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INTRODUCTION

The study of Introiluction has always been an intrigning
one. HMany of the problems provoked by a study of Introduction
cannot be solved. A study, however, of these problems serves
to awvaken the appreciation of the student. He oan see just
what processes the books of the Bible went thrcugh in peing
declared autinentic and canonic. His interest in Seripture as
the Word of God will be greatly deepened with the answer he
obtains to the problemns before him.

One of the most interesting books of the New Testauent,
from the isagogioal standpoint, is that of the Epistle of
St. Jude. It will be the purpose of this thesis to discuss
gertain of these problems. Under examination especially will
be the question of authorship of the Epistle, the question of
genuiness, and finally the problem of canonicity.

The materials used will endcavor to cover a portion of
the vast amount of material that has been written on the sub-
jeat = not only from the conservative, but also from the
oritical viewpoint; not only the writings of the ancient
wciters, but of the modern scholars. inch of the material
will be of secondary s mrcees, because of the inability %o



to manage the lan:unage of the original mammsoripts. We have
- endeavored to limit ourselves, however, to accredited scholars

who have made use of the primary sources.



THE AUTHORSHIP, CANONICITY AND AUTHENTICITY OF
BHE EPISTLE OF S%. JUDE.

I. The Anthorship

Internal Lvidence

As to the qaeation of the 'authbrah:lp of the book of Jude
we have the internal evidence offered in the book itself. The
author names himsclf when he says, "Jude, the servant of Jesus
Ghrist, and brother of James, to thea that are sanctified by
God the Father, and preserved in Jesus Ohrist and called.”
This claia to anthorship by a oei-tain Jude or Judas immediate="
ly brings out questions which mmst be anawered. Is there any
external evidence to the fact that a Jude wrote this book? If
Jude is thne suthor, which of the Judes mentioned in the Bible
is the author? After we dotermine answers to these and other
questions, and then only are we ready to discuss the life
of the author, elecmeats of style and other peculiarities of
the letber. :

Lxternal kvidenge _
There is little oxternal evidence for asoribing the



authorship of this book to Jude. It has wmore or less simply

“been taken for granted that a man named Jude wrote the Book,
Hinoh of course has been vritten on the subjoot, tut actually
the o:iiy authorities at our command are the ancient fathers.t
Men like Tertullian, Augnstine and Origen not only regard

the nuthor as Jude, but 118t him as an apostle.”

lihioh Jude is Author of the Epistle?

Granted that a man named Jude virote the book, we are
inamediately interested in deteraining whether one-of the Judes
uenbioned in the B:I.ﬁle is the author of the Eplatle before us.
Thicassen distinguished seven different Judes in the Biblietgl
records viz., Judas the ancestor of Jesus (Lu.111.30); Judaé
the Galilcan (Acts v.87); Judas Iscariot (iark iii.l19); Judas
with whoa Paul lodged in Damasous (Acts ix.1ll)}; Judas Barsabbag
(Acits xv.22)3 Judas the son (or brother) of James (In. vi.ld,
Acts 1.15, Joha xiv.23) an apostle and comuwonly identified

with Lobbacus or Thaddaeus; and Judas the brother of James.3
Froa this we seec that the name Judas was a very cosuon one
during the early Ohristian era. It 1s not at all surprising
then that the author adds a note of identification "a servant

of Jesus Christ, a brother of James."” Plummer notes that only

1., For a full discussion of theo external attestations of
the ancient faghars aegtc?xptar ﬁlétppiugz-ag. o
" 8. Alfred Pluamser « JAMEes A . . .

3. Henry Thiessen, Introduction to the New Tostament,
P. 393,
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tvio of the Uudes mentioned deserve any consideration:

1. Judas not Iscariot, who scems also to have
been called Lebbaens or Thaddaeus, for in the
lists of Gthe Apostles, Thaddaous or Lebbacus (the
readings are oonfuseds stands in #att.x and
dark iil as the equivalent of 'Judas (the son) of
Jancs® in Lake vl and Acts 1.

2. Judas, one of th: four -brethren of the Lord;
the names of the other three being James, Josep2
or Joses and Simeon (Matt. xi11.55; Mark vi.3)

Barnes claims that there is no diffioulty in determin-
ing which of these &Gwo Judes is mecant. There are two
apostles oalled Jude. One was Isecariot, the other the
author of the Book of Jude. I do not think that he is jJusti-
fied in his reasoning, which continuess

In the catalogue of the Apostles given by

fatthew (x.9) the teath place ig" given to an

apostle who is there called !'Lebbacus,' whose sur-

nane was '"Thaddaens3' and as this naac does nob

ocour in the list given by Luke (vi. 15) and as

the tenth plasce in the catalogme is occupied by

'Siason called Zelotes,' and as he afterwards men=

tions 'Judas the brother of James,' i% is supposed

that Lebbaeus and Judas were the sams persons. It

vas not_uncomson for persons to have two or more

noaes. °
The error on Barnes' part is that he assumes that the writier
of this Epistle is an Apostle. If that assumption were
correst, his reasoning would be quite logical, for we have
in the two lists. (In. and Mark) the names of the twelve
apostles. If eleven names are identical, it follows that

the twelfth person is one and the sa:uq.' Barnes notes that

4. i’luzmnér. op. eit., p. 571.
5. Albert Barnes, Notes on thc New Testament, vol.l0, p.331.



.it is not i.apossible for a person to have more than one name.
We olaim, however, that Barnes' firast assumption is wrong as
we shall show below as wé prove from external evidence that
this Jude was not an a.;_:osi;].e.6

The general conclusion of Barnes is given some support
by an-interesting note in Pluauer's St. James and St. Jude.
He notes that the Anthorized Version would identify Judas
Lebbaens with Judas the brother of the Lord by giving to
the "Judas of James" (Luke vi, Acts 1) the meaning of
"hrother of James" .7 After Jude calls himsalf "brother of
Janes"™ in our Epistle, the translators of the Authorigzed
Version assuue that the Judas mentioned in the list of the
Apostles (Aets i, Lake vi) is also "brother of Janes." That
laplies a twofold inference on the part of the translators,
l. that Jude the author of the Lpistle was an’ apostle, and
2. that the Judas mentioned in the list of the apostles is
the author of the Epistileae What this amounts to is an adding
of words to support a pre-conceived notion or Jjudgment.

We hold that this view is untenable, because it is
inconsonant with Greek usage. The Greek of Luke vi 1s xgp
Todday. 1*44“' "Jude of James." Regular Greek usage de—

6. See Chapter III, p. 49=53.

7. Plummer, op. e¢it., p. 372,

8. Thais rendering was introduced by the Geneva version.
Previous versions either leave the meaning doubtful, Judas
of James, as Wiclif, or translate "James' sonne" as Tyndale
and Cranmer. Luther is also in favor of 'son' rather than
brother. of, Plummer, op. 8it., p. 372.




notes parontage by affixing to the ohild’'s nane, the nauo of

9 Accordingly, szodis 2Lty low
indicates that this apoatle is the son of James. It ia unfailr

the father in the genitive case.

exosesls, traaslation and interpretation to give the meaning
Throther of James™ to words which clearly indicate that "son
of Jnues® is xweant. Parthermore, it is lmpossible to assune
that Jude was an apostle, and, therefore, the hypothesis on
waioh these men baged their assmaption was a wrong one.m

iic conclude, therefore, that the Jude mentioned is not
Judasz Lobbaens, but that Jude who olearly identifies himself
as a brotaer of James, one of the brethren of the Lord. If
wo eun establish the ldentity of this James, we hold that we
have nlgo definitely identified the author of our Epistle.
His relation to James

If Jude is one of the bretiren of the Lord, and if James
i= of the brethren of the Lord, then Jude and James imst be
brothers. We know that James did h-ve a brcther Jude, but

9. Goodaspeed holds that this 1s tho nccepted viay of de=-
aoting friendship in tho papyri also. of. E. J. Goodspeed, An
Introduction to the New Teatgmn%, pP. 948. Blasg-Dcbhrunner
86atos that this 18 Gho clapsical way "zur Beseichnung einer
Person nach dea Vater," of. Friedrich Blass' Grammatik des
aoutentasentliohen Griechisch, p. 99. Rober 6808 oA T1e 1t o
genisive of mcadersnlp or of relnti.onship. He cites many
exanples of this, yet, says, "In Luke vi. 16 and Acts i. 15
we have: Zakdlo which probably means the (2 f )

brother de ian view of Jude 1 d&aﬁ;
than soa." It is odd that Robertson counld make 'ﬁm one exoan-
tion. of. A.7. Robertson, A Graumaar o _g the Greek New Testaaent

in the #yﬂg of His Bor:loa; | Regearoh,

== 1. ¥or o disoussion on 6 Apostleship of Jude, see
Chapter III, p. 49=Hd.




ocan vie ldentlfy this James more olosely? ilombert claims that
1% could not be Junes the Apostlc and brother of. Jomm, for

he was carly martyred (Acts xii.2); nor could .I.t have been
Janes Ghe son of Alphaeusz, ocalled the Little, coﬁcarning vihon
we have no definite inforaation (iiark xv.40). The oaly aan of
distino tion bearing that name is James the revered head of the
cghurch of Jex’nsale:n.ll vie conglude that it is of this James
that Jude is brother, 12

Radical views on authorship

iaving oconoluded that the author of the Epistle of Jude
is Jude, one of the brethren of the Lord and of James the
reverod hesd of the ciurch of Jerusalem, we courld proceed to
hig life, stylec and so forth viere it not for the radiesl
views conoeraing the anthorship of this Epistle and concerning
the elalas mnde by tho author. It has been held by soaze that

11, J. I. ilombert, "The Epistle General of Jude", Lange-

Sghaff Comsontary, V.25, D 5.
=*5" The brothren of ine Lord d1d not believe in him as the

Hossiah (John vii.5). o doubt James was among them. It was
only after the resurrection (1 Cor. xv. 7) and after the
asgension thnt we find then in the cirsle of bellevers
(Acts 1.14). Concerning Jamocs himself, Mombert says, "Amnong
the brothers of the Lord, after they had become believers
Jaues soon ogoupied a proainent position. He is introduced as
the representative of the Jewish Christian tendency in the
Mother Chureh (Acts xii. 17). His near bodily relation to the
Lord, his pious life and anstere habits soon raised hia to
Apoatolic digaity. At the Apostolic Council on the obliga=-
toriness of the law, his judguent proved desisive (Acts xv.1l5).
The connsil of elders gathered round him (Aots xxi.18). Aaong
the pillars of the church he i1s :entioned first (Gal. ii. ?)
while otherwise Peter is the Prince of the Apostles.” eof.
diombert, op. git., p. 6.



he mentions a rolationshlp to James, slaply to assure the
agooptanse of his book.1? 0f the relationship of Jude and
Jamws, Goodspeed simply belicves that the tera "brother of
Jaaes" was added to his naze by some later copler of his
letter who took the writgr to be the Jude mentioned in
Mork vi. 5 as a brother of James aad Je'sua.u Moffatt quotes
Harnack on this quostion; Harnack conjestures that "some
unicncwn Judas of the sesond century (A.J. 100-130) wrote this
homily against a contenporary phase of Syro-Paleatinian
guostioisu, and that the words m&_ Lo -’I‘-‘";‘“ viere
added later (A.D. 150 = 18C) when it becawe desirable, in the
light of the rampant gnostioism of the age, to gnarantee thae
writing's authority.?19 .
Grotins is of the opinion that Jude was writtea by that
Jude who, acoording to kusebiuns was fifteenth and last of the
Jowish line of blishops of Jamsalem.m If tals view 1s held,
one mst either look upon the words gde2 P2 Sc  >Td¥ujda, 88
an interpolation or as a title bora by all the suocessors of
Jazes in his cepiscopal ehair. No qvidenoé can be given in
support of either alternative.

