across the Pauline and kindred epistles, it is striking that
neither Paul nor the other New Testament authors explicitly quote such
material or employ them as “proof texts”. The explanation for this, I
will assert, may well lie in Jude being linked to circles deriving from the
phenomenon of “Enochic Judaism” in ways that the Pauline epistles were
not. The Dead Sea Scrolls shed significant light on ancient approaches to
Jewish pseudepigrapha, given that Qumranic material dated as “early”
liberally quotes these texts while “later” sectarian literature does not cite
them at all. It is suggested that the Dead Sea Sect gradually abandoned
the notion, dominant in pseudepigraphical works, that a troupe of evil
angels rebelled against God, and instead came to emphasize dualism
and radical determinism. Understanding this shift in thought may well
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explain why Jude quotes pseudepigraphical writings and Paul avoids
direct reference to them. Jude, I suggest, uncannily preserves a strand
of Jewish exegesis, common to both the earlier Dead Sea Scrolls and the
many motifs of Enochic literature.

Beryn

Hemae Oinbir 3aragkoBoro TekcTy B KaHoHiYHOMY HoBomy 3aBiTi Hik
kopotke “Ilocnmanns Iyau”. BoHo 3aiimae okpeme miciie B kaHOHI HoBoro
3agity. HaliniikasimmmM € Toii ¢axr, mo Hi [Taeno Hi iHmi aBropu HoBoro 3a-
BITY HE IUTYIOTh I[LOTO MaTepiaiy, BiICYTHI HaBITh MOCWIAHHS Ha HHOTO SIK
JocToBipHE Kepeno. IloscHnTH 116 MOXKHA THM, Ha TyMKy npodecopa XaH-
ceHa, mo lyna OyB moB’s3aHuii i3 cekTaMu, 10 OepyTh cBiif modaTok 3 “ly-
naizmy €Hoxa”, 710 SIKOTO peliTa anoCTOIbChKUX MOCIaHb HEe MaJla )KOTHOTO
BinHOomeHHA. CyBOi MEpPTBOTO MOPs MPOJIMBAIOTH CBITIO HAa JaBHbOEBPEIi-
CbKi iceaomnocians. Y “KympaHChKUX CyBOSIX”, HAliIaBHIIIMX [1aM’SITKAX,
TPAIULIIOTHCS 3TaIKU PO 3a3HauCHE IMOCIAHHS, B TOM Yac sIK Mi3HIMIi armoc-
TOJBCHKI ITOCIAHHS 11030aBiIeHi iX. [IpUITycKaroTh, 0 CEKTa MEPTBOTO MOPSI
MMOCTYTOBO BiZIMOBHIIACS BiJl IEBHUX JOKTPHH, K1 IOMiHYBaJIH B IICEBIOTIOC-
JAHHAX, 30KpeMa BiJ Te3H, IO TPyTIa aHTeIIiB PO3IoYaja IIOBCTAaHHS IIPOTH
Bora. 3amicTh 115010 OYJ10 30CEpEPKEHO yBary Ha Jyajli3Mi Ta paauKalbHO-
My JetepMiHi3Mi. Takuil mijxij moscHioe YoMy lyja nmuTye nceBmoOnoCcian-
Hs, a [laBno yHukae mpsimoro nocuianHasg Ha Hux. [Ipodecop Xencen npu-
myckae, 1mo lyna 30epirae CIOKETHy JiHIIO TPaKTyBaHHS, XapaKTepHUX IS
paHHIX JKepes CyBOIB MEPTBOTO MOps Ta 0araTboX MOTHBIB JITepaTypHUX
Jokepen €Hoxa. Bunukae 3anutanus, yomy B “Tlocnanni lynu” Tpamistorscs
LIUTYBaHHs €BPEUCHKUX IICEBIONOCIAaHb, 30KpeMa KHUI €Hoxa Ta Motices?
Uu 1e 9ucTa BHMAIKOBICTh YW PE3YIBTAT CEPHO3HUX BiIXWICHb MOCHIAHb,
0 CTOCYIOThCs aBTOpiB HoBoro 3aBitTy? ¥V CBOil CTATTI aBTOp HAMAraeThCs
JOBECTH, [0 IOCTaHHs [ynu, HacTIpaBi, € OKPEMHM JITEpaTypHIM TBOPOM,
SIKHIA Oepe CBiii OYATOK 3 IHIINX KHUT KaHOHIYHOTO HOBOTO 3aBiTy.

