


















































































































































































































































































































































Though it is true that Jubilees 4:16-25 gives a
portrait of Enoch that goes beyond what is found in the
Book of the Watchers, The Book Of Dreams, and the
Astronomical Book of I Enoch (VanderKam 1984: 180-3);
Jubilees is partly dependant upon these sources and
considers them authoritative*. Jubilees uses I Enoch in
4:16-25; 5:1-12; 7:21-22; 21:10.

Along with Jubilees’ use of I Enoch, there are socome
passages which give Enoch credit for having written
authoritative words. Jubilees 4:17 and 18 says that

Enoch:
Was the first of mankind who were born on

the earth who learned (the art of) writing

“Thig 1s still the case even if, as VanderKam
suggests, the writers of the Enochic 1literature had no
scruples against incorporating (with modifications) pagan
mythological material into their books (1984:188). There
is a possibility, which there is some evidence for, that
some of the Enochic literature could be survivals of things
written by the Enoch himself; though such a hypothesis is
quite unnecessary for this thesis.
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who wrote down in a book the signs of the sky
in accord with the fixed pattern of their
months so that mankind would know the seasons
of the years according to the fixed patterns of
each of their months ... made known the days of
the years; the months he arranged, and related

the Sabbaths of the years.

These words point to The Astronomical Book in I Enoch and
tie them in with the patriarch Enoch showing the author
of Jubilees belief in the authority of The Astronomical

Book,

Jubilees 4:19 says:

While he slept he saw in a vision what has
happened and what will occur - how things will
happen for mankind during their history until

the day of judgement. Hs saw everything and
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understood. He wrote a testimony for hmself
and placed it upon the earth against all

mankind and for their history.

These words are a summary of I Enoch 1-36 generally and
point specifically to the prooimium (pooemium) and
central theme of I Enoch as shown in I Enoch 1:1-9.

Jubilees 21:10 says:

Eat its meat during that day and on the
next day: but the sun is not to set on the next
day until it is eaten. It is not to left over
until the third day because it is not
acceptable to him. For it was not pleasing and
is therefore commanded. All who eat it will
bring guilt upon themselves because this is the
way I found (it) written in the book of my

ancestors, in the words of Enoch and the words
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of Noah.

These words again point to the writings of Enoch® and
show that the author of Jubilees considered these
writings authoritative for herself/himself and his/her
audience.

The author of Jubilees saw I EBnoch, at least The
Book of the Watchers, The Book of Dream Visions and The
Astronomical Book as authoritative. If Charles’s
(1902:18) following of Syncellus (Chronographia 5.13-17}
is correct that a twenty-two book canon should be
mentioned in Jubilees 2:23 then it would be possible that
parts of I Enoch make up one or more books of that canoh;
however, VanderKam {198%: 14} has argued against a
twenty-two book canon being mentioned by Jubilees saying

that Syncellus likely only referred the twenty-two

*"the words of Noah" may also point to the Noah
Apocryphon.
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leaders to Jubilees and that if Syncellus referred to
Jubilees for the twenty-two book canon, Syncellus may
have been wrong. VanderKam is likely correct that a
twenty-two book canon is not mentioned in Jubilees since
there is no manuscript evidence to support the notion of
"twenty-two books" in Jubilees and there is no good
reason for copyists to leave such a thing out; be that as
it may, it is still fairly conclusive that Jubilees lists
portions of I Enoch as authoritative - the three parts

that pre-date Jubilees.

Th | £ T BEnoch A mran

The Qumran community saw parts of I Enoch as
authoritative and Qumran appears to have considered
Jubilees authoritative which saw parts of I Enoch

authoritative. Who exactly were the Qumran people is
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still a matter of some debate®, We agree with VanderKam
{1994: 71-98) that Qumran Essenes are still the best case
for the inhabitants of Qumran and for the authors of =some
and collectors of the works known as the dead sea

scrolls.

Qumran's use of Jubilees is important to this study
because as was mentiomned earlier Jubilees saw I Enoch's
Book of Dreams; Book of the Watchers; and possibly the
Astronomical Book as authoritative. Fifteen copieg’ of
Jubilees were found in five caves at Qumran. The extent
of the copies found at Qumran may give some indication as

to its importance at Qumran. The number of copies alone

*Lawrence Schiffman (1990) suggested that the people
of Qumran were Sadducees and Norman Golb (198%9) suggested
that the caves were not part of Qumran, but were a
depository for documents hidden by people from Jerusalem
escaping Romans in the First Jewish Revolt. For a critigue
of these views see VanderKam (1994: 92-97).

"VanderKam suggests that there may have been sixteen
copies {1989: 153;.
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may not be enough to show the value of the book at
Qumran, but there is enough when that evidence is added
to the direct mention of Jubileez in the Damascus

Document® (Martinez 1996: 39) The Damascus Document

16 .2b-4a states:

And the exact interpretation of their ages
about the blindness of Israel in all these
matters, behold, it is defined in the book of
the divisions of the periods to their Jubilees

and their weeks.

The "Book of the divisions of the Periods into their

Jubilees and Weeks" 1s a reference to the book of

*VanderKam mentions that the Damascus Document 10.7-10
may also refer to Jubilees in the statement about the age
limit for judges being sixty-five years could come from
Jubilees 23:11 and 4Q228 "for this is the way it is written
in the division of the days" which could also point to
Jubilees (1989: 154}.
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Jubilees 1:1:

These are the words regarding the
divisions of the times of the law and of the
testimony, of the events of the years, of the
weeks of their jubilees throughout all the
years of eternity as he related (them) to Mt.
Moses on Sinai when he went up to receive the

stone tablets - the law and the commandments

also, the breakdown into periods and jubilees is what
Jubilees does.

Another point to show that Qumran saw Jubilees as
authoritative is that the book of Jubilees, as VanderKam
(1994: 153) says, "blatantly advertizes itself as divine
revelation." Chapter 1:7 says, "now write the entire

message which I am telling you today ...."; 1:8 says,
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"then this testimony will serve as evidence." These words
point to a revelation beyond the Pentateuch because they
claim to be evidence to the descendants of Abraham and
Isaac and Jacob after they turn and serve foreign gods.
If Qumran or at least some members of that community used
a bocock that claimed to be revelation, they must have to
some degree accepted the claims of the book they allude
to. VanderKam points out that there is evidence that
40252 shows that the Jubilees’ chronolegy of the flood
was not accepted by all the documents at Qumran and that
some calendrical texts used a schematic lunar calendar
that Jubilees condemned so not everyone at Qumran agreed
with all the details of Jubilees (1994:154-5), but the
evidence for the authoritative use of Jubilees by Qumran
is still fairly good.

If the Qumran community saw Jubilees as
authoritative and Jubilees used parts of I Enoch as

authoritative then that would be at least one factor in
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seeing I Enoch as authoritative at Qumran. If we can add
the Jubilees information with other evidences then we may
see that I Enoch (plus The Book Of The Giants less The
Similitudes) was authoritative for Qumran.