The view expressed by Grotius _has been revived and soae=-

13. J.B. daycr, "The General Epistle of Jude, "ihe ixposi-
tor's Groek mesta-uent vol. 5, p. 226,

ooUspae OB e ap-De
16. J.. Mograte 'En TLE'c'admticn $o the Literature of the

New Testauent
15, Gro Eius, qpoted in Charles Bigus,"Introduot!.on to the
.Ep:l.st.ua of 8%.Jude," The Internotional Oritical Coinuentary,
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what modified by Juelicher. It scoms that at one time
Juelioher thought that Judas was probably the real name of
the aathor of the Epistles, and that "brother of James" meant
nothing more than "blshop™. But in his Elnleitung he has
abandoned this view and now thinks it auost'proﬁable that:
The anthor belonged by birth to that eirele in

which the memory of James was held in special

honor; that he did not venture to foist his well=-

aeant work on Jamos himself, bmt ccntonted himself

with a meaber of his family. Perhaps Judas lived on

after his brother, dowan to a time at vhich none of

the Apostles of the Lord survived in Palestine, and

taerefore could be most easlly selcoted out of the

aon of the first goncration as the announser _of the

appearance of the prophesicd abominntions. 17

This evidence, however, is inconclusive. To accept the
view of Grotius, one must eithor disregard a portion of the
text or assunc something for which there is no cvidense.
Juelicher in his view 1s coven more radical. It 1s coaforting
to note that those who wonld distort the authorship of our
boox intc a forgery are by far a minority.
Life of the Authar

We xnow very little of tho life of this man Jude.. He was
probably married and apparently traveled a good deal, taking
2is wife with him on his journeys (1 Cor. 1x. 5). Nicephorus
Callisti (6. A.D. 1850, Hist. Ecsles. i. 33) reports a tradi-

tion that Jude's wife was iary the aother of James amd Joses,

17. Juclioher, Einleltuns, 1901, i.p. 182, quoted in Biges
%. ﬁi’ p' &0.



and that hls mother was Salome.m This tradition is reported
too late to glve it goneral oredence. Hagcippn'ralatea an
interesting tale with regard to two of Jude's grandsons. It
was near the end of Domitian's reiga when these two men,
grandsons of Jude and faraers, were brought before the Zaperor
on the charge that they were descendants of David, and w'ere
Christinns. When Domltian heard that they were poor, and

saw thelr horny hands he dismissed them as haraless Jews.lg
e do aot know what became of Judo himself. Tradition has it
tont he preached to the Jews in Palestine and in Esypt.ao The
Syrians stlll olaim him as their apostle,>l In the West 1t is
gonerally adaitted that he 'was a martyr. According to Greek

dienology, however, on iday 88 'he fell asleep in poace,' tat

on June 19 ho was huag on a oross and run through with javelins

at Arat or Arara.,” In art, St. Jude 1s usually represented

with a olub or a oross, and sometimes with a carpenter's
square. Often, too, & boat or & ship is near him. By the_

2
Greeks he is depioted as a young .tan with a nasoent beard.. =

13, G.T. Parves, "Jude tho Lord's Brother," A Dictionary
of the Bible, J, Hastings, ed., vol. 2, p. 799,

15, Iusebius, H,E, III. xx. 1=-8, of. Pluaner, op. ait.,
_nl 3741

20, A.l. Strong, Populac Legtures on the Books of the New
festa:ont, p. $70. e
. Adiel Sherwood, Notes on the New Tegtament, vol. 3,

(] 594. :
% 23, S, Baring=Gould, The Lives of the Saints, vol. 12,
P. 677,

33. ;b;ﬂ.., p-g 67".
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His Style b
Regoarding the style of the author, some of thc oritics

have very little Go say. DBigg says, "Jude's langnage about
the falth is highly dogmatic, highly orthodox, highly szealous.
His one is that of a bishop of the fourth century.v3%

The writer shows a fondnessfor triplets. Ve note sows
of these triplets: Judas, a servant ... and brother (v.l); to
then that are sanctified, preserved .... and kept (v.l); merecy
unto you and peace am love (v.2); ungodly men, turning ...
aad deanying (v.4); defils, despise ... speak evil (v.8); Cain,
Balaaa, Core (v.ll); In addition to triplets, he also uses .
couplets, double triplets and qnartettes.as Chase deteots an
obvious Christian eleaent in the writing-because of whe use of
worde 88 Nlxftels mwlnglas Ziskis. & knowledge of the LXX
becauge in the Epistle there are sovoral words derived froa

the LYK which ~re not independently used by other writers, o.8.

'k Topredey s Asicze s Laipopn 28 and a use of stately,
sonorous, soactimes poetical words e.g.mm.w

Suaming up, Ohase says, "The vocabulary then of the Epilstle

24. Blgg, op. oit., p. 835,

25. Mayor, op. 6it., D. 289, :

26. Robertson disagrees with Chase on this point. He says,
"{le cannot be steeped in the languago of the LAIX with Chase,
but there is a more Hebraistio flavor than 1s obseived in
Janes his brother. He has literary affinitios with some of
the apoeryphal booiks, and with soms of Paul's writings." A. T.
Robertson, op. git. p. 134.

27. F. H. Chase, "Epistle of Jude,” A Dictionary of the
Bible, J. Hastings, ed., vol. 3, p. 800.
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proves that the author, though a Jew, was yet a man of some
eulture, and, as it would scea, not vithout asquaintance with
Greck writers. Vriters, however, of the 'comnon' dialest,
emdodying older strata of the language would suffice to supply
hia with his vosabulary.*?S

According %o Robertson there is nothing peculior in his
graamr, for he uses tna_ Greck idiom im a normal fashion.
Thereo are o csourrences of the optative (glueu gs7 V.2
and _A’-_z,_cy,_,;“,_ Vv.9); the article is used with the partisiple,
aad the use of ;;mmmtioal oases, oronouns, tenascs and the
free use of the participle indicate a real mastery of ocurrent
Greek. He has 20 words (ocne doubtfal} not ro_nnd elscwhere in
the New Testaaent.*? The grammtical usage of the writer, and
his general usc of vocabulary proapts Robertson to say that,
"The aorrectness of Greek is quite consonant with the author—
ship of the brother of Jesus, since Palestino was a bilingual
count:!'y.“ao b
A Comparigon of his Style with that of James

A comparison of the style of the two brothers, James and
Jude is interesting. 'A discussion on the resexblances and
difrer;uoe between tho two Epistlos 1a to be found :lli idayor's
stedy of the letters. A tone of authority pervades both
Eplstles, yet t;here_:ls an evident air of huallity on the pnl;t .

88, ibid., p. 800, '
29, For a complete List of these words, see Thayer, Greek=-

English Lexicon of the New Testament, p. 703.
3. Rovertson, op. ﬁ'f__., p. 124, 7



of the writer. They seen to be highly regarded by their
readers, yet sizply refer to thomsclves as servants of Jesus
Ohrist. They both use ploturesque language. To obtain
Vividness both writers refer to past events, James referring
to Abrahan, Rahab, Job and Elljah, Jude to the Esraelites in
the wilderness, the fallea angels, Sodom, Gomorran, Oain,
Balasan and Korah. Both exhibit a moral striotness and utter
a stiff rebuke against sin. As to their vosabulary, the most
strikinag rescnblanse is the use of _wyx;xa. as opposed to

T d D K

There are also striking -diﬂ'erenoes'in the two lotters.
Jude apparently belongs to a mich later period of Ohristian
developaent than does Janes. When James wrote (oa. 46 A.D. ),
there viere as yet no other canonical books in existence. His
theclogzical positlon is that of the early church desoribed
in tihe openling chapters of Acts. Jude seens o be agquainted
with Pauline writings, for he addresses nis readers in Pauline
language, a8 @2t/ (Vv.1) and “;‘.F‘“ (v.3). Jude makes
referease to apooryphal literature while James does not,
althoagh there are sigans that James was not unacquainted with
raobinical traditions. Finally, James is full of instruction
for the present period, while Jude is written in the spirit

of demanciation.

3l. For a full disoussion of this matter, see iayor,
op. git., pp. 287=-231.
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Purpose of the Epistle
The purposefor waich our autior wrote his Kplstle perhaps

acoounts for the apirlit in which it was written. Then, too,
certain peculiarities might be due solely to the individual
writing style of Ghe author. i'heré is a certain anbigity in
the opening sentensce of the Eplstle.. The (mestion is whether
the words "of our comaon aa:!.vat:l.on" g0 with what proceeds or
what follows. From the content of fhe letiter, howevér. ve can
only conclude that the sense i1s not "when I gave all diligence
to write unto you, I was constrained@ to write unto you of our

coanuwon salvation," but, "when I gave all diligence to wirlte

- unto you of our coagoen salvation, I was constrained to write

unto you, exhwarting you to contend carnestly for the faith."
IG con be easily seen tat this Epistle 1s not a letter about
"our comaon salvation.” The fact seexs o be that Jude vias
about to write just such a letter when a orisis, créated by
the orecping in of ungodly men into the church prompted hia
to write a letter of a very different nature.® #From the words
it seems that imnediate action was ilaperative.

A very interesting reasoniag for the urgenoy of the
letter is presented by_ Bleg, whé virites:

By far the easiest and most probable explanation

of the faots is that the errors denounced in both
Lpistles (2 Peter, Jude) took thelir origin from

2. Delotte, following Shorlook, supposes that Jude was
astually enzaged on a larger and more general eplstle, and
waa sompelled to breaic 1t off by the nescessity mer_l‘t:loned.
Taken from Heary Alford, The Greei Tesbtaumsnb, p. 530.

BT Stt— T 1



Corinth, sthat the disorder vins spreading, that
36. Poter btook alara and wrote his scoond Epistle,
sending a copy to St. Jude with a warning of the
urgenoy of the danger, and that St. Jude at once
issned a similar letter to the chnrches in which
he was poraonally interested. Ia fast, both
Epiastles may be saaples of a ciroular that was
issued to imany churches at the sams time. In this
way we get a perfeotly natural explanation of

Jude &, a most signiflocant verse. The wrliter had
eviden‘hy regeived a sudden alara which had obliged
him to write one thingawhen he was purposing to
wrlite quice another.

Yoffat hag a different way of stating the purpose of
the Epistle: "Alarmed at the possibility of his friends
being contaminated by these intruders, he writes thls brief,
foreible warning, full of what Origen oalled W’x&
z,"‘,, « It deaounces rather Ghan agsoribaﬁ the objeats of
its atbacks, and there is a note of exaggerated severity in
'11;. 'a gortain hastiness ani tendenoy to take things at the

-worst, 1 4

Zahn holds shat tho words _ysfws lasy . do mob
nceesparily imply ihat he was going to write another letter
at all, He is of the opinion rather, that he had in mind
sonething more didactic and of greater scope. "It does imply,
that the writing in question was intended for the readers,
but beyond this it een refer to a work consisting of a nuaber

of parts quite as well as to a letter." 46

53. Blgg, op. oit., P. &16.
8. dorfats, op. alt., ». 268,
6. T. Zaan, Introdustion to the New Testamont, Eag, Trans.,

V.2, P« 2423,
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A disounasion of the purpose of the writing would not be

.couplete wlthout aentionlng the radical view of Renan. Renan

accepts the lpistle as a relis of the Apostollic age, placing
it as carly as 54 A.D. He consldors tihe Epistle to be an
attack on 3t. Panl, vellieving that fmde had'St. Paul in aind
when he donounced those who "in their dreanings deflle the
Lflesh, and set nt nought doainion, ond rail at dignlties."
"If we velleve this," says Plumnor, "we should be reasdy
encugh to belleve that he was nob really 'Judaas, brother of
Jaues,! but one who did not dare- say openly in the church the
ageusations whieh he tried to insinuate." 9% No oritic has
upheld this strange view taken by Renan. His inflmnence would

~rale out all Pauline influence, as well as Petrine. The acon-

teats of the bhook do not allow this.
Addressees »

Froa the sontent of the Epistle itself, it is lampossible
to doteraine tho exact locality for whioh it was intended.

: Palestine, Asia iinor, and Alexandria have all boen suggested.

Jude slaply says, "To tihem that are ocalled, beloved in God the
Father, and ikkopt for Jesus Ohrist". (v.l). The persons
addrossed were Christians, but they apparently embrace all
Garistiens, whether Jew or Geantile, whether inside or outaide

of Palestine, 57 the contents are such as would chicfly interest

86, Pluaner, gp. git., 371, : :

57. CamerlynoX takes the view that 1% was not addressed to
Chvistiens in genoral, but to a partioular ohurch. He bases
his position on vv. 5,4,17,22, A. Camorlynck, "Eplstle of
8t. Jude", The Oatnolle Enoyclopedia, v.8, p. 5&.
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Jewiah Christlans. The Epistle, therefore, may have been in=
. tended for the Jews in Palestine and the surrounding terri-‘
bories, bu$ the address does not linit the message to 1:hem.3?B
Tae writor has in mind all Ohristiens. The evils opposed are
moch the same as those opposed in 8 Peter. It i3z doubtful
that Ghese two nen would address their letter to the saae
people. Porhaps it waz meant for the same people as those
for whon the author's brother James virota his Epistle.

The words of Jude can be applied %o all Ghristians, but
whether this was his sole purpose, namely the warning of
Caristians of the timo in genoral, or some-particular congre=
gations, vic cannot desido for lasck of evidence.