[Ipodecop XeHcen CTBEPIUKYE, IO KHHIa Iymu BimoOpakae yctaneHuit
OIS, THIOBUH Juist iymeio- poCTHﬂHCLKoro/HasapeTcLKoro PyXy pum-
cpkoi [lanectunm, skii 6me anTaMaHm CEKTaHTChKI TpaaMilii cTapoaaB-
HBOTO 1y/ai3My, TaK-3BaHUX “TPUXMIBHHUKIB €HOXa” Ta MPHUOIYHUKIB CEK-
1 “MeptBoro mops”. Llel miaxia cmix BiApi3HATH Bif MOMISAIIB arocToa
[TaBna, sxuii, sk npumnyckae npogecop XeHCeH, BCTAHOBUB HOBI 1/1€0JI0T14H1
MEXI, SIKi, X04a JIESKOI0 MipOIO i CHIBIIJal0Th 3 NONISIAaMHU, TUIIOBUMH LTS
“npubiuHuKiB cekTh 3 Hazapery” B I3paini, mpore BIAPI3HAIOTHCS BiJ| HUX
HU3KOIO O3HAaK.

Cekra “xpuctusH Hazapery” B [3paini, Oyira moB’si3aHa Ta O6epe cBiid mo-
4arok 3 iyfaismy €Hoxa. XpHUCTHUSHChKE BUeHHs amoctona [laBia, mo jo-
MiHyBano Ha 3axofi, Oya0 OibIIe OB’ sI3aHe 3 TPEIBKUM iynaizMom. | xoua
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BIIMIHHOCTI HEYITKIi, TPOTE BOHU MODIHOIIOIOTH PO301XKHOCTI, IO CIIOCTEPi-
raloThCs B TKAHHHI PAHHBOTO XPUCTUSIHCHKOTO BUCHHSI.

IIpodnema

Crij 3a3HaUUTH, 110 MUHYJIO O1JIbIIIE HIXK YBEPTH CTOIITTS 3 TOTO 4acy, SK
rpyna 3HaHUX HAyKOBIIB 3i0panacs B M. KenerepOepi, yHiBepcutety KeHr
Ha ceMiHap II0J0 pO3NIALY NUTaHHS 01011MHOTO KaHOHY 3BaXKarOYH Ha IO-
sBy “Ilocmanns lymu”. Cepen npucytnix Oy Ixeiimc Uapncsept, Puuapa
Bayxewm, siki 3aiimanmucsi BUBYCHHSIM KHUTU lyam, Xoua W 3aj MMM 1032
YBaroro HU3Ky BaKIMBUX nmuTaHb. Cepen npucyTHiX OyB i b. Jlexennmarep,
SIKUE OTyOJTiKyBaB KOMEHTApI MI0JI0 Tapaeei Mix KHATOI0 [yIu 1 epiioro
KHHUTOI0 €HOoxXa. OCTaHHIM MYHKT 1 CTaB TeMOI 00roBopeHHs. bayxem 3a3Ha-
4UB, 10 aBTOpU HoBoro 3amoBiTy Ta nociaHb Jpyroi €BPeUChKOi CIIIILHOTH
MOAUISUTH TOHM caMuil OIS Ha CBIT, iXHI KAPTHHHU CBITY CHiBIagaoTh. Lli-
KaBUM € TOW (pakT, 110 JTuIIe oJHe MOCIaHHs [yau MuTye OCTaHHIX 1 TOMY
BUHUKAE 3aMUTAHHS: YOMY?