Fragments of four books of I Enoch: The Book of the

Watchers; The Book of Dreams; The Astronomical Book; The

Epistles of Enoch; The Similitudes (Parables) is missing
from Qumran and The Book of The Giants (which is not part
of the extant Ethiopic book of I Enoch) exists in four
caves at Qumran.

The fcollowing chart identifying the location of the
fragments comes from Martinez (1996:467-51%). Most of the
Enoch fragments found at Qumran were written in Aramaic?,
though some would argue for a Hebrew grundscrift based on

antecedants to the Greek or Aramaic translations (see

*There were a couple of Hebrew fragments corresponding
to I Enoch B:4-9:4;and 106:2 found in cave I (Barthelemy
and Milik 1955:84 and 152)
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introduction to the Boock of I Enoch, 11). No part of T
Enoch was found at cave 3,5,7,8,10,11. Cave 1,2,4,6
contained parts of I Enoch.

The Book Qf her

40201 {4QEn® ar) 4QEnoch® Milik (1976b) identified remains
of I Enoch 1:1-16; 2:1-5.6; 6:4-8:1; 8:3-9:3; 9:6-8;
10:3-4.21-11:1; 12:4-6; 14:4-6.

4Q202 (4QEn® ar) 4QEnockh® Contailned remains of I Enoch 5:6-

6:4; 6:7-8:1; 8:2-9:4; 10:8-12.

Astropomical Book

40208 (Enastr® ar)4QAstroncmical Enoch® It contains
remains of the Synchronous Calender (This section is as
of 1997 unpublished)}.

40209 (4QEnastr® ar) 4QAstronomical Enoch® A copy of The
Astronomical Book. Contains the Syncronous Calendar and
I Enoch 76:13-77:; 78:9-12; 7%:3-5 plus 78:17-79:2; 82:9-
13.
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4Q210 (4QEnastr® ar) 4QAstronomical Enoch® A Copy of The
Astronomical Book. Contains remains of I Enoch 76:3-10;
76:13-77:4; 78:6-8.

4Q211(4QEnastr? ar} 4QAstronomical Enoch? contains three

columns of I Encch 82:20.

Book of Dreams (Dream Visions in Black 1985)
4Q207 (4QEnf ar) 4QEnoch’ Contains a copy of the Book of

Dreams remains of I Enoch 86:1-3,

The Letter of Enoch{Enoch's Epistle in Black 1985)
40212 (4QEn? ar) 4QEnoch? Copy of the Letter of Enoch.
Contains the remains of I Enoch 91:10 (possibly); 91:18-

19; 92:1-2; 92:5-93:4; 93:-10; 91:11-17; 93:11-94:2.

The Book Qf Giants
1023 (1QEnGiants®*ar) 10Book of Giants® Copy of The Book of
The Giants.
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1024 (1QEnGiantsfar) 10Book of Giants® Possibly a small
fragment of The Book of Giants.

2026 (2QGiants ar) 20Book of Giants a small fragment that
Milik {334} identified as part of The Book of Giants.
40530 {4QEnGiants® ar) 40Giants®

40531 (4QGiants® ar) 40Giants®

4Q532 (4QGiants? ar) 40 Book of Giants?

4Q533 (4Q0Giants® ar?)

6Q8B (6QEnGiants ar!

Multiple Books from I Enoch

4Q204 (4QEn° ar} 40FEnoch” Contains a copy of The Book of
Watchers; Book of Dreams; Letter of Enoch; The Book of
Giants {4QEnGiants®*} remains of I Encch 1:-5:1; 6:7;
10:3-19; 12:3; 13:6-14:16; 14:18-20; 15:11(possibly);
18:8-12; 30:1-32:1; 35; 36:1-4; 89:31-37; 104:13-106:2;
106:13-107:2.

4Q205 (4QEn? ar) 4QEnoch?® contains a copy of The Book of

the Watchers and The Book of Dreams remains of I Enoch
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22:13-24:1; 25:7-27:1; 89:11-14; 89:29-31; 89:43-44.
403206 (40En* ar) 40Enoch® Contains a Copy of The Book of
Watchers Book of Dreams, and The Book of Giants(possibly
4Q0EnGiants®) remains of I Enoch 18:15 (possiblyj; 21:2-4;
22:3-7; 28:3-29:2; 31:2-32:3; 32:3.6; 33:3-34:1; BB:3-
B5:6; B9:7-16; B9:26-30.

This evidence shows that quite a number of fragments
of parts I Enoch did exist at Qumran. Though Qumran
documents do not introduce I Enoch in the authoritative
manner that they do Jubilees, there are four things that
make I Enoch appear to have had authority at Qumran:

first the number of copies of sections of the book can be

telling of its use when combined with the three reasons
below; second, the book of Jubilees which was popular and
appears authoritative at Qumran (see above, page 104)
uses I Enoch as authoritative to it; third, like Jubilees
parts of I Epnoch claim for itself revelation through

God's angels; fourth, some of the angel stories which

120



expand on the story of Genesis 6:1-4 found in the Qumran
literature can be traced to The Book of the Watchers, or
at least to Jubilees which getg its story of the angels
marrying the daughters of men from The Book of the
Watchers.

Different books in I Encoch show a self-consclousness
of revelation. 1:1-3; 12:4; 13:7; 14:8; 15:1-2; 16:2
show a consgsciousness of revelation from God , or the
angels. Conversations with angels and the receiving of of
information from angels shows a consciousness of
revelation. There are conversations with Uriel, Raphael,
Raguel, and Michael (who are said to be holy angels) in
21:4-10; 22:6; 23:4; 24:6; 27; 32; 33. There are places
where Enoch i5 aware of revelatory wvisions. The dream
visions begin with and say throughout, either "I saw", or
#T looked and understood” 83:1-2; 85:1; 86:1; B7:1; BB:1;
g9:2-3, 21, 51, 7; 91:1, 8, 9, 14, 15, 17, 18, 12, 20,

26, 27, 28, 29, 34, 36, 37. The letters also suggest
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self-consciousness of revelation in 93:2'". There is too
much evidence for the self-consciousness of authority in
I Enoch ftor Jublilees or Qumran to use it without their

knowing that it claimed authority for itself; and if they
were willing to use it with that knowledge tﬁey must have

agreed with it.
The stories at Qumran which point to I Enoch are
found in The Damascus Document and The Geneslis

Apocryphon. The Damascug Document {CD II 16b-19' in

Martinez: 1996}says:

For many wandered off for these matters;

¥The Parables also show a self-consciousness of
revelation, but since they have not been found at Qumran,
they are not included here.

MThigs portion 1is found at Qumran in fragments:
4Q270[40QD®*] this one is fairly broken and does not include
the information about the size of the sons of the Watchers
from CD.II1.19.; and from 4Q267[4Q0D°*] which is now
40256 [4QD*] this fragment is very broken, but doss mention
"mountains" in verse 19.
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brave heroes yielded on account of them from
ancient times until now. For having walked in
the stubbornness of their hearts the Watchers
of heaven fell; on account of it they were
caught, for they did not follow the preceptes of
God. And their sons whose height was like that
of cedars and whose bodies were like mountains

fell.

This portion of The Damagcus Document is not word for

word I Enoch 7.2 (Black 1985:28):

And they became pregnant by them and bore
great giants of three thousand cubits; and
there were [not] born upon the earth off-spring

(which grew to their strengthl]?'?