Veissmann conoludes that the very address itaself pre-
cludes &the ldea of the letter having been written for a par=-
ticular locality. He divides the books of the Bible into
literary and non-llterary works, placing Jude among the

98, Arnaud says with reference to this that Jude, "expounds
his proofs in a manner peoculiar o the Jews. From the begin=-
ning to the end he uses their mode of speech and their manner
of expressing an ideaj he employs images and comparisons,
maikes allusions, and uses mytha, traditions and exnmples,
whloh were familiar to them." Qnoted in J. E. Hather, "'The
Epistle of 86, Jude," ileyer's Comacntary on the Hew Testamen:,
v. 10, p. 680=-561,

%9. layor upholds this latter view. He says, "In oy edi-
tion of James I have argued that hls eplstle was addressed to
the Jews of the eastera Diaspora and it seeus not improbable
that Jude, writing many years after hls brother's death, may
have wished to su:ply his place by addressing to the same
circle of readers the warning whioch he felt bound %o utter
under the perilous ciroumstances of the new age." iHayor,

_O_EI m.. P- 237. ..
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literary. Of them he says,

e« Wi recognlze in other New Testament texts literary
eplstles, .o0st olearly in the Eplatles of Jazes,
Peter and Jude, Wwhioch have froa ancient tines been
known as 'eatholle' or 'gencral'. A glance at the
'addreassces' shows tha$ these are not real letters.
Laposslible demands are smde of the 'vearer' 1if we
ore to imagine one. A 'letter' for instance, super-
goribed to '&he twelve tribes wiloh are scattered
"abroad' would be slaply undeliverable. Jaames, in
whoge praeseript we find %this 'address' writes as
does the anthor of the Epistle of Baruch 'to tho
nine-and-a=half tribes that are in captivity.' In
thege eases we have %o 4o not with the definite
addresses hut with a great 'coathollic circle of
readers.' The aunthors did not dispatoch a single
copy of their 'letter! as did St. Paul did of
Phllippians, for example: they published a nuaber
of copies"” 40

Again we hsve a lack of positive evidence to refute
deisgaana fully. Even if the letters wore delivered in pamph=
let fora, we do-not la any way sce how Suls would effect
thielr purpose or valldity. Both in Jude and Jawes, hovi=-
ever, tihere gscems o be an evident awareness of certain
definite existing conditions. We feel that this would hardly
be shown in the letters, were they cent out in pamphlef®
fora for a wide distribution. Neither would i% be impossible
for a carrier to carry the message from tribe to trive for a
reading before the tribal asseubly. '

With regard to the bearer problem, Deissmann is guilty
of soms faulty exegesis, lor the "twelve tribes which are
soattered abroad," (Jas. 1) is a fimre of speech, referring

' 40, Adolf Deissmann Light from the Ancient East, revised
edition, p. 243.




o the faot that all Christians are but sojourners on earth,
The phrase does not refer to a physical locality whatsoever.
Content

An allusion has alrendy been made to the content. Jude
wag about to write his addressees conseeraning their comaon
salvation when a serious orisis proapts hia to do otherwise.
The lotter becomos a strong exihortatlon to guard against the
unzodly men who have erept into the ehurch, and to contend
caraestly for their faith. =
Suamry

It has been the burden of this chapter to show that the
autbior of the Eplstle of Jude is Jude, brother of the Loxd,
and brother of Jaaes the renowned head of the church at
Jorusalem. e have presented what little we know of hls
life, have disouassed his style along with a comparison of
his style with that of his brother James. I( was the purpose
of his letter o warn against ungodly men and to exhort his
readers to remin steadfast. There is no evidensce to deter-.
mine those for whoa the book was intended, but the strong
Jewish flavor tends to prove that it was written for the
Jewish people, perhaps in and arocund Palestine.

41, dayor thinks very little of the content of the letber.
fle pays, "To a modera reader it is curicus rather than
edifying, with the exception of the beginning and the end.”
dayor op. sit., p. 248, We cannot agree with dayor on this
point. The epistle is a strong exhortation to the Ohristian
of today. Let each Ohristian contend for the faith that is
hia,
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II. The Authenticity of Jude

In deteraining vhethor such a book as our Epistle cculd
anve been written by Jude, we mst dotormine whebther such a
book eould have been wiritten at this “ime a6 all. We mset
algo cxauline some of the arguments of those who elalm thnt
the boox ip a psendeplgraphic work. Besause of the very
gsturc of the béc}:. 2006 of our arguzents =ast bo gained by
isferonce. Thereo is very littlie ia the letter 1tsclf thos
lends i%s Lf %o & study of the authenticity of the book.
@ere is, for example, nctding in the text of Ghe Dook whlch
linits the dating o o particular period. AS an ianstonse of
thig, the false tenchers deserived could well find thelr
gounberpsrt in false Geaohevs of today. It i3 by assceiation
. with oSher ovents that we mst £ind a dating for our book.
Posgible oxternal evidence

‘We have already referred %o the story prescrved for us

1 The Enp=

by Hegesippus, concerning the graudsons of Jude.
oror bofore whoa they were brought was Domltian. Donitian
came o tho throne in 81 A.D. He diled in 95 A.D., 2and so his
acebing with the grandsons of Jude mmst have taikkea place
botucen Shese two dates. (hen thoy aet with the Euperor,

thoy were already groun son, for the narrative speaks of

l. of. Ganptor I, p. 8.
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thelr "horny hands,"” which is sufficient proof that they were
alrcady hacdoned laborers. (e believe, beosause of these facts,
it ic also safe to assume that Jude was dead before Domitian
came %o the throne. That means that our Eplistle was probably
written before 31 A.D.

dors controversial 1s the guestion whether the Epiatle
wags written before or after the fall of Jerusalem which
ogsourred ia 70 A.D., Those holding the foramer view state that
Jude gonld not have falled to mention that great evidence of
God?'s destruotive wrath upon men. In his Epistle, Jude lists
several of the great judgments passed on man, e.g. Oain,
dalaam, Korah, How aonld he possibly overlook the great judg=-
gent which was so olose at hand?

The otner point of view 1s that Jude, writing very
shortly after the destruction of the ﬁo].y city, purposely

,omitted 1% fr;:;m his catalogne of judguents. It 1s held that

Jude did not care to open a fresh wound, that he did not wish
to recall an event so fearful and so recent. This arguuent
loses its foree when -a study of the Epistle itself 1s care-
fully made. Taen oo, it seens that his readers would stend
in moh groater need of his strong warning and exhortation
before the fall, rather than imnediately after so great a

visitation to God's ;:loo_'fgla.’a

2. With refcrence to the glaim that Jude would heve mention=

ed the fall of Jerusalem, B:lgs says, "tils mcaning can hardly
be extracted from the passage.” Bigg, op. git., p. I1S.

4T
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Zhe Helatioaship 6o Christ

Anotier mode of dating the Epistle is $o synschornize
the life of Jude with tiat of Christ. IThe attept is made So
cibablioh the date by fixing she precise rolationship of Jude
50 the Lord. e nave becn mentioning the fact that Jude was
"brothner of the Lo-d." This oncns the guestion whether Shrlst
did save any orothers and siaters according to our use of She
tera. Toere is nothing in Seripture that wonld ailitate
againosb sueh a noosibillfy. In fact, the torms used scean to
indicate that Qurlst could quite possibly have had bratiners,
ad perhaps sinters. The tera used to denote tiis reiation=
ship is a_w&. The first neaning given for M is
"a brother] whelzer born of $he saue two parents, or only
of the saie father or the saze mother. S Thayer holda that
M 15 onrallel to the fobrew __L¥ . Acoordingly,
"brethren of the Lord" are ne.!.timr sons. of Joreph by a fovaer
-.v.-ir'e, aor goasins, bub actual brothors born after Jesus, iad
tiis not beon thc sase, in In. 1i.7, we would have found
§ude ssvapenis. Lnstoad of SV srpwidreties® Mayer does
not asoribe the acaning "cousin™ to M.s Von Soden
takes tiis view also. wuwriting on the subjeos, he says,

3. rmyer. ’)l g-Lt... p‘ 10.

4. 1b1do. '9. cl =

5. It 1s intercstiag to note that the Greoek word for
Tgousin"” in in. 1.5 and 1.63 is ‘c o These are
the only two csourrences o»f the tera Hew lcstazent Greeik.
'fgalﬂem ‘j.'eio:ba,aent uses the regular tera for "oocusin" Jye¢coh

Oke iVn C‘). = ’ .
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" M wd 3 G220 Vvezelohnen la HT entweder im

eigeatlichen Sian die loibliche Goschwisterschaft oder im
ueberbragenon Sinn die t{,ﬂlﬂﬁ{.:’.che Sruderschalt der Iaracliten
baw Curizten untweiuan-.ior.“u The idea thab "brother of
Carist" mot aean "cousin of Ghrist! i fostered by the
Gatholios beeause of Sheir doctrine of ﬁe perpetuanl vir-
sginity of lary. Kittel says, "Jie albtikatholische Kirche
woll%o weogen dor danernden Jungfrauschaft darias vollbluetige
lelbliche Geschwister Jesu nisht anerkenacnj sic golten ihr
als Kinder Josephe aus ciner fruhorn Ene oder alg Vettera und
sasen Jesm.""

Soaec, who are agreed that Jesus d1d have brothers, are
206 agreed on the question whether these were brothers by a
foraer marringe of Joseph, or brothers born after Jesus.
dalasn holds that thore is the possibility for oither chil=-
dren of Joscph by a foracr wife, or close Kinsuen, but he
specags atrongly in r:nror.or the foraecr viow. "The mnner in
wirioh %he fomur brothers are meationed in liatt. x11i.55, would
secargely be nataral if they were not teabers of the saue
household as our Lord. The Protevangelium and tho Gospel
agcording %o St. Peter (as we know from Orizean's Conaentary

on Hatt. xiii.50) represont these brothers as sons of Joseph

8. Von Soden quoted in Gerhard Littel, Theologlsches
dosrbecbuch zum Heuen Teutament, Erster Band, D. .

~ 7. ibid., p. 144,




by a foracr wife. Hegesippus, degoribing Siaeon, the seoond

Blshop of Jeraupalem, as our Lord's cousin, nover oalls hia

Throbher” of cur Lord as he docs Jages and Jude.? 8

Bigg s a few inbercsting nctes on this cquestion. ife
8879,

Hoae help toward fixiag the date would be gained
if we oould scbtle the precise relationsnip of Jude
to our Lord. Ylouent of Alexandria, followlng the
very assient tradition eabodied in the Probtcvanpgelium
gf Jo.ues, rime.ra?ddhig ais the son dgf. Jgsegl; by ? s
ormer marrlage (gdumb. in Ep. Judac ad initinal.
we aceept this view, Jude -.-:ﬁ older toan Qhrist,
though possibly nof by many yecars, as he la noaed
last, cor lsgt but one of the brethren. Aad this view
is gonmended 0% only by the poculiar fora of Jude's
address, - he secens to shrink froa galling himself
the Lord's hrothor, - but by the fact that the bresaren
oa uore Lhan =no ccsasion apnear to have clained a
certain right to interlere with the Lord's frecdon
of asbion (datt. Xii.43; John vii1.3); indeed all the
paggages sherc the Lord's bretaren are seantioned in
ghe Gospels are aost readily understood in the same
way. DBut if this is so, and if Jude was bora some six
o seven years before the Carisbian era, vie could safe-
J..ly date the Lpistle ofter &5 A.D. or Ghercaboubs.
£nose who, whlle sccepbiang tae Epistle as autheatle,
would place 15 about 30 or 390 A.D., muast fase this as
well as other difficulties. 9

Loosing over the sesnings of M we can only con=-
clude that it wis higaly possible Loat Jesus did have brothers
ageording to the flesh. If uuen, Jude was a younger brother
of Jesus, he would not have been 500 old & @mn to write the
Lpistle about 65 A.D., the date aceopted by many scholars.
Aatually, it makes llttle differonce whether Jude was a

3, Salmon, op. 8it., D« 475,
9. Bigg, ég‘:‘aot'ﬁ"‘,. P. 515,
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brother older or younger Shan Ohclst. Ia oither ocase it is
hAlghly possidle that his letber could have boea written withe
ia the first century.
dude's Refcerense o tho Apustles

Those who uphold a lato dating for She Epistle polng
to v. 17 where Jude says, "Sut, beloved, remeaber ye the
worda whiohh were spoken beldreo of Sie apostles of cur Lord
Josus Chriot.” The iapliontion is that Jude was reaching
into the listant pas$ $o ask his readers to ra-maé:bar goue=
thiag writtien long before; ergo, this Epistle was not written
unbil soudetiame in the seaond gontury. The words, thensolves,
houever, do nob nrove this contenticn. Jude could just as
well have exharted his readers to _re:aemb;.er o :aothing said
quite recontly as soaotiiag in thec far past. This argusent
as nrescalied by Shose wio hold Ghe late dabing is siaply
stretehed to support Gheir polat. Juelicher, according to
Bigg, la of the opinion that Jude is a man of late date be=-
~ eouse of his refercnce %o the apostles as being quite a thing
of the past (v. 17}, but also beouause of his sGiff orthodoxy
(vve S, 20) and by reason of ila guotation of a Chrlatian
saying as written long ago, a4s woll as beoause of his use of
the apcorypha, whioh is not ia the Apostolic manner. 3Jays
Bigg, "Tao actual oconolusion at wiloh he arrives 1s that
Jude mat have been written before 13C (on the ground of ox=
ternal atteamtiuai, that cae canaot £ix tho dato batween 1CO
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aad 130, but shat 1t mst have been rather early than late
votween Ghase two limits, becouse the. author evideatly re-
fgards this outbreak of Gnostis godlessness as a now th:l.ns."lo

Tais brings ug Yo the two real points at issue in dating
the Lplistle. If we could detoraine who the false teachers
viere that Jude had in alnd, we gould establish t‘uirly_ well
the date of the Epistleo. The othor point at issue is the
discussioa of the relatlonship of this Eplatie %o the second
Epistle of 3. Petor. If wo can establish the priority of
cliner Epistle, we again have somothing definlte by winloh to
date our Epistle.
Zne icstion of the Unmodly len

What deoes Jude zey aboat these uanpgodly men? In the
Epistle he iaforas us that thoy orept iato tho chureh ua-
aviares, bthat thcy turn the grace of God into lleense, and
dony theo Lord Jesus Ghrist. [Farthermore, they had glven
theaselvea over to fornication, taey defiled the flesh,
they ignored the authorities placed over them, speaklag evil

of dignitaries. Thoy sit at the love feasts of the Ohristians,

unachased of their condust, mooking and blaspheaing. Now we
are interested in trying to deteramine just who these ungodly

men were. Wwere tiey a definite olass of men such as the

| Gnosties? vere they teachers with a dootrine already well

formilnted, or were they simply by conduct aud example try=
ing to pollute the Shristians?