[osicuenHs1, sxe mpononye mnpodecop XeHCeH, IPYHTYEThCS Ha MPHUITY-
LIeHHI, 110 HACTpaB/i iCHy€E cepiio3Ha po301KHICTb MK CBITOIVISIIOM aBTOpa
kaurd lynum ta inmumx aBTopiB HoBoro 3aBity. HaykoBenp mpuiryckae, mo
KHUTY lynm sk JiTeparypHH TBip MOXHa HAWMEHIIIOK MIpOKO CITiBBITHO-
CUTH 3 BIpOBYCHHSM, sIKe HaszuBaroTh “lymaism €Hoxa”. Ha mpoTuBary, mo-
cnanas [laBna Ta pemrru aBropiB HoBoro 3aBiTy pempe3eHTYIOTh HECXOXKY
JTepaTypHy TEUilo, Ha SIKy BIUIMHYJIO 3HAYHOI Miporo cBiToOaueHHS Kym-
PAHCBKOI CEKTH, KA TOTPUMYBAIACh MOMISIIB IOBHOTO JETEPMiHI3MY, MiHi-
Mi3aii posi “cBOOOIM BOIICBUSBICHHS SIK 3 OOKY JIFOMUHHM, TaK i aHTeJIiB.

Bapro 3ayBaxkutu, /Ui OPIBHSHHSA, 10 JIOKYC MOXOKEHHS I'pixa, Bij-
noBigHo 10 “lymaizmy €Hoxa” MoxkHa mpociinkysatu B Kuusi byrra 6:1-4
(ockBepHEHHS “OYOK JOACHKUX “‘ciHamMu boxumu™), B TOH Yac gk CBIiTO-
rsiaHa mosuitist [TaBno miarBepmkeHa nuraroro 3 Kauru bytrs (1 Mc. 3):

“Tomy-To, SIK Yepe3 OJHOTO YOJIOBIKA T'PiX Y CBIT yBIHIIOB, a aepe3 FplX
~ CMepTE, TaK 1 CMepTh y BCIiX IIOIEH yBiHIIUIa 4epe3 Toro, B KOMY BCi 3Tpi-
v’ (IMocmanns no Pumnsia: 5-12).

be3 cymuiBy, [1aBio 3HalioMuii 3 TpaIUIisIMK JTiTEpaTypHUX TBOPIB “ly-
naizMy €Hoxa”, OJIHaK II0JI0 ITOXOKCHHS 3J1a, TO BiH JIOTPUMYEThCS 1HIIIO-
ro HanpsMKy. Takuid miaxiJ MOJKHA BBaXKaTH BiJIMIPABHOIO TOYKOIO B OIIHITI
TBOpiB [laBna Ta AUCTAHIIFOBAaHHS HOTO Bij TpaaMIIii NceBaonocaanb. s
PO3yMIHHS PO301KHOCTEH C1ij] pO3MISTHYTH MPUPOY CBITOIISIAHUX TO3UITIH
[TaBia Ta aBTOpiB KHUT €HOXA Ta PEUITH IICEBIONOCIaHb. lynaicTchka Tpa-
st €Hoxa paryerses [V cT. 710 H. e., IKUil TpuBaB yNpoAOBXK Mi3HBOIIEP-
CHKOTO Ta PaHHBLOTPEIBKOrO MePioziB. [i OMUCYIOTH SK HOHKOH(MOPMICTChKY
PO3KOJBHUIBKY TEil0, aHTHCATYKSHChKY 3a MOTIsAaMu. B IeHTpi 1boro
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BucHHs OyB He xpaMm i He Topa, a BIEHHS PO MOXOMKeHHS 31a. JKopcTkuit
JIETePMiHI3M OyB KIIFOUOBHM KOMITOHEHTOM 11 17IC0JIOTi, a JIFo/Iel TpaKkTyBan
HE SIK BUHYBATIIIB 3712, a 5K KEPTB.