4QEnoch® (2Q201 [4QEn®* arl} does not show the size of
the off-spring. The Book of Giants fragments at Qumran
closely connect the Giants with the Nephilim, but do not
mention their size.
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However, the sentiment 1s the same in I Enoch 7.2 and
CD.II. 16~-19. The Damascus Document likely did not get
this information from Jublilees since the extant accounts
of Jubilees do not contain information on the size of the
Giants. Jubilees 4:22 and 5:1 mentions that the Watchers
sinned with the daughters of men. Jubilees 5:2 and 7:21-
22 mentions the birth of Giants; Jubilees adds the names
of different kinds on the earth, but doez mention the
size of the Nephilim. So it is probable that the
information on the size of the Giants in CD.II.16-19 is a
loose rendition of I Enoch 7:2.

The Genesls Apocryphon {(10Q20apGen ar}Column 2.1-18
tells a story about Enoch's grandson Lamech. Lamech is
angry with his wife Bitenosh because she is pregnant and
he fears that she has been made pregnant by the Watchers
and that her son will be one of the Giants. Bitenosh

swears that her she was not made pregnant by (v.16) "“any
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foreigner, or watcher, or son of heaven”. in Column 2.18-
26 Lamech has his father Methuselah seek out the advice
of his father Enoch. This story is not contained in
Genesis, or in Jubilees, but it is a fairly close
rendition of I Enoch 106-107, except that Lamech's wife
Bitenosh is mentioned only in Jubilees 4:28 not in I
Enoch or the Genesis account; therefore, the story in the
Genesis Apocryphon could be built upon both Jubilees 4
and I Enoch 106-107, which would be acceptable since both
works seem to have been authoritative at Qumran.

The Genesis Apocryphon also mentions the written

work of Enoch in (IQ20apGen ar) column 19.25 which says:

I read in front of them the {[book] of the
words of Enoch [...] concerning the famine
which [...] and not [...] and they arrived,
urging until [...]) the words of [...] [...]

with much eating and drinking [...] wine [...]
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This fragmented text is vague and does not necessarily
point to I Enoch, but I Enoch is our most likely
candidate for for the words read here.
Summary

Jubilees used I Enoch as authoritative literature
and Qumran used both Jubilees and some of the books of I
Enoch authoritatively, so for at least some segments of
Judaism ie., Qumram Essenes, some books of I Enoch were
authoritative literature. There is, therefore, precedent
for Jude's use of I Enoch as authoritative literature.®?
Next we need to investigate how works after Jude saw I

Enoch and Jude’s use of I Enoch.

BWe could add to this that several of the books in the
present protestant canon are not found in the Qumran
corpus. This may not suggest that Qumran did not consider
these important, but it at least gives strong evidence for
the authority of I Enoch, plus The Book of the Giants, less
The Parables (Similitudes).

126



chapter eight

Enoch In 2 Peter and the Church Fathers

Having seen that the internal evidence from Jude and
the external evidence of the writings prior to Jude show
that I Enoch - The Book Of The Watchers was used
authoritatively it becomes necessary to lock at the
external works which followed Jude.

2 Peter and the Apostolic and Church Fathers give
evidence to the place of I Encoch and to the opinion of
Jude's use of I Enoch in the first three centuries of the
church. 2 Peter follows Jude in using I Enoch as
authoritative literature. The Apostolic and Church
Fathers views on I Enoch and Jude vary, but two things
come to the fore: first, the authority of I Enoch was
still being debated by the Church in the centuries

following Jude and in at least one case I Enoch was
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accepted as scripture partly because of Jude's use of it;
second, Jude itself was being debated, sometimes because
of its use of I Enoch. What becomes apparent is that the
early Fathers and 2 Peter saw Jude as using I Enoch -
particularly The Book of the Watchers - as authoritative
literature.
2 Peter alludes to the book of I Enoch in chapter 2:41%,
by using Jude 6:
2 Peter 2:4 says:

El yotp 0 BeOg ayyEAOV QUAPTINOGAVIOY ODK

gpeloaton aria oeipaic (0pov TapTtapdoag RUPESOKEV E1G KPLOLY

'Charles (1913: 180-181) lists a great many other
portions of the NT (Revelation, Romans; Ephesians;
Collossians; 1 Corinthians; 1 and 2 Thessalonians; 1
Timothy; Hebrews; Acts of the Apostles; John; Luke; and
Matthew) that may borrow language from I Enoch, but these
are all very small references and many could come from
other portions of the 0ld Testament. Two interesting ones;
however, are Revelation 14:20 " blood came out even to the
horses bridles" compare I Enoch 100:3 "the horse hall walk
up to the breast in the blood of sinners." and Romans B:38;
Ephesians 1:21; Colosians 1:16, "angels ... pricipalities

powers." compare I Enoch 61:10 "angels of power and
angels of principalities."

128



TNPOVUEVOLC,
(For if God did not spare angels who sinned but cast
them into the darkness of Tartarus to be kept for

Jjudgement . )

Jude 6 says:
aYYEAOUG TE TOVG I TNPACUVTOg THY EAVTIAY apyliV AAAL
ATOALTOVTIAC T0 1810V O1KNTAPLOV E1C KPLOLY PEYRANG NREPOS

deapoic ardiorg vnd [bgov tetnpnkey

(but the angels who did not keep their own domain
but left their own abode He has kept unto the
judgement of the great day in eternal bonds under
darkness.}
2 Peter uses some of the same words and expressions as
Jude 6: "the angels"; "nether darkness"; "kept"; and
"until the judgement". Several modern commentators feel
that the author of 2 Peter has followed Jude 6 on this

(Bauckham 1983:248; Sidebottom: 68; 113; Neyrey 1993:

129



197) .* Bauckham (1983: 246)°® says that 2 Peter is
partially dependant on Jude &, but is independently
drawing on paraenetic tradition which also lies behind
Jude 5-7.

The paraenetic traditions are in Ben Sirach 16:7-10;
Damascus Document 2:17-3:12; 3 Maccabees 2:4-7; Testament
of Naphtali (From The Testaments of the Twelve
Patriarchs) 3:4-5; Mishnah Tractate Sanhedrin 10:3*. We
think it is important that every one of these traditions
mention the Watchers or the Giants from I Enoch except
the Mishna Tractate Sanhedrin 10:3. The Mishna Tractate‘

Sanhedrin comes from a Pharisaic tradition and is written

*Norman Hillyer (1992: 19) sees a common source for
Jude and 2 Peter. Stott {1995: 160) sees 2 Peter as being
earlier than Jude.

*Ben Sirach 16:18 represents the passage on which Jude
is dependent {(Bauckham 1983: 246).

‘For a study of these pasgages see K. Berger (1%370:1-
47) and J. Schlosser (1973:13-36). Bauckham (1983:46)
mentions that Burger's view on Sirach 16:6-10 is corrected
by D. Luhrmann (1972: 131).
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after the first century AD, even if the concepts are said
to be much earlier.