10, ibid. p. 315=-14.




Undoubtedly - tihese mon were libvortines who translated the
grace of God into licease. o charges are brought agalnst
toed. Ihey arc desoribed as godless persons who pervert the
grace.of God into imaorality, and as perscns denying the
caristian's only iaster aand Lord, Jesus cin'ist.n They were
under the impression that$ as Ohristians they were froe, froe
to live lives of sensuality and covetousness. Thoy were
teaohers, not by a formlated dootrine, tut by Gheir lives,
denying the Lord Jesua- Christ in lives of sin. They had
becose fruitless trees, olouds without water, raging waves
of' the mca. Tac love feasts they used as occasion for sia,
fecding thomselves with no $hought of their fellow, sager
o satisfly Ghelr owa deslres, glorying in theusclves lnstead
of in God. Jude does not aint that these feasts were in
thoaselves uncihaste, for they were the feasts of tho readers.
Heither does he acouse the rcaders of intimaoy with these aen,
nor of a participation in taeir sins. The point is that they
allow theze men to tako part in their love feasta. They

need to xaow that Shose who sit with them are uaclcan, that

1l. Rogarding these two adousations agalnst these aen,
sohn says, "the first of these charges presupposes a teashiag
in whioh the fact that the Ohristians are under grace is used
$o justify an imnoral life. Since these persons olaimed to be
Christians, the latter oharge amunt acan that they separated
themaclves from Ohrist as Lord by thelr disobedience, denying
iim, not in naxe, but in faot, by living a life inconsistent
with the aonfession of Him." jahn, op. git., p. 243,
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they are filled with unchaste feelings and desires. It is

the very nature of these ungodly men that prompts Jude to
write so strongly to ais readérs. It would be eazy for his
readers to detect a bold sect 6pen].y proclaiming a stand
agalast God's grace, and denylag the redemption of Christ.

Sut these wmen have orept into the church itself; they have
crept in "unawares," unknown o the unsuspesting Ohristians.
Then, when rebuked by the elders and authorities of the church,
they nut only refuse to subait, but have reviled those who
were set over then.

Wie gonolude that a speocial class of men cannot be meant
herc by tine author. Sumuarizing what we know of the:, we can
coaclude from the internal evidence, only the following: they
apparcntly were mombers of the church. ~Perhaps they con-
asidered theuamelves good members, -ien of the Spirit, aaking a
great dlstinection between themselves and ordinary Christians.
There is no conclusive evidence to prove that they were an
organized seot, or to prove that they had a set formla
of dootrine. It is interesting to note, however, some of the
conclusions reached by scholars in the field.

Views of Crities '

Speaking of the false teachers, Davidson says, "The

desoription of the men who had orept in among the readers

suits antinomian Gnosticism only. Now Gnosticism proper did




not exist in the Lfirst oentury."la tilth these few words,
davidsoa expresses ais gonviotion that the ungodly meon were
Gnostiaon, Dhe Eoistle is then given a late dating %o suit
the conelusion he has rcaghed ocncerning the ungodly men.,
Hilgenleld agreen with Davidson when he says, "The

herctleal teaciere hero attacked are manifestly Gnostics of
the sesond centwry with thelr ooﬂteapmeua ropadiation of
God nand the angels of the Cld Tednacnt (vors. 3«10} of Jesus
as Lhe acrely human organ of the highor Ghrist (vor. 4i, and
of tae inlericr psyehloal pecople (ver. 19}, nad with tholr
Gaeostic Libertine:tondoncies (vors. 8, 10, 18] «.se Its con=
pGoi ti.on. by Jude, waether onc of the Lord's iwabhren or one
of tho Hvolve is out of She question."m

' Doracr days, "The sersons whoa Jude opposes are not
dorely such as have practlcally swerved froa the ways they
are algso teachors of error.." 14

G.I.e..mnt or Alexandria thinks that Jude is spoaking

uronnebio..\lly of the abominable dostrines of the Gnostie
tcacher carpuomtes.ls Others take this view with the ou~
igsion of the word "prophetically," and so obtain an arguient

againot She gonulness of the book. 3Bigg has a rather leagthy

13, idareus Dode, An Inbeo daog;g% to the New Testanent, D.327.
13, Helgenfeld, hm.l.oit.mg, 44, moted in 51gg, op. oit.,

Pe 237,

14, Doraner, quoted in ?Jnmmr. oa. s De 300.

15, Oluuent of Alexandria, cuotied in : wn.ncr, op. sit.,
P 890, (Strom III.il sub. T £in.)

-




discussion on tho baokground and teachlng of tho Carposratians,
and of the possibility of thoir boing the ungedly mon to whon
Juie makes reference. iio fool that his discussion bears re=
peating in fall. |

Ag %o the dato of Garposratianisa we only know
that tha seot was in existenve before the tizo of .
Hegesippus (Lus. Hoile 4,23,5) and of Irenacus (.25,
2e80l=34; . Carpoorates 1o said to have insisted on
the naity of God, but to havo taught that the
world was ando by the evil angels. Aocording 6o
this statement of Irenacus, he was thorefore a
dunlist, liic all Gnostlos. It is possible, however,
thab Irenaens did not righftly appreincnd the preclse
fora of his teasalng on Lthis point. AL any rate
tiwe dootrine of his son, EZplphanes, wao quitie dif- .
foreab, Lpiphanes based his moral systea on the
gtato of nature, whieh is divine, yet ncither chaste
nor honent. "God," he sald, "aade the vines in comuon
for all amea; they rejlest neither the sparrow nor
tho thief." The sane rule applies to the differcnces
of sex, In all things the divine justice is .Ku.m;ﬁ.
uete len’ o Human law violates this aagur
waunality of <ight, aakes the Ghief and makes tho
adulsercr, Hatare ia divine, but law is devilish,

In the fragacnts £roam tho worie of Epiphanes on Justice,
preserved by Cleuoant of Alexandria (Stroa i1il.2), we
are not told expressly who was gsudpposed o be the
antiior of law, bub it wasz proovably the adversary, the
Devil., Owr Lord taught ua Ghat we arec to froe oure
selves froa the adversary, (in. xii,53). This is $o
be done by breakiag all his rmles, and completing the
cycle of experience whieh he forbids, Those who have
not attained in this way to perfoct emngipation muat
return again to life in other bodios $ill thoy have
found freodon. (Ircnacus 1.26,4)

Phis wij..l. ¢ive us some inslght into tho teaching of the
Carpsoratians. Oould they possibly bo the ungodly men referred
to by Jude? Bigs says,

16.. Blgs, op. Gibes Do E13. -

’
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Some of tho Gnostles did not desire to sep=
arate wholly from the ocmroh, ut tals eon hardly
have been the onge with the Carpocratiana.

inatever view we tako of 4$his oxtravagant soot
it is lapossible to suppose that Judo actually
ilad neen or heard of thea, Garpocratlanlsa was
built on Stoisisa { 3.5 Jec’ 2nd on the
demblic of Plato, but Jude safs nob one vord
abous philosophy. The seob practised magie to show
tant Ghey were unsters over Ghe ovil spirits, be=-
licved in the transaigrabtion of aouls, possossed

© nlotures or statues of Christ and the philloaophurs,
wihioh they orcimed, or ian other words, worshipped,
2isth cqual honer. Soae of Ghoem maried thoasclves
with a brand on Ghe right car. They have nothing
vilijover in codson with the aen dencunced by Jude
excent anbinomianisa, nd to find thls error at
woPk we_lave no need o go veyond %the Aposiolie

biges.
Legs hadigal Vievs

(roodspecd ls a little less radieal in his view. e,
treads middle ground by refusing to nane tho ungodly aen
ontright. He says,

Many ancient thinkerg thought of God as by
nature for romoved from tho maserial world and
oo pure So Aave anything direetly %o do with it.
Tis iden naturally oreated a ohasa bebtweea tho
phyaical and the splritual aspeots of human ox=

s pericnee and led to the dangerous dostrine that
the spirit mizht seek and £ind followship with God
walle She body followed its own anserial impulses
and pasalions.

With regard to Jesus, suoh thinkerseearated
his hmama natuare froa his divine and followed a
vosctio type of thcughl, believing that the
divine in hia hod escaped froa hiam on the orouss
and only his a@aterial body had suffered thore.
Pacy accordingly saw little meaning in his death, .
bubt they cunaidered thoasclves so spiritual that
they did not need an atoneiont. Indeed, gtheoy felt
80 geeurc in Shelr spirituality Shat.they thought

170 ;bid.. Pe UlSe
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1% did not muoh matter what they did physically,
duoir people conld not fail to be a seandal

in the olmrohes, and a Christian teacher named

gﬁtﬁigﬁfig out a2gainst thoa with vehzent demun=

doffatt, boo, rofralns froa naming thase mon as any
oanc parsioular group of people., Ho says, "The writer 1s not
iasercated in the g;’;;,g";, » 88 the apologists of the
segonrd sontury are in tho principles of Giae errorists whom
thioy convert. lie attemps no refutation of tholr thoories,
nor Jdoss o g0 ianto any deotall ia czposiang their aberrajions.
tlo is a plain honest leader of the chmroh who iaows when
sound iadigoation is more telling than argument.” 19
& Conparison with the Ungodly ilem in Galatiang

An intoresting comparison between the ungodly men of
Galatiang and Jude hns been made by Pluazer. iHe notes that
Doth those factions have oomo iato the olmroh seorotly, but
for different purposes. The ungedly men in Galatians orept
intoc the churoh "6o spy out ocur liberty wirioh we have in
Jesus Ohoist, that they alghat Wring us into bondage."
(Gal. 3.4). The magoedly men at tho time of Judo orept into
the cmmreoh o "tura Ghe grace of our God into lasciviousnoss.”
(ver. 4i. 2luaner coys, "The troublers of the Galatian churoh

wore ondecavoring to gontres$ Chriatian liberty, wicreas these

18. Goodspeed « 8it., Do 5.
19, Sottant. guubs Sales Pe o,




angodly nen vwere straining it to the nttermost., - Both c:né.ed
in destroying it. The one tarned:- the 'freodon with whioh
Garist sob us freo,' into an intolerable yoke of Jewish
boadages bae obher Lurned 1t into the pclluting anarghy of
acation, or corse thaa henbhea, lliosonss.” 8O

Unosuiciza doeg not Hegepsaclly Poink Lo a Late Date
_ Jude 1ls not she first wrlter Go opecak against, and

warn against linertines. This libertianlstic antinsnisnisa
was alveady o Sendenoy within She cimrsh ab Jorinth. Ve
siivuid lize Lo quote Findlay on this. IHo writesa:

Bhe aoral Srensformation effeoalied in Ghis
gorrant aajerial was accompnaied by a notable
sental guickeniang. The ilcllonle intellect awoxe
at tho toueh of apiritual falth. Tals {irsé
Christian society plantod upon Greek soll ex=
nivited tho characteristic qualltles of the rage =
gualities, however, of Ureece ia hor dcoadence
rather than her prime. Amongat so many freshly
avakenod and eager bub uadisoiplined ainds, the
Graekx inbtelleostualisa took on a ornde and shallow
forng 16 betrayed a childish oonsoit and fondnass
for rhetoric and philosophical Jjargon (4.17,11.1=5
etec, ) and allied itself with the factlousness
tant was the invoborate ourse of Greese ... Lven
the gifts of tho Holy Spirit were abused for pure
pusos of diasplay, edirication boing often the
loet thing thcuglt of in thelr exeroise (®il, XiV)eeee
S6111 graver aisoitiof arosc froa the influense of
neathen sosiebye. For meon breathing the moral at-
apsphere of Corinth, and whose earlier habits and
notions had boen formed in this enviroansnt, %o
oonseive and smintain a Chcigtian moral ideal was
diffioult in the extreme. Deplorable relapses
osocurred when the fcrvor of conversion had abated,
and the Churoh nroved siamefully tolerant toward
sins of iapurity (1 Cor. v; & Gor. xidl. 20 £a)e