Hespaxkarouun Ha 11e, BBaXKaoCs, 0 TpiX 3’ sBUBCs 0e3 boxkoro mo3Boy,
a SIK pe3yJbTaT BIIbHOTO BOJICBUSBJICHHS Ta HEMOKIPHOCTI aHTeNiB. 3710 TPaK-
TYIOTb SIK 3MOBY JIEMOHIB, THM CAMUM 3HIMAlOYu POBHHY 3 JItoAUHU. “KHH-
ra CrnoctepirauiB” €Hoxa, HalIPHUKIIAJ, HAroJIOUIyeE, IO “MOYaTKOBUU Tpix”
aHreniB (a 30BCiM He MopylueHHs Anama Ta €BH) NPU3BIB JO OMOTaHEHHS
yCchoro CBiTy. “bananc” Oyio BiTHOBICHO MiX “TIONEPETHIM MPU3HAYCHHSM
Bora” Ta “BiJIbBHMM BOJICBUSBJICHHSAM”, XO4Ya Ili J[BA MOHSTTS CyNEepPEUINBI,
sIK MU O0auumo, ocoOnrBo B KympaHcekild miteparypi. Ha nymky npodecopa
XeHceHa, “BueHHS Icyca” BIJOKPEMHIIOCH BiJl TOTO CAaMOTO BYCHHS (“‘BUCHHS
€Hoxa”), mo i permra ceKT MepTBOTO MOpsI, SIKi IUTYBAJIM aBTOPIB IICEBIIO-
MocJiaHb. X04a HayKOBEIlb 1 MIPHUITYCKAE, 110 XPUCTUSHCTBO [1aBna, sKe xop-
CTKO KPUTHKYBAJIO Jiesiki 6a30Bi ijiei “BueHHs €HOXA”, CTANO ITOMIHYIOUUM
MiCJIsE MEePIINX JIBOX CTOJITh ““HAIIOi epu’’, OCKUIBKH JTUINE ABA TEKCTH CXiJ-
HOTO BUCHHS/E€BpelichbKoi TIKH IbOT0 pyXy 30epernucs, “Ilocnanns Sxosa”
ta “Ilocnanns lyau”.

3anponoHoBaHe BUPillIeHHsI MPO0OJIeMH

[ToBeprarouncsk 0 3ayBaxkeHHs1 bayxema mnpo Te, mo aBropu Hosoro 3a-
BITYy 1 aBTOpPH €BPEHCHKUX IICEBOINOCIAHb MOJUISIN CIUIBHI TEOJOTIUHI
omIsIIH, podecop XeHCeH, He MEHIIE, JOTPHUMY€ETHCS IMUPIIOTO ITiAXOLY,
SIKWH MOJISITa€ B TOMY, III0 aBTOPH HU3KH Mociaans Hosoro 3aBiTy Oyiu omHO-
PiAHOIO TPYIOIO, SIKA JOTPUMYBAJIACh €IMHOTO TCOJOTTYHOTO BUCHHS. ABTOD
CTaTTi BBaXkae, 1m0 3arajaky “lIlocmanus lyaun” MoxHa po3raiaTy, sKIIO Ipo-
BECTH JIiHIIO0 Ta JOCHIIUTH CBITOISAHY MO3uIito aBropa “Kuuru lynu” ta
anocrodia [1aBma. /{71t 1bOro ciij BIaTUCs A0 TIIyMadeHHs 1ylai3My 3araiom
1 cekTh MepTBOro Mops 30KpemMa, He MUHarOuM (hyHJaMEeHTaJbHUX MMUTaHb
“JaeTepMiHI3My”’ Ta “BLITBHOTO BOJICBUSIBICHHS .

BucHoBkHu

Y3araJbHIOIOYH, MOXKHA CTBEPKYBATH, 110 €BOJIFOIS TOIVISIJIIB YICHIB
cekT 1 aBropiB KyMpaHChKUX CYBOIB, 110 OepyTh CBilf TIOYATOK 3 TpaIWIlii
“Iymaizmy €HoxXa” MIOIO Hamepe] BU3HAYEHOTO CTaHy peuei Ta Jyai3zmy,
BUCTYIA€E KIFOUOBHM POMEKYBAaHHSAM MiXK BUCHHSIM aroctona [asna ta lyau
(MmoxmmBo 1 SIkoBa). Bepyun no yBaru toii dakt, mo Ha Hebecax BigOymocs
MOBCTaHHs, y bora He Oyi0 iHIIOro BUOOPY SIK “A03BOIUTH IPIXy CTATHCA
3 yciMa BiNOBIIHUMH Haciiakamu. AOu 310 He Oyno gomyiiene borom, To
B TOMY 0 Masa OyTH sIKach IeBHA LIk, 110 Mependadana O rpix i HacIiIKOBi
cTpakganHs. JlyanmicTudHe MOHATTA aHTH bora mom’sKmmio 6 cTaHOBHILE
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TIEBHOKO MIPOI0, TPOTE CJIIJ BBAXKATH, IO HaBiTh CaTaHa MaB Ou OyTH 4acTH-
HOFO Hariepesl BU3HAYCHOT JI0JTi.