Ben Sirach was written in the first quarter of the
second century BC (Skehan 1987: 10). The Damascus
Document is a work of Qumran literature which was a
second century BC to first century AD Esgene® community.
3 Maccabees was from the third century BC®*. Bickerman
(in Collins 1984: 347-34B) =says the Testament of Naphtall
5:8 was written hefore the expulsion of the Syrians in
141 BC, and the parallels with the Qumran scrolls may
reflect the Hasmonean period, but there is also much
paraenetic material that could come from anywhere in the
Hellenistic or Roman Era.

Most of paraenetic material 2 Peter uses rely on

either Jubilees or portions of I Encch and since Jubilees

*See chapter seven on Enoch in Jubilees and Qumran
literature for the argument that the Qumran community was
Essene

‘See Nikelsburg 1984b: 33, 80.
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gets ite information about the Watchers and the Giants
from I Enoch (see chapter seven} the result is virtually
the same that 2 Peter 2:4 is dependant upon Jude and
possibly cother traditions that find their source in I
Enoch, The Book of the Watchers, and The Book of the
Giants. 1If this is true then at least two New Testament
books, 2 Peter and Jude use I Fnoch as an important
source for their material.

Bauckham {(1983: 247) says that 2 Peter was
unfamiliar with the text of I Enoch for the echoes of I
Enoch in Jude 6 are lost in 2 Peter 2:4, but 2 Peter puts
the story of the flood for the destruction of the ancient
world and the salvation of Noah directly after the story
from the Watchers which is what the book of Jubilees does
in 5:1-11 tying the flood directly to the judgement dus
to the corrupticn cof people which came from the corrupt
angels (Watchers) and their sons the giants. The flood

was still against mankind tor the Watchers were bound in
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the depths of the earth for the great judgement and the
Giants killed each other.

Genegis 6:1-4 tells a similar story putting the
story of the sons of God marrying the daughters of men
and creating the Nephilim just before the story of the
flood, but the Genesis account does not include the
aspect of the Watchers being bound in the depths of the
earth until the day of the great judgement which Jubilees
5:10; and Peter 2:4 include’. Both 2 Peter and Jubilees
5:1-11 are shortened versions or capsules of I Enoch &6-
11, where the deluge of I Encch 10:10 is a direct result

of the activities of the Watchers corrupting mankind in I

The Damascus Document 2:17-3:12 alsco includes the
story of the Watchers just before the story of the flood.
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Enoch 6-10°. 2 Peter's purpose was different® from and
was dependent on Jude, but possibly the author did know
the story of the Watchers from sources other than Jude.
Most importantly for our purpose The Book of the Watchers
did underlie 2 Peter 2:4-5 just as it did Jude €6 and 14.

2 Peter 1:20,21; and 3:2 add strength to the
argument of the authority of the Watcher tradition from I
Enoch. Though the meaning of these verses is argued; it
ig held by most scholars that 2 Peter is referring to the
words of 0ld Testament prophets. I Encoch stands

alongside portions of the 014 Testament in the midst of 2
Peter's argument, which relies on the authority of 01d

Testament prophetic words.

*Note that 3 Maccabees 2:4; and The Testament of
Naphtali (From The Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs}3:5
also connect the Watchers with the Flood.

*Jude's argument is against those who fell from grace
or disobey God. 2 Peter's argument is for God's just
judgement (Neyrey 1993: 198-199).
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There is fair bit of debate as to the meaning of
Tov TpoYNTIKOV Adyov (the prophetic word) in 2 Peter 1:19.
Baﬁckham outlines the views as: 1. 0ld Testament
messianic prophecy; 2. the entire 0ld Testament
understood as messianic prophecy; 3. a specific 01d
Testament prophecy; 4. 0l1d Testament and New Testament
prophecies; 5. 2 Peter 1:20-2:19; and 6. the
transfiguration itself as a prophecy of the parcusia.
Bauckham (1983: 224} likes a modified view of number two
which would say that that the eschatological message is
based on 1:192 which refers to 0ld Testament prophecy and
1:16-18 which refers to their own eyewitness mentioned in
1:16-18 . Other than Neyrey {(1980: 514-516; 1993: 178-
182) who holds to view number six all allow that TOv
wpognTikOv Aoyov (the prophetic word) pointg to the 0ld
Testament prophecies and even Neyrey allows this, in that
the emphasis he makes is because the "issue 1s not the

source of the prophecy but its interpretation" and he
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allows that 3:2 points to "holy prophets" who seem to be
for Neyrey also the 0ld Testamenkt prophets (Neyrey 1993:
182) .

Though there is some trouble with the exact
interpretation of 2>Peter 1:20-21; it is clear that
npopviEla yparg (prophecy of scripture) (1:20) ; and KpogmrELa, ... VED
nvebpatog aylov gepdpevor EAdANOEY and Beod &vBpmnot. (A prophecy

men of God being carried along by the Holy Spirit
spoke) {1:21) point  to the authoritative words of
prophets; and 2 Peter 3:2, pwnodfival 1@V TPOEIPTIUEVOY PHUETOV
R 1@V aylev tpogmidy (to remember the words having been
previously spoken by the holy prophets) points to the
words of authoritative prophets before the New Testament
writers since kal tg Tdv dndctor@v Vuov {and by your

apostles) distinguishes the apostles separately!®.

*Sidebottom (1982: 118} would disagree and say that
bocth prophets and apostles in 2 Peter 3:2 point to NT
writers since there is5 no mention of OT procof texts to
follow; both Bauckham {(1983: 283) and Neyrey {(1393: 227)
counter Sidebottom saying that there is a distinction that
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2 Peter 1:20, 21; and 3:2 show a view of 0ld
Testament prophet's words being authoritative for the
author of 2 Peter. Sandwiched in these verses that show
a high view of the 0ld Testament is a portion from The
Book of the Watchers, which is also set side by side with
0ld Testament stories, so it would appear that the author
of 2 Peter would also have a high regard for The Book of
the Watchers either from personal knowledge, or as
Bauckham (1983:246) suggested from others like Jude 6,

that showed a personal knowledge of the book.

hur Fath

Several of the Church Fathers saw I Enoch as

authoritative. I Enoch is mentioned in The Epistle of

Barnabas 4:3; 16:5; Justin Martyr 2 Apologia 5; Clement

of Alexandria, Stromata 5.1.10; Origen, Contra Celsum 5,

prophets refer to ancient prophets and the commandment of
"our lord and saviour" point to the words of the NT
apostles.
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52; Tertullian De Cultu Feminarum 1.3.50; Didymus The

Blind. Bigg summarizes the view of I Enocﬁ by the Church
Fathers:
In short, at the time when Barnabas wrote,
Enoch was held to be an inspired book, it
retained this reputation more or less
throughout the second century, and from that
date onward was emphatically condemned and the
ground of the condemnation was its attribution
of carnal lust to heavenly beings (1946: 309).
The Epistle of Barnabas is an anonymous work to an
uncertain, likely Egyptian audience and with an uncertain
date from either the first century based on the chapter 6
reference to the ten kings; or it is dated about 132 AD
based on the reference to the rebuilding of the temple in
chapter 16, neither of these dates is indisputable, but a
date of late first or earlier second century AD is

suitable (Lake 1977: 337-338; Coxe 1885: 133; Staniforth
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1568: 189-90; Grant 1964: 78-79). The letter itself was
quoted as scripture by Clement of Alexandria, but was not
considered so highly by Jerome (Kraft 1978: 263).