. 306 Plnmms', oD« git.; Do B
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fhe acuteness of the Graek mind showed itself in
antinonian sophlstrys the 'liberty' from Jewish
aeremonial reostriotions claimed by Paul for Gentile
unrisbians was by some songtrued inko a goneral
license, and carried o a length which shooked not
asrely the soruples of fellow-beclievers uut the
Gonzon moral instinets (vi. 12 £f., viii, 9«13,
Xe 29 I.'f., xi. 19 b). :
“ais problea then had already been faced by Paul
defore Jude wrobte his Eplstle., It cannot be held, there=
fore, that Jude's Epistlo mst reoeive a late dating be-
cause of ais treataent of the "ungodly men."
Zne Relntion of the ipistle Lo 2 Peter
The obher blg factor ln deteraining the date of this
Epistle iz Ghe relation that i$ bearz to the scoond Epistie
of Peter. A quick glance at the two Epistlos will imug-
diately disolose a mariked roseablanse. The question comes
before us at onge, ¥id the one author borrow from the
other? Did thoy use a comion third souree from which they
drew Ghelr material? If one aublor drew froa the other,
witose was Lhe original work? These and other questions we
maet doteraine as wo study the striking similarities of those
tvo viorks., For the sake of ooavenicnoe and aoaparison we liast
the paseages Ghat are similar.
"dut sherc arose false pro= "For Ghere are certain zen
paets also.axong the people, oropt in privily, even they
as agong you also there shall who were of old sat forth
be false teschers, who shall unto this condecanation, une
privily bring in destructive godly men, denying our only
heresles, denying cvon the dastor anr.’l Lord, Jesus Christ"

daster that bought them" (Jude 4).
(3 Bot, 11, 1)

21, findlay, "Corinthians,” ia "The ixpositor's Grook Zesta-
‘;‘Jﬁnt. Vol 11. Pe 781,




"fFor LD God spared not angels
<hen Shey ainned, but onst
e down bo hell, and com=
aitted Gtiea to plts of dorke
ness to de preserved unto
Judgnent™ (2 Pet. 11.4)

"and Surning the cities of
Sodom and Gomorrah inbo ashes,
condemed bhem with an ovore=
Garow, aaving madc thea an
cxaanlie unto Shose tihnt should
Live ungodly" (2 Pob. ii. 8),

Tout ehiafly thea Ghat wallg
afser sac flocsh in the luab
of defileacnt, aod deaplse
doninion. Jaring, colf-~willed,
they Sromble nob to rail at
dilgnitics" (2 Pet. ii. 10}

"Whereas angels, though greater
in amight and power, hring not a
railing judgrent agalnst tGhom
before the Lord® (8 Pet.ii.ll)

"But these as oreatures with-
ou$ reason, bora mere anlmmls,
railing in wmatters whorcof
they arc ignorant, shall in
their destroying surely be
desbroyed” (2 Pebe 11. 18).

"Spots and bieaishes, revel=
ling in taeir love-feasts
while Gioy feast with you"
(2 Peli. il. 13).

"Foraaking tho right way, they
wend assray, heving followed
tliie way of Zalaan the son of
Boer, who loved the hire of
vrong-doing. (2 Poet. 1i, 195).

"and angols whigh keopt not
their own principality, mt
left Shelr proper habitation,
ho hath kXept in «verlanting
bonds andor darkaess uaso the
Judgaont of the great day"
{dude 8}«

“iven ns Sodom and Gozmorrah,
and the cities about then
esse 0OTQ sect Torth as an

. oxanple, suffcoring the pua-

iphnent of eternal five®
(Jﬂd& 7)0

Yol in liike mnaer Ghose also
in their dreaanings defile the
flosh, and sot at nought dom=
inion, and rall at digaitarica”
{Jude B). i

"3ut ilichnel the arghangel,
when contending with tho devil,
he disputed abont the body of
iioses, durst not bring against
hia a railing judgaent,”

(Jude Qe

#8nt these rall at whatsoover
taings Ghiey know not: and what
they understand naturally

like Gho oreaturss withou%
reason, in these Gtilngs are
thoy deostroyed. (Jude 10).

%" Theze are thoy wio are spots
in your love fcaste when shey
feast with you" (Jude 12),.

"They weat in Gthe way of Caln,
and ran riofously in the orror
of Balaaa for hire, and por=
ished in the galnoaving of
Korah" (Jude 11).




“iiheoo ave springs without
water, and aists driven by a
storay for whoa the blockness
of daricness hath beson roscrved"
2 Pobt, ii. l?)o

"Uttoring great swolllng words
of vaalsy' (2 Pet, il. 13),

*That yo ghould rexsiaber the
words waich were spoken before
by the holy nrophebs and the
ouanndaeat of the Lord and
Saviour Lhrough your apostles”
(2 Peb, 1i1.3).

"Raowiag this firat, that in
$ie laat days mockers shall
goic wlth moceikery, walking
after Gheir own lusts”

(3 Pcb.e 1i1. 5}.

"g3louds withous water, gare
ried by tho winds ..ee wander=
ing stars for whoa tho black-
ness of darigness hadh been
reserved forever" (Jude 13,135).

" Thelr asath speaicing great
swelling words" (Jude 15;.

"But yo, beloved, rexmemnber
the words whigh have boen
apoiken boefore by the apostles
of our Lord Jesus Christ?
(Judﬂ 17

"jlow that Ghoy said unto

you, In tne lazt tiae there
ahall be mogkers, walking

af ter thalragz-m ungodly luats”
{Jude 13).

Anobher couap:rigon that can boe made betwoen the two books is

that goncerning the judgments brought out iln the Two books.

g 2 Poter
&« The fallon angols
Se The flood (ioah)

4, Tae cities of the Plain (Lot}

Oe HSalaam

Jude
Israel in the vilderaess
fho fallen angcls

The oities of %heo Plain (Lot}
is not meationed).

Cain

Balaam

Korah 89

In addition to these cvident similarities, 3igg notes

that the oireumstances oalling forth the two letters are also

aneh alike.

Heithor sontions any distinot persons, or dog=
trines or facts. They do not give so :many dotails
aboul the errors wihich bhey doncunse as Jolossians,

23, I have taken Gais parallel froa dods, QD. ﬁ. pDei3iU=2

25, Pnis parallel nas been drawn by 31igs, op. 8

(1) De321,




or Ghe Festoral Eplotles or the Aposalypze. It ig
quite gertain thaf thoy would have done go if 4i% had
beea in Gholr powoer. If 5Shoy are vague, 16 Is for
the obvions reason that thoy are obliged £o bo vagzue.
Thogy deal with this new hercay just as 1 Pefter deals
with perseoution, There is as yet nothing dofinlte
o lay hold of3 the peril is ineohate, and thelr
wvariaing ia like an alara in thg night; it is only
acwn sant there is an eneay, <%

Frai these parallols, it iz eugy o discorn the similarity
debwren Ghe two books. Did the two auvthors bhorrow from a
Gosaun sourgec? we belleve we ozn answer &this with an emphae
bic ne;,-;:.tis::.w. idad they used an "original®, 1% would surcly
Rave appeared somowhere, beea meabioned by soaescne, or at
least been alluded to. Such an laportant annuserint conld
nob have boen overlooked by Lhe Lfatihors na Ghoy carefully
digested She m:verial at hand when they formmlated the ganon,
de believe Gho assertion that thereo was a $ilrd book, a coa=
mon source book, can be ruled cut eozpletely., o eritic that
we exaainod suggests the probabillity or even possibility of
& bhird dooument.

on the obther question, namoly wiich of the two ia the
original, bhere 1s great difference of opinlon. After ten
years of intensive atudy oa tais very iszue, Plunner says,

fae siailarity, both in sabstance and wording,

is so great that only two altornatives are posg-

ible - elther onc haz borrowed froa the other, or

both have borrowed from a colmon SoRroe. IThe seg=

ond alternabive is rarely, If ever, advooated; 1t

does =0t oxplain tho faols very satlsfactorily,

and oritics arc agreed in rcjooting it. But here

the agrecasnt endn. 0On the farthe: gquestion, 'as %o

waieh writer is the prior, there iz a vory greatb

diversity of opinion. One Siing, therefore is ocr-
tain, thas waiehcver writer has borrowed, he 1s no

24. 1hid.. n. &18.
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ordinary borrower. He knows how to assimilate for-
cign material so as to make 18 thoroughly his own.
He remains original, even while he appropriates

the words and thougﬁts of another. He gontrols
them, not they hin. Were this not so, there would
be 11ttle doubt about the matter. On any ordinary
case of appropriation, if both the original and the
copy are fortheoming, *eritios do not doubt long as
to which is the original. It is when the oopy it-
gelf is a masterpicoe, as in the case of Holbein's
dadonna, Ghat or:l.t:l.o:l.sm is baffled. Such would -
seem ta bo the case here; and the presen wr:l.ter
is free to coufess his own uncertainty.

From Pluanser'!s words we can readily see what a esontro=-

versial matter we have bofore us. At the outset we mst say

“again that all the evidence presented is internal and there-

fore subjesctive. We should like to present some of the op=
inlons and arguacnts of the orities, gxnd then suaasarize thea
and draw our cwn conclusions. ;
For the Priority of Jude.
liany Jritios favor the priority of Jude. iiayor says,
" The impresslion whioh they leave on :r.w.n:lnd is that in Jude
we have the firast thoaght, in Peter the seoond thought; that
we 6an generally see a reason why Peter should have altered
Jude, tut very rarely a reason why what we read in Pefter
should have been altered to what we read in Jude. Pater is
more reflective, Jude more epontaneoua." 29
Archdcacon Farrar is also in favor of the priority of

25. Plunaner, op. git., p. 991.
86. dayor, qx?:'%ed—ﬁ Woffatt, op. eit., p. 351.



Jude.

Aftor careful conslderation and comparison of the
two doouaents 1t seeas to my own aind lmpossible to
doubt that Jude was the earlier of the two writers....
I msat confess my inability to see how anyone who
approaches the inquiry with no ready-aade theories
can fail to sone to the conclusion that the priority
in this instance belongs to St. Jude. It would have
been impossible for such a withering and burning
blast of defiance and inveotive as his brief 1ebtera,i;
to have been viritton on modification and addition.

Hng presents three arguaents for his position in vhich
i1 olalas priority ian Jude. He notes that Jude is too short
a bock to have been the aopy of another book. In the second
place hie notes that Jude's language 1s simple, while Peter's
15 wore eleganb, flouriehing with partloiples and rhetorie.
His arguaent is then, that Peter enlarged on Juda's vocabu=-
lary. In the third place, Hng holds that the refercnce to
the fallen angels in'32 Pet. 1i. 11 could not be understood
without Jude 4. The argnient is taen, that Peter assumed that
Jude's Epistle was in the hands of his readers, and therefore
eonld mke his point merely by alluding to the angels. le
says, "The language of Peter is so gentral and lndefinite
that we' gould not mow what he mant unless we had Jude in
onr posaesaion."ga

A. H, Strong also conours in this opinion. He writes,

It appears that Jude was the original; for there
is a certain terseness, vigor, and coherensce about

27. Arohdeagon Farrar, The Early Days of Ghristianity,
quoted in Pluaner, op. ait., pﬁﬁ—%g
28, Barne. Op. _&Eoi Pe 385-86..
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the Epistle of Jude which marks it as an original.
No one oen read the Epistle of Jude without feel=-
ing that 1% is a unit, that 1t is the work of one
0anN.

On the other hand, when you read the Second
Epistlo of Peter, you find that the secoond chapter
is not in Petor's ordinary style; that thore are
expressions which are diverse from Pefer's manners
and whayou ooapare those divergent oxpressions
with Ghe Eplstle of Jude, you find that, in the
Eplastle of Jude some of them are there, almost
viord for wordeeos

There i1s another reason why we should bo led
to think that Peter was the transoriber and not
Jude, viz.: That the Epistle of Peter is the long-
er, and the Epistle of Jude is the briefer. It 1s
the big fish that eat up the little fish, and not
vice vorsa. It was easler for Peter to take Jude
and to incorporato what Jude had written than it
vas for Jude to take a plece out of 801;91', and
meke his whole Epistle out of that.2

Holtgmann is uoted by Bigg as saying, "It 1s not nec-

essary asain to refute this hypothesis (of the priority

of 2 Peter), whioh at the present day is practically aban=-
doned." ;
' Ve see from these notations that «there is strong in-
olination toward the pricrity of Jude. ie shall not coamnent
on the argnaents presented until we have given the opinions
of souwo of the eritics who hold the othor view, namely that
Peter was the original work.