[eorpadiyna i30MIis MANECTHHCHKOI TIIKH 1yAeHO-XpHUCTUSHCHKOTO
BUCHHS pa3oM i3 nommupenHsaM “IIpasuna /lamacky” abo monaimMeHme Horo
0a30BHX i€l B310BXK TOPrOBUX IIUISAXIB HA CXiJ, MOXKE CIYT'yBaTH MOSCHEH-
HSIM TOT0, SIK 30eperIncs paHHi i1ei €Hoxa B 3a3HAYCHUX MOCTAHHSIX.

Introduction

Why is it that Jude, alone among all the books of New Testament
canon, makes significant allusion to (quotation of) Jewish pseudepigrapha,
specifically the books of Enoch and the Assumption of Moses? Is this a
matter of sheer coincidence, or is it the result of seriously divergent frames
of reference on the part of the New Testament authors? I will endeavor to
show that the epistle of Jude does in fact represent a separate literary stream
from the other books of the canonical New Testament.

I will argue that this stream reflects a worldview that, while typically
associated with the Judeo-Christian/Nazarene movement of Roman
Palestine, was common to several sectarian traditions within ancient
Judaism, including the so-called Enochians (“Visionaries”) and the Dead
Sea Sect. This worldview should be distinguished from that of the apostle
Paul, who, I suggest, successfully established a new theological framework,
which, while sharing some points in common with the Nazarene movement
in the land of Israel and points east, nonetheless departed from it on a number
of key points. The Nazarene sect in Israel was linked to and in many ways
rooted in “Enochic Judaism”; Paul’s movement was much more aligned with
attitudes that predominated in the west (i. e. Hellenistic Judaism). The shades
of distinction may appear mild, but they produced the first major schism in
the developing fabric of early Christianity.

While a solution to the issue regarding Jude’s sources appears elusive at
best, I will argue that the Dead Sea Scrolls provide surprising insight on the
textual traditions of both the epistle in question and the Pauline and Pauline-
aligned epistles. It is hoped that the proposed solution will be a springboard
to further research in the field of comparative religion and the Judaism of late
antiquity.

The Problem

It is notable at the outset that more than a quarter century has passed
since a group of distinguished scholars gathered in a seminar at Canterbury,
at the University of Kent, to consider the question of the biblical canon
with respect to the epistle of Jude [1, c. 137]. Among the attendees was
James Charlesworth, Richard Bauckham, who authored a masterfully
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thorough volume on the book of Jude, yet deliberately left some important
issues unresolved, and B. Dehandschutter, who produced some important
commentaries on the interrelationship between Jude and 1 Enoch. This latter
point of inquiry came to dominate the discussion. Bauckham observed that
the New Testament authors and those of the pseudepigraphical writings of
the Second Jewish Commonwealth shared substantially the same worldview;
yet only the epistle of Jude quotes from them. He pointedly asked: Why?

The solution I will propose hinges on the assertion that there is in fact
a serious distinction between the “worldview” of the author of Jude and
that of the other New Testament writers. I suggest that Jude as a piece of
literature may at the very least be seen as related to the realm of what is
increasingly referred to as “Enochic Judaism”. By contrast, the epistles of
Paul (and kindred New Testament writings) represent a disparate literary
current, like Jude, influenced to a considerable degree by the worldview of
the Qumran sect, though moving in the direction of complete determinism,
and minimizing the role of “free will”, either human or angelic.