The Epistle of Barnabas 4:3 says: "10 t€A£lov akavddiov
firyikev nepl od yEypantal, dg Evoy Aéyel. £1¢ 10070 Yap 0 SBECTOTNG
CUVIETULAKEV TOUG KOLPOUS KO TS NUEPAS, v Touybvn 0" (the first
offence is near concerning which it is written, as Enoch
said, “For unto this the master has shortened the seasons
and the days.”} "it is written, as Enoch said" fits very
well with the New Testament introductory formula used of
authoritative works.!* After using the introductory
formula, the epistle makes an editorial comment based
loosely on Enochic writings. ZXraft (1965) suggests that
two weak candidates for the passage are I Enoch B9: 61-
64; 90: 17; or 2 Enoch 34: 1-3. It is odd but not

without president that such a specific formula is

11 See the chapter on Introductory Formulae.
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followed by such a loose rendering (note Matthew 27:9,
where Matthew introduces Jeremiah, but quotes Zechariah).
It is also possible, though not likely, that the Epistle
of Barnabas is quoting a portion not extant today or,
somewhat more likely, a portion by an author (bock)
other than Enoch. What is important here; however, 1is
the introductory formula and that the author used the
name of a weork, the author would have considered
authoritative, similar to Matthew citing the
authoritative work ascribed to Jeremiah instead of
Zechariah where most feel his quote actually came from.
The Epistle of Barnabas 16:5 is said by Grant (1964:
77) to be a direct quote from I Enoch 89 which would fit
nicely with the previous paragraph since it is introduced
with the words, A&yelyap nypoon, (for it says in
scripture) unfortunately I Enoch 892 though related to the

symbolism of The Epistle of Barnabas 16:5 does not

contain a direct quote. The Epistle of Barnabas 16:5
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could be a summary of the message of I Enoch BS: 45-77.
There is mention of: a tower in 85: 50, 54, €7; of the
Lord abandoning his sheep in 54 - 56; and of sheep of the
pasture in 89:54.

Another problem though not insurmountable is that I
Enoch 89 i1s not particularly eschatological; it refers to
the period of the judges to the time of Alexander the
Great {Black 1985: 78-80). Authors of the New Testament
sometimes interpreted prophst‘s words for their own time,
such as the use of Isaiah 7: 14 being interpreted as
pointing to Jesus Christ.

It would appear, though not conclusively, that the
author of Epistie of Barnabas was aware of the book of
Enoch and used it as scripture.

Justin Martyr was a gentile born in Samarian about
AD 114, according to the Eusepius (HE 4.2) he was
martyred by Marcus Aurelius in AD 165. Before becoming a

follower of Christ he was a disciple of Socrates and
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Plato and was aware of the Stoics; though Barnard adds
that "it cannot be said that he fully mastered
contemporary philosophy and culture" (Coxe 1885: 159-161;
Gildersleeve 1877: vii-xi; Barnard 1966: 1l-6; VanWinden
1971:4-5), but his testimony to Christianity as the true
philosophy is quite important (Barnard 1966: 4-5).

Justin Martyr uses the I Enoch's account of the

angels in 2 Apologia 5:

o1 &' dyyeror mapaBdviec thvde thy @& yovairkdv pikecy
NtHdNcay xal naidac ettxkvooay, ol €101y 01 AEyopevol
daipovec. kal npoctti Loindv 10 AVBpANEIOV YEVOG EQVTOIG
£dobrooay td pEv d1d payikdv ypaody, 1 6t dra 9ofov kal
- - 3 r \ " A - rd by
TIUETLIAY OV EXEQPEPOV, Td OE O1a ddayfg Bupdtov Kol
BUPPUAPATOV Kol OTOVIDY, Hg EVOEELG YEYOVAGL PETA TO

naBecLy EMBupIdY dovAimdiivar.

(The angels transgressed this order and were
enticed by women and begat children, the ones

142



which are called demons; and enslaved the
remaining human race to themselves, partly
through magic writings and partly through fears
and the punishment they brought, and partly
through teaching them to cffer sacrifices and
incense and drink offerings of which they
needed after they were enslaved by lustful

passions.)

Where Justin got these exact words is uncertain, but they
can be traced to The Bock of the Watchers. ol & dyysloi
mapaBdavres TAvBe thy kv yovairkdv pikeowv nrmndnoav, {the angels
transgressed this order and enticed by women.) points to
I Enoch 6:1. Martyr mentions that the children were of
the women and angels were odaipoves (demons)which is not
found in Jude, or 2 Peter. Justin Martyr then says that
the angels subdued men by payikdv ypoedv {(magic writings)

which is not quite the same as I Encoch B8:3 which says
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Semhazah taught spell-binding ... and Hermoni taught the
loosing of spells, wagic, sorcery, and sophistry. I
Enoch 7 mentions that the offspring of the angels
devoured man, but not that the angels in particular
brought fear. Martyr's account varies with his purpocse,
but does show a reliance on the book of I Encoch or on
some source that relied on I Enoch.

Titus Flavius Clemens (Clement of Alexandria) was
born akbout AD 150 and died just before AD 215. He was
versed in Philosophy, archeology, poetry, wmythology, and
literature. He often used anthologies and florilegia,
but knew the scriptures guoting the 0l1ld Testament fifteen
hundred times and the New Testament two thousand times as
well as clasgical literature over three hundred and sixty
times (Quatsen 1984; 5-6}. Stromata ig one of Clement of
Alexandria’s theological writings. He mentions Enoch in

Stromata 5.1.10, 2. Clement uses Philoc as a source in

Stromata Clement calls him a Pythagorean who proved the
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antiquity of Jewish philosophy (Stromata 1.135.3; Grant
1988: 180-181). Clement in Stromata 5.1.10 says that the
Philosophers were thieves taking their principle dogmas
from Moses and the prophets. After this he adds a

portion of I Enoch - The Book Of The Watchers,

To which we shall add that angels who had
obtained the superior rank, having sunk into
pleasures, told to the women, the secrets which
had come to their knowledge; while the rest of
the angels concealed them, or rather, kept them
against the coming of the Lord. Thence
emanated the doctrine of providence, and the
revelation of high things; and prophecy having
already been imparted to the philosophers of
the Greeks, the treatment of dogma arose among
the philosophers, sometimes true when they hit

the mark, sometimeg erroneous when they
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comprehended not the secret of the prophetic

allegory.
Here Clement uses the words of an ancient to show that
Greek philosophers retrieved their ideas from earlier
prophets, presumably of which Enoch was one. Another
point to show Clement’s acceptance of I Enoch is that
Photius (cod. cix) blames Clement in severe terms for
adopting the account of angelic sin (Bigg 1246: 309).

Origen mentions I Enoch in his argument with Celsus.