For the Priority of Seoond Peter

Iuther holds to the priority of Peter. He writes, "No

29. A. H. Strong, Popular Leotures on the Books of Zihe
New Testament, p. 865. :
%0. Holtzmamn, qoted in B:lqs, op. oit., p. 316.
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one can deny that the Epistle of St. Jude is an extract or
a aopy of 8t. Peterts seoond Episfle, inag:meh as almnost all
the words of the two are the same."Sl

Dean liansel has gone strongly in favor of the priority
' .of Peter. He argues,

Some ominent modern oritics have attempted, on
the very precoarious evidence of style, to assign the
priority in tiae of writing to Jude; but there are
70 cirouanstances which appear to me to prove mnost
conolusively that St. Jude's Epistle was written
after that of St. Peter, and with expross reference
to it. The first is, that tho evils whioh St. Peter
speak of as partly future, St. Jude deseoribes as
now present. The one says, 'There ghall be false
teachers aumong you' (2 Pet. 11.1); the other says,
"There are gertain sen orept in unawares.' The other
olrouastance is still more to the polnt. BS&. Peter,
in his Sesond Epistle has the remarkable vords,
"Knowing this first, that in the last days mockers
W_) shall come with mookery, walking afier

ir own lmsts® (2 Pet. 1i1.3). 8t. Jude has the
same passage repeated almost word for word, but
expresaly introduced as a cltation of Aposi';o.‘l.:l.o
language: 'But ye, beloved, remouber ye the words
whioch have been spoken before by the aposfles of
our Lord Jesus Ohrist; how that they said to you,

In the last time there shall be mookers W)
valking after their own ungodly luats' (Jwde vv.17,18),
The use of the plural number (,g% i_n_%‘_ﬁm) way

be explained by supposing that the writer may also

have intended to allude to passages similar in

import, though differently expressed, in the writ- :
iags of St, Panl (such as 1 Tim, iv. 1,23 8 Tim., iii,l),
but the verbal coinscidence ean hardly be satisfac-~
torily explained, unless we suppose that St. Jude

had prineipally in his thoughts, and was actual ly
oiting the langnage of St. Peter. 9%

Hongstenberg uses the same argaments, considering the

6l. dartin Inther, (Erl. Augs. 63, S,158), quoted by
Zal'ln, OD e Oltn. P. 285, 'y -
%2, Dean HMansel, The Gnostio Heresies of the First and

Second Centuries, quoted in Plumaer, op. 8iti., P. 998



second to be conoclusive as to the priority of 8 Peter.
Wle mot yet examine what Zahn writes. He says,
Since we now have a writing, purporting to
be Peter's, which contains exactly what Jude
quotes from the Apostolic document cited by him
and since besides these two express references of
~ Jude there are so many parallels between Jude
andl 2 Peter ac regards facts, Ghought and lang-
uage as to nogessitate the assumption of a liter-
ary relation between ther, by the ordinary
canons of oriticiam we should conclude that Jude
knew aond prized 8 Peter as an apostolic m'itigg
and aade 1% Gthe basis of part of his letter.
From the quotations we have made, it is easy o see the
great divergense of opinion as to the gueation of the prior-
ity of the ﬁso Epistlens. Let us sumanarize the arguaents
that are presented by the men who hold definite opinions

regarding the priority of either of the E]gaiatleas.&55
Arpamcnts for She Priority of Peter |

1. The author of the _Se_oond. Epistle of Peter speaks in
. @ prophetio tone. St. Jude speaks in the present tense,
The ungodly men are in the ohurcoh now. Peter szays they

99, Plummer, op. g8it., 593.

&4, Zahn, op. git., p. 260, s

$5. For the priority of 2 Peter; Bamer, Beausobre, Benson,
Blooufield, Dahl, Dietlein, Uodwell, Estius, Fronmeller,
idacnlein, Hongstenberg, deydenreich, Hofmann, Lange, Lenfant,
Lamby, Lutharg, Lather, Mansel, ilchaells, 4ill. OEoumenius,
Pott, Schaff, Schmid, Schoff, Scimlze, Seuler, Steinfass,
Stier, Stola, Storr, Thiersoh, Wetstein, Wolf, Wordsworth,
daghariae and others.

For the priority of St. Jude: Alford, Angus, Arnaud,

Bleek, Bruwokner, Caffin, Oredner, Davidson, e Wette, Eich-
horn, kwald, F.W, Farrar, Guerike, Hatoh, Herder, ililgenfeld,
Hong, Hather, Xuehl, Kursz, iayerhoff, Neander, Plumpire, ieuss,
Salnon, Schenkel, Sioffert, Thorold, Welss, Wilesinger and
others, T™his list was compiled by Plumaer, op. git., p.399.



"shall" gome into the ohurch.

2. If 2 Peter is a genuine book it i3 more probable
that 86. Jude should borrow from Peter than that Peter,
cirief of the Apostlea, should borr;:w from an unznovm Jude.

On the other hand, if 2 Peter is not gennine, 1t is not
likely that the author of 2 Peter would have quoted from
Jude's Epistle, a book that was regarded with suspicion
because -11; quoted apcorynhal literatnré.

3. Froa the content we kanow that Jude wrote under pres- '
sure. ile was "gonstrained" to wr:l.te.. It seemns more likely
that he would have used materiale at hand, rather than Poter
Wiho wes under no such necessity.

Avgnaents for the Priority of Jude

l, It scems more probable that the greater part of a
s:all letter be used with a great deal of additional material
rather than a short section of a mroh larger letter be used
wWith very little additional nmatter.

2. It secas that the writer of 2 Peter would oait diff-
icult expressions as "waterless clouds,” "wells without
water,” than that Jude should add to the difficulty Ly add-
ing such teras. |

8. e Second Epistle of Peter is not written in the
usual style of St. Peter. |
Arguuonts Used on Both Sides |
1. Thore are certain portions which the writer of Peter's
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Epistle could b.mré used from Jude's Epistle, had he seen
the:, c.g., "the ironical play upon the word *kept' in ?the
angels which kept not their owa principality...He hath kept
in everlasiling bonds;*' the telling antithesis in v.10, that
what these sinners do not <now, and cannot imow, they abuse
by gross irreverance; and what they inow, and cannot help
knowing, they abnse by gross licontiousness; and the metaphor
of 'wandering stars' (v.135), which would £it the false
teashers, who led others astray, in 2 Peter, moch better
than the ungodly men who are not teachers at all, in Jude.
As the writor of 2 Peter makes no use of these points, the
inference is that he had never seen them,*S8

On the other hand, there are elements in Peter, of whieh
Jude could have made excellent use, and did not, e.g. the
destruction of the "world of the ungodly® by the floodj the
"eyes full of an adulteress." These would have fit excel-
lently into Jude's thought. As Jude makes no use of these
poinfs, the inference is thet he did not see them.

2. Jude's style, his love for taking everything in
threes is used as another argnment. On the one hand 11:.1.5
argzed that it wounld be the writer who is using the material
of someone else who would add such fanoiful arrangenent. On
the other hand it is '‘argued that it would be just these

56. WO’. ﬂ. 'G_i_to. p. 396.
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fanciful flourishes thot wonld be omitted by a borrower.m
Lvaluation of Argaments

What is Go be saild oconcerning all the arguments that
have been discussed? Let us at once dissount the last two
arguacnts thut were presented, argnments that can easily be
tuined to sult elther party.

What is the abrongest and most conolusive evidence that
has been pregsented? There 1s only one argunnont that cennot
be waved apide as conjeoture. It is tho argument favoring
Ghe priority of 2 Peter. The writer of this eplstle speals
of the future. He does not say that ungedly men are in the
ehmron, but that they shall appcar. Jude specaks of the
presenge of the uagodly men within the chmroch at the time he
is writing. These ungoedly aen, whose appearance was proe-
phecagied by the writer of 2 Peter, have now appeared. -In view
of the use of the future and present tenses in the original,

we oan hardly overlook tho importance of this point. COritics
who uphold the priority of Jude amst face this problem.

All the other arguments are based on subjestive internal
oriticiam. It seems that there is no conorete evidense othexr
than the{ whioh we have oited. Ve hold that it is sufficient,
even conclusive, in establishing the priority of 2 Peter.

37. For a fuller disdussion of these arguaeats see layor, .
op. git., Pp. 534~08,.




The dating of the Second Epistle of Peter is not so
caslly established, but it is held genecrally by oconservative
scholars that 1% was written around G0 A.D. If Peter is the
autihor of the book, it certainly must have bsen vwiritten before
64 A.D., for that is the year he suffered martyrdom. Placing
the dating of this 8 Peter in the year G0 A.D. allows for
sufficicnt time to have elapsed for the infiltration into the
ciureh of the ungodly men deseribed by Jude, and still to
place the writing of Jude about 65 A.D.

Paeudopigraphy . . _

There are those who deny complotely the amthenticity of
Jude's Eplstlo. They regard it simply as a pseudepigraphy.
Endaavoring to completely discount the work, they olaim that
1% was written very late and was simply aseribed to Jude,

The chief problem these people have to face 1s that of the
choice a supposed forger made in aseribing his book to Jade.
Why would a forger choose such an obsoure person as Jude to
whom he asoribes the work? Would not a forger have made every
effort to assure the authority of his writing? It seeus

that he would definitely have pinned down his relationship

to the apostles to assure the acceptance of his work. Zahn
is very emphatio on this. point.

Acoording to historical tradition, Jude, the
brother of James, is a very obsoure porsonality;



ageording %o lator tradition also, he was not an
apoatle, and in Ghe oircle of carly Christian

authors down o tho year 200, his name does not once
appecar, (See Eus. H.E. vi.7). What oonld have induced
anyonoe depiring to defend the common Christian faith
and Chrisftien morality to represent himsolf as Jude?
Why vias 1% necessary for him to assume any char-

aoter at all? Nothing that he says requires any
partioular authority. He refers toc certain unpleasg=
ant oonditions in the presont life of the readers,
and condemns fhem severely, but only in such a

way as every Christian was under nccessity of doing.
He deslares that in the events of the present, an
apoastollic prediction vritten years before is f‘indins
ite fulfillment; but this, again, could be reccognized
and expressed by any ordinary Christian under the same
conditions. Ilor does he olaim any special authority.
He does not call hiamself an apostle, and intimates
only in a vory modeat way that he is the Jude kmown %o
the readers as one of the bvothers of Jesus.

A furgher proof of genuineness is sheamner in
which he rafers Go one or a number of apostolie
writings. What forger, who could have had no other
purnose in sugh a reference than o strenzthen the
authority of his own writing, would have beon content
with such hints as foand in Jude 4, 17£7? Would he
nod hz-.gg sentioned the apostle, or apoatles by
name?

Another question that must ben answered by those claiming
that the work is a pseudepigraphy is "What motive would there
be in anyone forging this Epistle? There certainly 1s no
motive evident froa the text of the Epistle. The motive
could ﬁot have been personal aggrandizeaent, or the author
would have used his own name, If he were seeking authority
for his work, he oerb.ainly would have used a greater authority

3. Zahn, op. oit., pp. 2368-69..



to whom %o ascoribe- the writing.

Azain, those olaiming that the work 18 a pseudepi-
{srﬁ.phio writing say that he wonld :hnve mado a definite
point of mocntioning his relationship to the Lord. We note,
however, that Jases does not mention his kinship to the
Lord cither,

Pluaner nas a very good summary of the argunments that
refute Fhis oclaim.

If 1t be argued that, had St. Jude heen the
brother of the Lord, he would heve aeanfioned the
inot; wo may securely answer that the would not
have done so. As the author of the Adumbrationes
roaasrked, religicus feeling would deter him, as
it did his brother Jaues, in his Epistle, from
aentioning this. The Ascension had altered all
Chriat's lmman relationshipa, and his brethren
would shrink from oclaiming kinship after the
flesh with His glcorified body. This conjesture
ils supported by fact. Howhere in primitive
Christlan literature is any authority claimed on
the hasis of necarness of kin to the Redcener. e
Uinself had taught Christians that the lowliest
among them anight rise above the olosest of such
carthly ties (Im. x1.27,83); to be spiritually
the 'servant of Chrigg'! was moh more than being
ilis astual brother.

If the hook were a forgery, it is doubtful whether it

would have gained the wide acceptance what 1t did among the
early fathers and the churches of the early aonturiea.‘o

If the book suddenly appeared late in the segond century,
undor forged authorship, the book surely would have received -
maeh less recogaltion that 1t did. '

9. Plunmaer 'o .« 0it., p. 3574,
20, See Ghapter ITT, p. 56-80.



Sunsary

X In bhis chaptor we have presented a fow faots that
serve as evidence for a positive dating of the Lpistle.