It is notable, as a matter of comparison, that the locus of the origin of sin,
according to Enochic Judaism, may be found at Genesis 6:1-4 (the defilement
of the “daughters of men” by the “sons of God”), whereas Paul roots it in
Genesis 3:

Therefore, even as through one man sin entered into the world, and death
by sin, and so death passed on all men inasmuch as all sinned. (Rom. 5:12)
[2, c. 26].

Paul is certainly aware of the traditions and literature of Enochic Judaism,
but at the seminal point of the origin of evil, he moves in a different direction
[3, c. 100]. This may serve at least as a starting point in evaluating Paul’s
distancing himself from pseudepigraphic traditions. Nonetheless, I will
argue, there is something even more fundamental in distinguishing Paul’s
worldview from the books of Enoch and other pseudepigrapha.

In order to gain further insight on this conundrum, we should next review
the nature of the “Enochic” tradition within Second Temple Judaism with a
view to evaluating Paul’s distance from it and the book of Jude’s possible
alignment with it. Enochic Judaism is generally dated to the early fourth
century B. C. E., during the late Persian and early Hellenistic periods. It has
been described as a non-conformist priestly current of dissent, particularly
anti-Zadokite in orientation. At its center was neither the Temple nor the
Torah, but the concept of the origin of evil [4, c. 9]. A strong measure
of determinism colored its ideology, as human beings were cast not as
perpetrators of evil but as victims.

Nonetheless, sin was viewed as having originated without divine
permission, as a result of the free will of wayward angels. Evil was seen as
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having originated, not from human evil, but demonic conspiracy [5, c. 65].
The Enochic “Book of Watchers”, for example, stressed that this “original
sin” of the angels (rather than the disobedience of Adam and Eve) had
contaminated the whole of creation. A “balance” was ultimately created
between “predestination” and “free will”, though the two concepts remained
in tension, as we shall see, especially in Qumranic literature [6, c. 227].

It is my contention that the early “Jesus Movement” was “cut from
the same cloth” (the “Enochians™) as the Dead Sea sectarians, who, not
surprisingly, quoted liberally from pseudepigraphical traditions. However, I
will also suggest that Pauline Christianity stood in opposition to some of the
seminal ideas of the “Enochians”, becoming so dominant after the first two
centuries of the Common Era that the only texts surviving from the eastern/
Judean branch of the movement were the epistles of James and Jude [7].

Proposed Solution:

Returning to Baukham’s observation, that the writers of the New
Testament and those of ancient Jewish pseudepigrapha shared a common
theological framework, we should at this point take issue with the “broad-
brushing” of New Testament authors, as though they were a cohesive group
with uniform theology. I believe the “conundrum” of Jude can be resolved
only if we posit a serious distinction between the worldview that inspired
the book of Jude and that of the apostle Paul. We must, however, be willing
to propound an evolving exegetical framework within ancient Judaism in
general and the Dead Sea Sect in particular with respect to the fundamental
issues of “determinism” and “free will”.

It has been suggested by Charlesworth and others that the Dead Sea Sect,
in the course of becoming increasingly secluded and isolated from the rest of
Israelite society, gradually lost interest in Enochic textual traditions [8]. It is
pointed out that the last Qumranic quotation from the book of Enoch dates
from an early stage in the sect’s development, being found in the Damascus
Rule. Over time, Nickelsburg argues, the worldview of determinism and
dualism became more dominant in the Qumran sect, and they gradually
abandoned the idea (prevalent in the pseudepigrapha) that evil came about
not with divine permission, but as a result of a troupe of evil angels plotting
behind God’s back [9, c. 47].

It has long been observed that there are distinct affinities between certain
New Testament concepts and passages and Qumranic literature, but to which
aspects of sectarian thought, early or late? A solution to the “problem” of Jude
may be as simple as positing a link between early “Nazarene” Christianity
and the earlier layers of Qumranic thought, and a similar link between
Pauline and kindred New Testament traditions and the later stage in sectarian
exegesis. Interestingly, it was suggested some decades ago by David Flusser
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that a “second stratum” of early Christianity was directly and profoundly
influenced by sectarian thought and practice, the writings of Paul being a
case in point [10, c. XVIII]. It is well established that the driving “theology”
behind Paul’s epistles stresses predestination and dualism, which is exactly
the emphasis of the later stage in Qumranic thought [11].