Origen was born in Alexandria Egypt AD 185 during the
reign of Marcus Aurelius's son Commodus and died c. AD
254 (Greer 1979: 1). We have more information on Origen
than any other Ante-Nicene father. Origens's life is
described to a large extent by Eusebius who calls himself
a follower of Origen {Eusebius HE book vi}, also by 5t
Gregory Thaumaturgus and Book I of Pamphilius, who was
Busebius's teacher (Couzel 1%85: 1}. Tertullian said

"what has Athens to do with Jerusalem.”, but Origen and
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Clement of Alexandria would answer "Much in every way."
{Chadwick 1866: 1). Origen can likely be called a
Christian Platonist for there is always the gquestion as
to whether he is a philoscpher or churchman, but he would
argue that the truth of Plato was the truth of scripture
(Greer 1979: 4-6; Campenhausen 1955: 41, 44-5, 55}.
All'that is known of Celsus' Logos alethes., or
"True Account® circa AD 178" is from Origens's lengthy
guote in Contra Celsum from circa AD 248 (Grant 1988:
133, 136) (Celsus took some of hig points straight from
the Academy - a group of Plato's successors who opposed
all Stoic doctrines - and Origen would argue the
normative Stoic doctrine, or if Celsus argued from a
Stolc position, Origen would argue using the Academy's
argument (Chadwick 1965: x-xi); s0 Origen was well versed

in the philosophies of his day. What is more important

Y“Chadwick ({1965: xxiv-xxviii} gives the arguments for
the date of Celsus and concludes that it was written
between AD 177 -180.
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for the argument of this thesis is that Origen follows
some of his predecessors such as Clement,®* Justin.
Tatian, Theophilus, and Athenagoras in using the
traditional apologetic developed in the hellenistic
synagogue of showing that Moses and the prophets were
earlier than the Greek philosophers and therefore a
source of their learning {Chadwick 1965: 1ix).

In Contra Celsum 5.52f Origen guotes Celsus's

argument which includes:

If they say that he is the only one, they
would be convicted of telling lies and
contradicting themselves. For they say that
others have alsc often come, and, in facet,

sixty or seventy at once, who bhecame evil and

“Munck contended that Origen was a pupil of Clement
of Alexandria ({(1933: 224-9). Though Chadwick disagrees
with this he does agree that Origen was influenced by
Clement (1965: 9).

148



were punished by being cast under the earth in

chains.

Origen argues in 5.54 says that, "Celsus misunderstood
what was written in the book of Enoch." This at least
tells us that Origen was familiar with a book he called
the Book of Enoch which contained Celsus's argument from
what is presently known as The Book of The Watchers.
Origen goes on to say, "the books entitled Enoch are not
generally held to be divine by the churches." So Origen
knew that many churches, of his association anyway, were
inclined to disregard Enoch. ”Generaily" from the above
quote implies that there was some argument in Origins day
as to the inspiration of I Enoch. Origen does not here
directly give his opinion on the book, but suggests in
5.55 that he himself is uncertain as to, "the truth
about the Sons of God who desired the daughters of men."

Origen, then, leaves some doubt as to his opinion of the
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the inspiraticon of The Book of the Watchers and shows
that most churches were not accepting its inspiration,
but does relate that there was some argument in his day.
In De Principiis 1.3.3 Origen shows a distinction in
his view of I Enoch and scripture. He gives a guote from
Hermas and then says, "And in a book of Enoch we also
have similar descripticne. But up to the present time we
have been able to find no statement in holy scripture.™
In De Principiis 4.35 Origin to prove that all
things were made by God mentions I Enoch 17 alongside
scripture, to back up a point made in Psalms 139:16,
"Enoch alsc in his book speak; as follows ...." "For it
15 written in the same book of Encch 'I beheld the whole
matter.'¥ This would fit nicely with what was said
earlier that Origen and others used ancients to back up
their points; however, earlier in e Principiis 1.3.3
Origin places Enoch as a book separate from scripture

which suggests along with his words in Contra Celsum 5.
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54f that he did not regard I Enoch on the same level as
inspired scripture.

Tertullian‘e full name in De Virginibus Velandis is
Septimo Tertulliano; medieval manuscripts list his name
as Quintus Septimius Florens Tertullianus {Barnes 1985:
242). He was born in Carthage AD 155, the son of a Rowan
centurion, he was sympathetic to Stoicism, but preferring
the moral superiority of Christianity he became a
Christian in AD 193, he died sometime after AD
220 (Quagten: 1964: 246-247; Barnes 1985: 1-2)%*.

Tertullian mentions I Enoch® in On the Apparel of

Women 1.2; 1.3. In 1.2 Tertullian speaks at length of

Coxe (1963: 3-5) felt that Tertullian was born AD 145
and died about AD 240Q.

15There are other mentions of I Encoch in Tertullians
writings: QOrat 12.5; De Cultu feminarum 7.1-4, but these
two could also point to Genesis 6:1-4. Apol 35.12 also
mentions I Enoch (See Danielou 1%77: 162-157), but the
references given in the text above clearly state
Tertullians position on I Enoch.
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ornaments and makeup on women being traced back to the
fallen angels' dealing with women in The Book Of The
Watchers. He mentione "those angels, to wit, who rushed
from heaven on the daughters of men.” and then says that
they taught the women about metallurgy and eye makeup and
jewelry (from the metallurgy}. Because the angels were
ill masters they taught lustful things. He then
interprets the Watchers story to his own means saying,
"women who possessed angels {(as husbands) could desire
nothing more; " but that they became worse for their
lusts. Tertullian then said that men would judge angels
because of the actions of the Watchers. There is a fair
bit that could be said about Tertullian‘’s feelings on
makeup or his interpretive skills and methods, but what
is important here for this thesis is that Tertullian used
the Watcher story as an actual event to supports his own
thesis.

In On The Apparel of Women 1.3 Tertullian defended
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the genuineness of the prophecy of Enoch:

I am aware that the Scripture of Enoch
which has assigned this order {of action) to
angels is not received by scme because it is
not admitted into the Jewish canon either. I
suppose they did not think that, having
survived the deluge, it cculd have safely
survived that world-wide calamity, the
abolisher of all things. If that is their
reason then let them recall to their wmemory
that Noah, the survivor of the deluge was a
great grandson of Enoch himself, and he, of
course, had heard and remembered, from domestic
renown and hereditary tradition, concerning his
own great-grandfathers "grace in the sight of
god." and concerning all his preachings since

Enoch had given nc other charge tc Methuselah
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than that he should hand on the knowledge of
them to his posterity ... If Noah had not had
this by so short a route there would still be
this to warrant our assertion of this
scripture: he could have equally renewed it
under the Spirit's inspiration ... Jewish
literature is gensrally agreed to have been
restored through Ezra ... By the Jews it may
now seem to have heen rejected for that reason
just like all the other (portioms} nearly which
tell of Christ ... To these contradictions is
added the fact that Enoch possesses a testimony

in the Apostle Jude.