Wic conoluded the$ it was written about 65 A.D. On the
question of the ungodly men, the conolusion reached was that
these mon vwere not a Umostic seat, bub simply a libertinistic
group that had worked itself into the elmreh. The conclu=-
sion wan also reamched that the Epistle of 2 Peter precedes
Jude’s Lplstle. Bricfly, we alluded to the weak and un-
founded olains of those who hold that we are studying a

pPseudcpigraphioc work,
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I1II. The Canonicity of Jude _

¥ie are intorosted in deteraining jJjust how this bhook of
Jude got into Ghe canon of Holy Soriptures. We have noted
that thereo has been quito some doubt as to the exact author=-
ship of the book. iany refuse to belleve that the book is
genaine. On both Gtheso scores, the canonicity of th.e Epistle
of Jude has beecn questioned. In spite of all these doubts,
hovever, the fathors did place the book into the canon. They -
saat have nad good reason for doing so. Hefore we exnaine
what the fathers had to sey of the book, we should like $0°
exaainc goame of the dunbts that arc registered againat tae
VOO,
Antharity of the uriter

There are two ohief arguments used by those who would
deny the right of cancnicity to the Book of Jude. The first
of these is the doubiful authority of the writer alaself. ie
havo already elluded to the author and his life in Ghapter I,
bub gertain eritics hold that the arguments for canoniclify
lose their foroe in the obsourity of the writer, and, Shore=
fore the booic has no place in the canon of Scripture.
The Guestion .g_i‘_'. Apostleship

The argamcnt oenters chiefly around the gqueation of the
apoatleship of Judes If Jude was not an apontle, it 1s sald,
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argu.acnts for canonicity are greatly weakened. WWas he an
apostle? lie note that Jude does not oall hiamself an apostle
in nis Epistle. This is in dircot gomrast to Paul, and Peter
for example, who says, "be mindful of the coamanduents of us,
the Apostles of the Lord and Saviour” (2 Pet. 1ii.2). Jude's
only referense to the apostles 1s in the 17th verse of his
Epistle whore he says, "But, beloved, recameaber ye the words
which viere spoken before of the apostles of our Lord Jesus
Ohrist.” lhese words almost seem o preclude the apostleship
of Jude. But, before we ask the remlér to asccept such sub=-
Jective conclusions, lot us examine the evidence for and
against the agoa‘.:].eahip of the aunthor.
hvidenge for Agost.l.eahig

Evidence for the apostleahip of Jude goes back to Tertu-
llilan and Avgnstine. VWriting abou_t the Boox of Enoch, Tertu-
llian says, "To these considerations 13 added to the fact that
Enoch possesses a testimony in the Apostle .'Iu.ti.cs.":L Origen, too
has referred to him as an apostle, "but only in two ‘pasages
of which the Greek originel is wanting (De Prineipiias,ITI, 1i.lj
Comu. on Romans v. 13, vol. iv, 549). In no passago of the
Greek works, and in no other passage of the Latin translations,
does he call Jude an apostle; so that_tha addition of the
Apostle in these two plases may be an insertion of his not

1. Tertnllian, On The Apparel of Women I, iii., quoted in
Thiessen, op. 0it., Ps 292,



very accurate translator Rufinug." 8

he tranalators of the aAnthorized Version wore also con=

[/

vinoced of She Apnﬂtle;ahip of the c:utmf.‘l.'."'i H

' Of the .aore nodera scholars, Barnes thinks that Jude vas
- an apostle. OConcerning the quesation, Why dld Jude not refer
Go hiavell as an apostle, he writes,

eee 1% umy De ropliled that %o have called
hiagelf "Judas, the Apostle,' would nct have
desigaated hla so certalaly, as $o-call hiaself
*sne brother of James;! aad besldes, the naked
title, 'Judaa the Apostle,' was one wihich he
wigh$ not chose to have applied to himself., After
whe asb of tho traitur, and the reproach wihleh he
aad brought upon that nane, it is drobable that
fc would prefer to designatic hinself by soae other
apoelia tion tian one which had suoh asscoiations
gonneogved with is. It uay be added, also, that
in soveral of his epistlos, Paul hiaself does not
dike use of the naae of t&a apostle, Phil 1l:l.
2 Phess.i.l, Phailexon i,

dvidence against Apostlgship

Other than that whioh we have just preseated, thore is
very little evidconce to show that Jude was an apostle. liost
ne}ialm's ‘audayj are agreed that Jude was not an apostle.
Plumanr-advances definite reasons against the apostleship of
Jamcs. These onn be applied as well to hia brother Jude.

J..‘ In none of Ghe apostolic lists is there any hint
that any of the apostles is a brother of the ILord. In

3. Plumser « 81t., D. 973,
8. Gnapber'I-p. Lo '
4. Barnes, op. oit., p. 933.




Acts 1. 15,14 and in 1 Gor. ix. 5, the 'brothren of the
Lord' are expressly distinguished from the apostles.

d. Thoe '"brethrea of the Lord! appear almost alvays with
the obher of the Lord (Matt. xii.48, tark iil.38, Luke viil.l9,
J"ohn Il, 12;. -

8. 86. Jonn says (vii. 7) that "even His brothren did
a0t beiieve on Him." How, this stateszent could hardly have
been aade of Iliis brethren had thoy not already been a;:osiilea.5

Regardiag the apostloship of Jude himself, Plumaer
wilGes,

fie would have tentloned it had he been an apostle,
ingtead of sinply acnGioning his relationship %o his
aore distinguished brother Jaacs.

I does acb do well 4o claiam that Panl does not
always call hiasself an Apostle in hig Xpistles. He
was a well iain poison, especially of ter his fomr
gront Epistlez had been published, in all of which
ne stylea hidself as an Apostle, In the two %o the
Thessalonions, he doos not, probably becsuse he
there apsociates Silvanus and Timothy with hiaself
{but seo 1 Thess. 11.6). 8t. Jude vas comparatively
un<mown, having writton nothing else, and having
probably traviled 1i6tle. .

The charge, "Re.ueaber yo the words whioh have
been apoiton before by the Apostles of ur Lord
Josus Qhrist® (v. 17}, although 1% does not nec=
essarily iamply that the writer is not one of the
Apoatlea, yob would be aore sulsgble to one who did
not pogsseszs the Apncstolie rank, '

On the basis of thla eviience, whiohws hold to be
good and gorrect, we conclude that Jude was aot an ipootles

Tho eovidence of Tertullian loscs foroo wiea we reallze thatd

6. for .o fall dissussion of Shesc arguacnts sce Pluaer,
m‘ N.. pc 38"29. ¥
= 6. Mg Pe 373.



in Ghe statescnt we quoted ab:ve, he was trying %o prove the
cancnioliy of the Boox of Enooh, a booi whiloh recolved very
little recognition. Tac statcaent of Augnstine has been dis-
rogarded by oritios, apparently, and She quotation conseraing
Gile abbzatation of Origen should sufficc to weaken that cvie
denge. 2e idea of Sarnes that he would have shied away froa
Ghe title of "Apostle' because of tho stigaa on tho nane
Judns iz pure sposalation. lHis charge Shat Paul does not
alvays refer to himselfl as an apostle is answered by Plumusy

ia she quotation direstly above. iie are again ready to state
our clala btint Jude, brother of Jazes and the Lord vas not an
Apoatlia,.

| But, doen aob our conslusion that Jude was not an apostle

astrengbien the olain of those who say that the non-apostle-
chip of Jude is strong argument againat the ocanonleity of the
book? Their argument is that Jude was not an apostle. There=-
fore, Ghe Epistle has no plase in Seripture. (e aasik, how=
ever, il cancnicity is absolutely dependeat wpon the apostol=
igity of the writer? It is gencrally held that James was
not au apostle, aad yet, his book was canonized also. The
uriter to the licbrews is unknown, yeb his. degorable viork has
been cancnized. It scoas, therefore, that cancniolty de=
pends upon more than the mere apostolicity of its writer.

it dae§ not scexn ‘-iil-‘!.ii apostleship is absolutely neccssary.

God had a vory partioular task to pecrfora., His ohurchwas in




grave danger from tho iaroads bolng made into 1t by certain
libertines. iis people nceded to beo warned. They needed
exhortation, Tnoy needed a plea for steadfastness and eon=
boabion for She falth. God's ool to perfora his wish was
an honcst, God=fearing ohurchsaan whoa He now chose o write
an Epistle Go these people. The book of Jude was prozerved,
and on the basis of the content and what was then Xnown of '
the autior, the booit wvas plaged in the canon of Soripture. I
tainic that this view oan be held wlithout any weakening of
gunfidence in the book as guoh, its wmossage, purpose, in=-
spiration, or canonicity.
Zhe Use of Anccryphal firitings

e obthor big factor wihich led So dmubta concerning
Jude’s Lpistle, is thc faot that Jude qiotes, @ at least
allades to Ghe apcoryphal literature. But thore is even
arguacat on $his poiat. Philippl vigorously deales the res=
_cublance of v.9 to the Asswantion of Hoses, and of V. 14 %o
tie Book of Eagoh as dircot quotations. iHe holds #hat Jude
Writee tais purely froa oral tradition, and this is poasible.‘?
Hoviever, Gleuent of Alcxandria, Tersulllan, Jerome and the
chuareh fathers generally held that Jude does suote from apo=
eryphal 1memture.a The point at issue then beooues a
matter of deolding whether Jude's use of apooryphal litera=
tu e in any way destroys the authority of hls LoOK. Does a

7. Thicssen, op. 6it., D. 294,
Be 1bid, p. B9L, ik,




mere quotation from these works mean that Jude neocsgarily
subsoribes to all that is written therein? iic belleve that
this in She real point. Arguacnts that have been advenced, as
this, that God would nof nseraitd ono of His IHoly tiriters to
make une of books of queatlonable echaracter, dv not seca %o
£it into the plcture, Lioorchead has hit this poln$ squaroly.
v says, oooeglially with regard o the boox of Enoch.

Graating sush guotation, that faot does nok
uvarrant us to alfira that he indorscs the book. -
fanl olbes Jrom three Greck poets; froa Aratus,
{Acts xvii. 23}, frou .donander (1 Cor. xv. 33},
and froa Lpimenides (PL%. l:12). Does anyone
lmgine uvhnt Paul endorses all that S$hese poets
virote? R the quotatlon froa Eplaenides the
apostlo adds, 'This testimony 1s true' (Tit. 1.18!,
buit no one imglacs he means to say Ghe whole poem
iz true. BSo Jude ¢ifes a passage from a non=-
canonical book, not becanseé he agoepts the whole
book as true, bdub 8111 parsioular prediction he
resclives froa God.

Wie conclude, therefore, that the use of the apooryphal
books aannot be usecd oz an argument against the canonicity
of Jude's Epistle.t® That was true also of the othor chief

9, Mdoorchead, "Tho Epistle of Jude" in the ;nter@t%onal
Standard Bible ﬁnogoloaedia. qnoted in Thicssen, op. glt.,
P 294=95, :

10. Phe passage alluded to in the Book of Eaoeh is,
"3ehold, ic coseth with myriads of His lholy ones, to pass
mdgueat on thea, and will dcatroy the uagodly, and resicon
with all flcsh for cverything whioh the sinasis and the un=
godly have done and comsitted agalnst Him."

For a long bimo it was thought Ghat tho Book of
Znogh was lost, but in 1778, Bruce, the teavellor, urought
tarec coplos of 1% froa Abyssinia in bthiopie. In 1331,
lau-ence pablished an Baglish Sranslation, and in 1365,
Yillman re-ecdlted the book and traaslated it iato Geraan,.
See Dods, gp. oll., D« 323,




argument trought forth, nasely the doubtful authority of She
writer nimself. Por se these two doubts cannot be used as
evidenoe against tho book. In fagt, these doubts lose a.l.m.:st ;
all of their {orce when we look at the external attestations
that the book !ms.‘u ; '

Ixbernal Attosbations

"i.‘ite exteroal atbentationa to Jude's booic are quite
cxtonsive, in apiteo of all the doubts that surronnded the booic
from the very earllest of time. IS, novertheloss, recacived
more attostation than other books in the Bible, for example,

2 Poter, aud cven bebter attestation than James.® It does

The arguuent oonceraing the Assumotion of idoses is
thnt ve 9 of Jude's Bpiutletbgs rgﬁggenoe ) :I.rbgi:?.a tzgr:.ighga <
Assuapbion of Joses appiarea &a some oirgu (o)
Caristion Churoh. OUloaent of Alexandria oites it (Strom.

vli. 15, p. 8u8); as doea Origon (Lit Jesu Hav. Hoa 1i.1]
aaong others. Azong the 0ld Testasent aposrypha 1t 1s listed
in Ghe synopecis of tho pseudo=Athanasiusy it 1s included in
the sticnoaetry of Hisephoras, who assigns 1t the samne
length as the Apccalyso of St. John. A large portion of it,
hovever, had disappcared when, in 1361 a considerable norftiion
of it was recovered (Iastin veraion) and vias published Py
Ariani, from a paliapsest in the Ambrosian Library of iiflan,

The recovered portion, however, 1s no more than one=
third of the catire book, iiuoh of 1t is in very poor ocon=
dition, with words and letters obliterated. Then too, the
fragwat breaks off before the death of Moses, sn that we do
ot hove the means of verifying that the work related a
giaim te betwoen the Do&}'il aad She %mhgnsg'l’.a.ﬁiohael over the

ody of iioses. See Salmon, ope 8it., P. s
dil. Tae mosb serious ovid?a%ae against Sho booik is, 1t6s
absenge fro: the Peshitta and the Ancient Syriae Version. This
should not trouble us, however, beoause othor porticns or
Saripture resognized and aooep%ed by the ochurch at large were
not reeeived into the Syrian Canon until late.
3. sahn, op. g.!._t-a' P. 863,
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appear ian the Juratorian Ganon amd in the 01d Iatin Version.
In 397 A.D. i% was recogaizod as oanonical by the Zhird Council
of uarbnmgo.l"" Some sgholars are ready to-date its universal
accoptance ovea earlier. Zahn clalms that as early as 200 A.D.
it was acocplted, "in the Church of all lands round the
Micditerrancan fiea," 14 flarnaok, to cuote a eritisal scholar,
is ready to adait that this is not far ia oxsess of the
truth. Refcrring to his position, Plamuer says, "The only
abateaent wiloh he suggests is that the misglvings to whigh
Origen on a4 siagle occaslon hears witness, show that the
Eplatle was not gverywhere in the Eas$ part of tho New Testa-
aecnt Serin tares. 9
Restimony of the Fathers

1, lusebiug says (H.E. 11.23) "ot many old wwriters have
mentioned the Epistle of James, nor yet the Epistle of Jude,
which in also one of the seven gso=~called Oatholisc Eplstles,
though wo 'mow that these have been publicly used with the
reot in mosb ghurohes."