Paul argues, for example, that Christians have “have obtained an
inheritance, having been predestined according to the purpose of him who
works all things according to the counsel of his will” (Eph. 1:11). He famously
writes: “And we know that all things work together for good to those who
love God, to those who are called according to His purpose” (Rom. 8:28). To
bolster his argument, he adds a longer passage, which in part reads:

For the Scripture says to Pharaoh, “Even for this same purpose I have
raised you up, that I might show My power in you, and that My name might
be declared throughout all the earth”. Therefore He has mercy on whom He
will have mercy, and whom He will, He hardens (Rom. 9:17-18).

And, while urging his flock to “... work out your salvation with fear and
trembling”, he declares in the same breath that “it is God who works in you
both to will and to do of His good pleasure” (Phil. 2:12-13). Theologians
have observed that the Arminian would adhere to the first statement, the
Calvinist to the latter [12, c. 500].

If Flusser’s “second stratum” were representative of the later, rather than
earlier, stage in sectarian thought, it then stands to reason that the Pauline
and Pauline-aligned epistles (including the later “pastoral epistles”) would
assiduously avoid any overt reference to Enochic literature, as did later
layers of Qumranic literature. By contrast, the epistle of Jude may be seen
to uncannily preserve the earlier stream of Qumranic exegesis, in which
Enochic Judaism was not only tolerated, but celebrated [13]. The reasons for
this remain very much a mystery, but we may at least speculate that Jude, due
to its unique Sitz im Leben, reflects more of an eastern, “Palestinian” strand
of early Judeo-Christianity than the Pauline epistles.

In any case, a cursory look at Jude’s brief letter does in fact reveal a strong
emphasis on personal choice and its consequences, in theological parlance
“free will”. The recipients are urged “... to contend earnestly for the faith
once delivered to the saints” (Jude 1:3), as if it depends on human effort alone
[14, c. 38]. The Exodus from Egypt is recalled, but not in a deterministic way;
for “the ones not believing” (v. 5) were destroyed. When the book of Enoch is
next invoked (v. 6), it is to demonstrate, not predestined divine order, but that
even in the heavenly realm, all is a matter of choice. Sodom and Gomorrah
are likewise invoked as examples of choice in pursuing licentious behavior,
leading to destruction. While there is no evidence in the epistle of ontological
dualism per-se, the argument between Michael and the Devil over the body
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of Moses (v. 9) does suggest a bifurcated conflict between powers of good
and evil [15, c. 58]. However, the rebellion of the angels and disobedience of
Satan is also seen as a matter of choice, absolving God of final responsibility
for what went wrong. The biblical examples of Cain, Balaam and Korach (v.
11) likewise stress “free will”.

In describing iniquitous behavior, it is interesting that both Jude and
James invoke the same imagery of sea waves, at the very least suggesting
that the two epistles are thematically linked:

[These are] wild waves of the sea foaming up their shames... (Jude 1:13)

For he who doubts is like a wave of the sea, driven by the wind and
tossed. (James 1:7)

All of this may be seen as a literary “buildup” to the figure of Enoch, who
prophesies coming judgment, not according to what has been preordained,
but according to ... all their ungodly works which they ungodly did” (v.
15). As with the epistle of James, “faith” is determined as a measure of one’s
“works”, for good or for evil:

But each one is tempted by his lusts, being drawn away and seduced by
them. Then when lust has conceived, it brings forth sin. And sin, when it is
fully formed, brings forth death. (James 1:14-15).

Jude similarly speaks of “murmurers, complainers, leading lives according
to their lusts” (v. 16), admonishing that ... at the last time there will be
mockers according to their lusts” (v. 18). Whereas Paul teaches that some
are “destined for destruction” (Phil. 3:19), Jude, having warned of Enoch’s
eschaton, nonetheless urges the faithful to “save others”, by “snatching them
out of the fire” (v. 23).