This portion shows the very strong sentiment by

Tertullian that {(for him) I Enoch was inspired

scripture'® and was canconical. Importantly also is his

*Tertullian also makes a clear reference to I Enoch
in On Idolatry 4; and 9.
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belief that Jude alsoc considered it scripture. Tertullian
shows us that at the same time Origen was rejecting I
Enoch others, like Tertullian, were strongly defending
its inspiration. Origen said that I Enoch was
"generally" not accepted by the churches as scripture,
but there were those who would defend its status while
recognizing that by the second century the "Jews" were
rejecting it.

After the second century AD, as has been pointed out
by Biggs (1946: 309) that I Enoch was condemned due to
its position on the carnal lust of heavenly beings*’. 5o
the main reason for the decline of the use of I Enoch is

its explicit terms about the actions of the angels in

" Charles (1913: 184) also notes that Augustine (of
Hippo} condemned the book in CivD 15.23.4; 18.38 and then
the book is explicitly condemned in Constit Apost 6.16 and
after that fell into disuse in the Westernm Church except in
Georgius Syncellus’ Chronographia which preserves fragments
of it.

155



Genesis 6: 1-4 - a position which both Jude and 2 Peter
defend. What 1s important to note with this is that some
authors condemn Jude for its use of I Encch and we think
that this also proves the point that Jude used I Enoch as
scripture, or at least that those who condamned Jude for
this reason saw that he used T Enoch as scripture.
Controversy OQver Jude

Another point to show Jude's use of I Enoch as
scripture 1is that several of the Church Fathers rejected,
or questioned Jude's canonicity on the basis of his use
of apocryphal works.

Eusebius Pamphilus (Bishop of Caesarea in Palestine)
was born in Palestine near the close of the reign of
Gallienus ({(Boyle 1955: vi), about AD 263. He died about
AD 339. His testimony is important because he lived near
Palestine and gives testimony to the conditions in that
area.

In Ecclesiastic History II1.23.25 Eusebius says,
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These things are recorded in regard to
James who is said to be the author of the first
of the so-called catholic epistles. But it is
to be observed that it is disputed; at least,
not many of the ancients have mwenticned it, as
is the case likewise with the epistle that
bears the name of Jude, which iz alsg cne of
the seven so-called catholic epistles.
Nevertheless we know that tﬁese also with the
rest, have been read publicly in very many

chmrches.

Eugsebius says that James was spurious (voBog, Liddel
and Scott), because few early writers refer to it any
more than to Jude's, but he admits many churches still
used them regularly. So he casts doubt on James and more
50 on Jude, but mainly due to the lack of use of them by

churches, neot particularly because Jude uses Enoch. In
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Ecclesiastical History I1I.25.3 Eusebiusg includes Jude
and 2 Peter among the disputed books, yet he again does
not give a reason for the dispute, and does seperate them
from the spurios (voBog) books. All Eusebius then tells
us is that in Palestine Jude was doubted by some.

Didymus (The Blind) of Alexandria was born about AD
309 and died abhout AD 384 - 395. He was nominated by
Athanasius to teach in the theological school in
Alexandria and Jerome, Rufinus, Palladius, and Isidore
studied under him (Schaff 1950: 922). Didymus defended
Jude against those who questioned Jude because of his use
of Apocryphal books (Bigg 1969: 305} .

S. Sophronius Eusgebius Hieronymus or Jerome was
probably born in AD 342 in northern Italy, from AD 379 -
3182 he was in Constantinople. In 382 Jerome became the
Popes secretary at Rome where he argued for

monasticism'®. Jerome then went to Antioch and on to

1*The personality of Jerome as a brilliant man, but
lacking the inner qualities of peace; a man who was self
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Egypt where he attended lectures of Didymus the Blind.
Jerome was involved in the controversies over Origen, his
views were not completely consistent against Origen. The
final years of his life were taken up on the side of
Augustine opposing Pelagius. He died about AD 420
{Campenhausen 1964: 170-177; .

Jerome in the Lives of Tllugticus Men (De Viris
Illustribusg) VirIl 4 says,

Jude the brother of James left a short
epistle which is reckoned among the seven
catholic epistles and in it because he guotes
from the apocryphal book of Encch it is
rejected by many. Nevertheless by age and use
it has gained authority and is reckoned among

the Holy Scriptures.

absorbed and loved the limelight who fervently attacked the
enemies he made everywhere is shown by Hans Campenhausen
(1964: 129-130).
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These words show that Jude was not considered canonical
by some in Jerome’s day because of his cbvious use of I
Enoch. This was not the case for other works' and it
appears that the direct guote from I Encoch in Jude 14 may
be the main cause of the problem. What this shows is
that some were rejecting Jude because they felt that he
was giving authority to the book we know as I Enoch.
There is not the same evidence that Paul®*s use of Jannes
and Jambres, fpr instance, caused Paul's work to be
discredited; so there was a particular problem with Jude

stemming from the perception that Jude was using Enoch

authoritatively.

SUMMAryY

The Book of 2 Peter, Clement of Alexandria, Didymus

¥ Jerome does mention that 2 Peter's authenticity was
in doubt due to its style, but Jerome does not mention any
problem with the allusion to I Fnoch (Catalogus Scriptorum
Ecclesiasticorum; this is also noted in some of the
editions of the Vulgate).
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{the Blind) of Alexandria, Justin Martyr, The Epistle of
Barnabas all accept and use the Books of I Enoch -
particularly The Book Of The Watchers. QCrigen uses the
book, but expresses some doubt as to its inspiration.
There were, then, mixed feelings about I Enoch as Bigg
says, I Epnoch enjoyed a reputation as an inspired book
through ﬁhe second century {though it was doubted even
then) and after that it was condemned (Bigg 1969: 309).
Jude's use of I Enoch caused some of the Fathers to
doubt Jude's canonicity as well?'. Jerome did not
consider I Enoch inspired and showed that some did not

consider Jude canonical because of his use of I Enoch.

It should be noted that the Peshiteo (Peshitta) dees
not include Jude. Bigg suggests that in Syria the
extravagancies of Jewish angelology were most familiar and
we should therefore find a strong reaction against them
{(Bigg 1969: 310). This is a good conjecture and may very
well be true, but it is only speculation, since it also
excludes 2 Peter, 2 and 3 John and the John letters do not
involve angelology. Metzger (1987: 307} wentions that
Muratorian canon may have originally had a negative in the
text regarding the inclusion of Jude, but again it is not
possible to tell if Jude's use of I Enoch was a problem.

161



Eusebius mentions that Jude was doubted, but
unfortunately does not specifically state why, so we
cannot use this to clearly strengthen the argument that
it was Jude's use of I Encoch that caused problems.
Didymus

The Blind argued for the canonicity of Jude against
those who felt that it could not be considered canonical
due to its use of Apocryphal literature. One Church
Father, Tertullian, specifically states that Jude's use
of I Epnoch helps his argument for the desigmation of
*scripture” for I Enoch.

The works of 2 Peter and the Apostolic and Church
Fathers mentioned above show that I Enoch was argued by
factions of the Church to be canonical and that most who
give clear evidence felt that Jude used I Enoch as
inspired scripture. That there was debate at all shows
the prominence of the book through the first three

centuries of the church and some of the debate about Jude
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shows that there wags a feeling that he used I Enoch

authoritatively.
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chapter nine

Essene Canon and other Arquments

It would be important at this point to review some of
the arguments against Jude considering I Enoch - The Book
of the Watchers to be canonical and to use the arguments
as a test of this thesis. This chapter will deal with the
arguments of Roger Beckwith, Daryl Charles and E. Earle
Ellis.