;xnd also (ib. 111.25), "Anong the controverted books,

whigh are nevertheless well kanown and recopniged by noad,
vwe olnas the Epiotlo oirenlated under the namze of Jaues and

that of Jude."10

13. & or, op. 6it. « B82,
14, %,'G‘é‘g'o Tﬁ.;gléum. Kanons, I., P. 21, moted in

Plnaner, op. 8it., P. 970. _
15. .i.’ll.l..mne.!.'. op. 8it., D» 370,
18. Iasebius, uoted iu iayor, gB. oib., P. 252.
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2. dorome virites, "Jude, the brother of James, has left
a sikort Epletle, which 1s one of the seven Catholic. And,
boanuse in it he draws a tostimony from the apooryphal book
of Enceh, it is rejected Ly very many. However, it has
nov gained authority by antimity and use, and is counted
amony the sasred Sor mmu'es."lv

Je Anusbine asgs, "What of Enoch, the seventh froa
Adan? Docs nobt Ghe canonical Epistle of tho Apostle Jude
declare that he prophesied?™ (De. Uiv. Dei xvill, 23} .18

4. Origon accopted it himself, although he was fully
avare that 1% was not universally roeceived, for in one place
e uses %he cautlous expression, "If any receive the Enistle
of Jude." iie, however, oites 1% fraquently, refcrring in one
plage to 1t as "an Epistle of but few lines, yeot full of the
strong worda of heavenly grace." (Coma. on iatt. 3111;55).19

S« Didymg, head of the Uateshetioal school at Alexandria,
and instrotor of Jerome and Rufinus, condems the opposition
wiich some offored to the Epistle on account of the stateaont
respesting the body of ;siose.ao -
" 6. Gloseat of Aloxandria quotes it as Scripture
{Pacd. III. viii., and Strom, III. ii.), and comuented upon it

in his iypotyposes (&us. H.E. VI. xive.l}, of which we still

17. Jeroie, quoted in Salaon, op. 8ili., D« 473.

. 18. Augastine, quoted in Pluamor, op. 81iG., D 568
19, Origen, quoted in Plunaner, OD. 8it., D. G563
80, i’lﬂm&r. oD, m.. De 589,




have some translations into Iatin, made under the direction

of Uassiodorns .:?.1

7. I% vas acknowledged Ly Oyril of Jerusalem, who also
aginowleiged 2 Petor, and by Gregory of Hag;anﬂg.aa

8., Athanasiug in his list of books of the Hew Testaacnt
Tagrees exacily with our owa msmon."85

9. Fertullinn (Dc Cult, Fea I.iii.) vehesaeatly conteands
that the book of Eanooh should be inocluded in canonical lit-
erature. iic trics to olinoh his argument by showing that it
is guoted hy 'Jude tae Apostle.' This appeal wonld seen
dangorous rather than conslusive, if in the Horth African
ciuwrghes there ind been any serlous alsgivings oonseraning the
autnority of Jule's Epiabla.%
10. Abhenogoras speaks of the fallen angels in a sanacr
whioh suggests acquaintanse with Jude V. 6.25
11. Zheophilns of Antioch (ad Autol 11.15) seems to
allnde %o Jude v. 1¢ .26

13, yalchjon; the presbyter, who was chief composer of
the letber of the Synod at Anticoh, against Paul of Samatosa,
seeaed to have the Eplstle of Jude in aind when he wrota,

Tac tone of his letter bears this out, but here and Shere,

géo %blu- De 333|= 298

. & %01' ODe ClGe,y Do .
83. At nn&sﬁs,-q%oaed in idayor, 0Op. Q_jn_t_-' Pe 238,
gg. Fm!m. Qﬂ:ﬁun. De gaso . <
’ e WAYOr, ODe ClLe, Do 833 .
26, loid.. B sdEe ' .
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even the wordiag approaches that used by Jude, 6.g. 'denying
his God {and Lord)' reminds us of "deaylng our only ilaster
and Lord" {Jude v.4); and "not gnarding the faith which he
oace held® my be suggeated by "ocountend caracstly for the
faith whioh was once for all dolivered unto the saints.”
(Jude v.5), 27

13. Ephren Syras (A.D. U08-73) has ocertain qubmuons
froa Ghe Episbkle of 5t. Jude, but they are somewhat disored=-
ited, for Gthoy oscur only in tho Greek translations of his
woris, scue of wiioh, however, were made in his lifetime. Zhe
gquobtations may be insertlons of his tmnulatora.aa

dhis then shows that the Epistle of Jude gained wide
acceptance very early in the history of the Christian Olmroh.
How, while it in to be adaltted thet these teatimonies of
the fuShers do not assure the gemainess or right of conon-
loiby per me, they definitoly are strong arguments to be used
in favor of the book. Whilo there were doubts conceraing the
boox, Gicse aen, nevernheiess. congidered 1t worthy of canon=
ization. We ask the question, What prompted these zen to
plage Jude's Book in the canon of Holy Soripture?
A Brief Survey of the laws of Oamoniolly

-Aut;:tau:y. shere is no definite answer to $he question of
why Jude was placed into the cmnon. Acaording to the acoepted

37. Plumazser, ope. 8it., D. 859=70.
28, z’lu.:uer: -g-%n mo: De 569,




tradition in our eirgles, it is pretty hard to eastablish the
canonisity of tho book after the apostolicity of the writer
has been dissounted. But what about Jaass, what abont Inke
and Mark, and the writer of the Epistle to the Hebrews? st
we discount them all becausc of the laok of evidense supporting
elaims o Ghe apostolicity of the writers? OGertainly not.
These holy viriters uad a special oall froa God, a specifioc
purgone in view, ags they were moved by HHim to carry out that
purpose. Mis is by no means a solution to this great pro-
blen, but I belicve it oan certainly be held without detrac-
ting anything froa the unaity of sqripture, its message, purpose
or soafort to me. There is oane proof yet, which we mmast not
overlook, for 1t is probably the greatest there is, and that,
1s the historiecal.
Historical Proof

Froa the passages listed above, as written by the fathers,
it is evident that they accepted the book of Jude. That fact
we cannot overlook, for that fact, as historisal proof of the
eanonicity of Jude is probably the strongest proof we have
for its canonicity. Perhaps they had rore evidenoe than ve
have-at our disposalj perhaps oral tradition about the book
or the author was still strong during the .ife of the fathers;
oonceraing these things we oan only ¢mjecture. The faot
remins that at the cnd of the second oentury, most churches

had already acocpted the book as canomical.




A question which concerns us, of course, is whether or
not the authority of Soripture now depends on the historieal
Judgment of the church, agd whether .1t is possible for the
church to err in such determination. We should like to
-quote Salmon on this matter.

But I wish to point out that there is an im=-
portant difference with regard to the assent we
&ive vwinen we adopt a Canon of Soripture merely
on the authority of the church, and when we do so
as the result of historidal inquiry. In the former
case all ‘the books of the Canon have equal claims
on our ascceptance; if the Church have decided in
favor of Bel and the Dragon, that must be received
ex animo as much as the Book of Genesis; 1f the
" verse of the Three Heavenly Witnesses be part of
the text adopted by the Chmroch, it has the same
~authority as the verse, 'In the beginning was the
VWiord.' On the other hand, historiscal inquiry ordi-
narily leads to results which we hold with unequal
confidence. For some things the evidence is so con-
vineing as to draw from us that undoubting assent to
which we commonly give the name of certainty; other
results may be pronounced highly probable, others
probable in a less degree; in some cases our ver-
diet may not reach beyond a 'mon liquet'."=9

No doubt the fathers had a great store of material from
which they drew, in formlating the canon. Some of the books
they discarded are not only in existence, but offer mmch of
value in the study of the history of éerly Christianity. Some
of the writings they considered were the Epistle of Barnabas,
The Shepherd of Hermss and the Didache. How were these books
weeded out? Snowden has a good note on this. He writes,
"The process of sifting out the writings regarded as genuine-

29. Salmon, op. oit., p. 468, 469.




1y inspired, however, began ecarly in the sesond century and
proceeded slowly and thrmlsh.moh debate and difficulty and
lingering doubt until it was finally gttled in the 4th
century. ELarly writors, Oleuent of Roae, (95 A.D.),
Ignatius (115 A.D.) and Polycarp (115 A.D.) began to quote
or use words from our New Tostasent books. Justin dartyr
(150 A.D.) was acquainted with the idea of a canon and, 'froa
als time onvard no one could doubt that the ~ritings of the
apoatles were, for the charoch the primary authority for the
deterainntion of apostolio dootrine.'™ &0

It was through this sifting process that the book of
Jude passod. An example of the failure of a book in this
8ifting process is tho Book of the Shopherd of Heraas.
Irenacus, Clcaent of Alexandria and the Charch at Antioch once
quoted it as Soripture. But at the beginning of the drd
‘eentury, there was a loosening of the connestion between this
book and th: canon. Tertullian, owing to the laxity of"
discipline attribnted to this book declared that it should be
regai'ded as apooryphal and even as false. About 200-210, by
an ecclosiastiocal desision, the book was declared outside the
canon.%! Again Judo's Epistle survived. It seems that the
more we ponder this question, the greater the historical Jjudg=

ment of the church becomes = not simply because it was a judg-

80. Snowden, The Making and Heaning of the New Testament,
P. 107.
8l. Zahn, op. git., p. S9%4.




ment of the church as sudh, but because the book withstood all
the tests of time during the early centuries, and did remain
in the canon.>

It seems that what is necessary, 1s a proper approach
to the whole question before us. Instead of eriticizing the
book without compromise, it seems that it would be better to
ac;:ept the judgment of the fathers. We have said that there
is no answer to imany of the problems, tut it is of no use to
inorease the diffioculties by all manner of subjeotive, higher-
oritical views, '

We are convinced, of course, that the Almighty God moved
his writers to recoord His Holy Word.  Would He not exert the
same care in preserving His Work for His children? No doubt
His providential ocare rested upon His Word as men gathered

it into one volume,

22. Some have asked, What if another book appeared, that
was supported by strong evidence? Would we place it 1ndthe
canon? Snowden says, "No one, however, purposes to ad i:nzh
other book, and the question of excluding any book now e“
canon is not seriously raised and 1is largely an academic one.
Snowden, op. git. p. 107.




CONC LUSION

The greatest result of this work has been a deepening
'61' appreoc lation for the inspired Word of God, as found in
the Holy Soripture; and especially in the Epistle of
S8t. Jude. ;

To recapitulate the oconclusions which we reached: we
oonoluded that the author of the Epistle was Jude, the
brother of James and the :.o;a. Jude Teceived a special call
from God, to warn his rea'd.e_ra of the ungodly men who had
crept into the qhnroh_.' While the readers are not mentioned,
the Jewish flavor tends to show that it was written for
Jewish pedple, perhaps in Palestine i:tselt.

We also concluded that the book is authentisc - that

such a book could have been written by Jude. The date of the

writing is best placed about 65 A.D., ;’ollow:l.ng the writing

of the second Epistle of Peter. The acousations against the

ungodly men do not per ge necessitate a late dating. The
actual writing probably did take place before the fall of
Jerusalem, since Jude would very probably have mentioned the
fall or. Jerusalem in his ocatalogune of judgments, 11.‘ it had
already taken place,




finnlly, we conoluded that the historilcal Jjudguent of
the fathers, together with the process of sifting through
which the bool sassed are sufficlent -to varrant its

canonicity.
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