While Paul’s letters (composed in the sixth decade of the Common Era)
likely predate Jude’s epistle, the latter may well have been influenced by
Qumranic traditions in ways that Paul’s movement was not [16, c. 451].
Interestingly, the “execution of judgment” that comes by “the hand of God’s
elect” is found in both the Pesher on Habakkuk and Jude’s epistle:

Behold, the Lord came with myriads of His saints (the elect), to do
judgment against all, and to rebuke all the ungodly of them concerning all
their ungodly works... (Jude 1:14-15)

We should also note the similarity in language between Jude and the
Qumranic War Scroll, which declares:

For You will do battle against them from the heave[ns ...] upon them for
confusion [...] For You have a multitude of holy ones in the heavens and
hosts of angels in Your exalted dwelling to pr[aise] Your[name.] The chosen
ones of the holy people You have established for Yourself in a [community.]
(1QM 11:17-12:1)

The War Scroll describes the eschatalogical judgment referenced in Jude
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in a much more detailed, though completely parallel fashion, employing
allusions and images based on Daniel 7:13’s “Son of Man” passage. The text
continues:

Mercies ofblessing[...] and Your covenant of peace You engraved for them
with a stylus of life in order to reign o[ ver them] for all time, commissioning
the hos[ts of] Your [e]lect by their thousands and tens of thousands together
with Your holy ones [and] Your angels, and directing them in battle [so as to
condemn] the earthly adversaries by trial with Your judgments. With the elect
of heaven [they] shall prev[ail.] (1QM 12:4-5)

We also read: “The company of Your holy ones is in our midst for etern[al]
support” (1QM 12:7). This language recalls the “joining” of the “wilderness
camps” and the heavenly host as found in both the Damascus Rule and the
Community Rule [17, c. 218]. Moreover, the emphasis on the “elect” is
reminiscent of the preeminence of the “Sons of Zadok™ in the Damascus Rule
[18]. Elsewhere, Jude’s reference to the archangel Michael finds parallel, not
only in Enoch (9:1; 20:5; 71:9) but in the War Scroll (col. 15), where he
is depicted as a leader against the “sons of darkness” [19, c. 200]. While
the influence of the Qumran corpus on the larger culture of ancient Judea
is difficult to ascertain, the fact that the Damascus Rule made its way to the
Cairo Geniza suggests that Qumranic material was copied in circulated in the
east, and transported via eastern trade and caravan routes. The geographical
distribution of the Judeo-Christian/Nazarene movement being in the east as
well (to wit, scattered references that the sect relocated to Pella), we should
not be surprised to find reference to otherwise suppressed aspects of ancient
sectarian thought.

Conclusion

In sum we may argue that the evolution in the attitude of sectarian thought
and Qumranic literature, from the Enochic traditions to strict predestination
and dualism, may be seen at the core of the distinction between the Pauline
approach and that of Jude (and possibly James). In moving away from the
notion that angelic revolt On High, there was no way to let God “off the
hook™, as it were, for “allowing” sin and its outcome. Lest God be made
the author of evil, there must be some predestined purpose in everything,
including transgression and resultant suffering. The dualistic notion of an
anti-God, “Satanic” figure would have mitigated the quandary to some
extent, but lest God be seen as impotent, even Satan must be part of an
overarching “destiny”. It was this “second strand” of Qumranic thought that
the “second stratum” of Pauline Christianity adopted. Jude (and possibly
James) are the “odd men out”. The geographical seclusion of the Palestinian
branch of Judeo-Christianity, as well as the transmission of the Damascus
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Rule or at least its ideas along the trade routes to the east, may well explain
the perpetuation of the earlier Enochic ideas in these unique epistles.

While all of this is admittedly conjecture, it does, I believe, provide a
logical and clear line of reasoning for resolving the “problem” posed by
the epistle of Jude, as no other proposed solution has done. It is an attempt
at the very least to open the door to further research and discussion of the
multiple facets of the interplay between the Judaism of late antiquity and
early Nazarene/Pauline Christianity.
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