Daryl Charles (1993: 165-166} argues that Jude did
not use I Fnoch as an authoritative, or canonical work.

He argues that Jude uses I Encch as part of a literary
strategy which does not require an authoritative view of
the book by Jude. Charles (1%93: 165-166) says Jude's use
of I Enoch and The Agsumpticn of Mcoses as inspired is
scarcely demonstratable and inconclusive at best and
should be understood in the light of its illustratiwve

function. "Jude makes ’'inspired' use of an inspiring work
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without in any way offering an assessment of the character
of that work."

Charles (1993:44}) feels that The Book of the
Watchers, I Enoch €-11 is an extrapolation of Genesis 6:
1-4; and 5:24 and that the Watchers provided a "mythic
paradigm to illustrate a type of situation which might
reoccur at various times". Charles (1993: 46} follows P.
D. Hanson {1977: 202-203} in noting that I Enoch probably
draws upon Baylonian, Ugaritic, Hittite, and Hurrian
materials to build the myth. The point of "mythic" here
is to stress the imaginary nature of the Watcher story?,
which D. Charles uses as part of his arqument that I

Encch, The Book of the Watchers was not considered

'D. Charles 1993: 109-110 shows that Jude's wmain
concern with the Watchers of I Enoch was not their sexual
sin, but their desertion of their proper domain and their
losing their place. He is quite correct in this, but the
Watcher story does inveolve sexual acts of the Watchers as
the reason for their 1leaving their place and being
punished.
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authoritative by Jude®*. Charles (1993: 205-206, fn 105)
gsays that belleving Jude to have accepted all of I Enoch
6-36 as being true would be a low estimate of apostolic
discernment; this would assume that Judefsg "disgcernment”
meant that he would not accept things beyond what Charles
felt to be acceptable.

Charles (1993: 47) says that Jude's apeccalyptic mode
is designed to counter the affects of his oppenents and
have an impact on his audience. He then grants that
Jude's audience or even his opponents were in some way

devoted to apocalyptic literature and therefore open to

Charles does not state that the possible "imaginary"
nature of wmyth lends to it not being considered
authoritative by Jude, but it is implied here and later.
Kamesar nctes that fabula is used by Julian of Eclanum as
equivalent for the gresk term pOBog that Julian of the
Antiochene school accuses the work of Jerome as using a
story which did not occur and could not occur (Kamesar
1594: 50), this appears to be what D. Charles had in mind
by the term myth. I feel that Jude would have accepted as
literal the account of the fall of the Angels in I Encoch 6-
11, but that really is not a factor in the evidence of his
use of The Book o©of rthe Watchers being cancnical; the
introductory formula and way he places his material is more
telling of his opinion of the book.
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Jude's use of such literature. Charles unnecessarily adds
"your own" to the formula in Jude 14 " For even (your own}
Enoch the seventh from Adam." suggesting that the
opponents and not Jude esteemed I Enoch {(1993: 160).
Charles implies here that Jude himself was not devoted to
this literature; he says that Jude utilized apocalyptic
motifs without necessarily embracing Jewish apocalyptic
theology (1983: 113} and he feels that "The extent to
which Jewish apocalyptic literature is dependant upon this
0l1d Testament motif [godly-unfaithful antithesis] is
exemplified by I Enoch, and thus has significance for
Jude.” (1993: 125). This is not a necessary step to take.
Jude's view of the 01d Testament passages he alludes to
has not been questioned and there was no need for him to
go beyond the 0ld Testament to get the illustration he
uses from I Enoch. Also the evidence (shown in chapter
three) points more directly to Jude himself, as well as

his elusive audience, having considered the work from I
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Enoch authoritative.

Charles (19%3: 213, fn 12) is incorrect in his
contention that because Jude did not use the "authority
formula" "it is written" he did not use I Enoch
authoritatively; he is also incorrect along with Guthrie
and Kistemacher that “prophesied" in Jude 14 refers to the
guote of I Epoch 1:9 being true and applicable and not
being inspired {1993: 1a0}. Chapter six has shown that
Jude did use an acceptable formula to show the
authoritative nature of I Enoch 1:9.

Charles (1993: 129) says that there is sufficient
evidence to reflect an established Jewish canon by mid
second century BC and that the New Testament authors
freely quoted from it; both of these statements can be
contested. Chapter five on the 01d Testament canon in the
first century AD has shown that.there was a concept of
canon by the first century AD, but neither the evidence of

the early writers in general, or the New Testament writers
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in particular, show the exact extent of the canon, except
Josephus who comes from a Pharisaic background - which was
the party that endorsed the twenty-two book canon and came
into power after AD 70° (Beckwith 1985: 91). Secondly,
while it is true that the New Testament writers quote
freely from the 0ld Testament, it is not true that they
quoted from the entire 0ld Testament. Several 01d
Testament books from the twenty-two book Pharisaic canon
are not mentioned at all by New Testament writers. Ruth,
Esther and Song of Solomon are not mentioned (Beckwith
1985: 76) and I Enoch is mentioned by two books of the New
Testament for sure(Jude and 2 Peter) and possibly by
Revelation 14. This would then suggest that I Encch has
at least as good a chance as Ruth for being considered

canonical by New Testament authors. This is not to

'The story of how the Pharisees came to power after AD
70 in the legend of Rabbi Yochanan is told by Rubenstein
and Roth 1987: 35-37; see also see Neusner First Century
Judaism In Crisis 1977: 145-147.
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suggest that Ruth is not to be considered canonical, just
that use by New Testament authors may prove canonicity and
silence probably only proves that no particular rhetorical
need was met by the books not mentioned: but if use is
important, I Enoch was used.
Beckwith

The Introduction to The 0Id Testament Canon of the
New Testament Church outlined the historical development
of the canonical debate, mainly between the view of an
open canon and a closed canon. In this, Beckwith (1985: 3)
notes that there was a suspicion confirmed that there may
have been a party that treated the apocrypha-
pseudepigraphic writings as canonical or quasi-canonical.
Qumran showed that this was true; the community cherished,
studied, and followed the teaching of I Enoch and
Jubilees. Beckwith (1985: 87, 367) mentions that Rabbi

Akiba's ban on the reading of outside books (M. Sanhedrin

10.1) may have been directed against the apocalypses
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cherished by the Essenes. He then says that even Essenes
did not try to put the books forward as public canon (I
Enoch 82: 1-3 and Jubilees 45:16) , but reserved them for
privileged circled in which they claimed that they have
been handed down from antiquity. Beckwith (1985: 87) then
moderates his opinion about the Essenes not putting forth
books as public canon by saying that they did not become
the party of power [as the Pharisees did], so it is
difficult to say what they would have done if they had the
power. He says, "Although apocalyptic pseudepigrapha
played a large part in the life and thought of Essenism,
it would be hard to argue the same to be true of
Pharisaism. Those apocalypses, therefore, not of Essene
origin or outlcocok had a much smaller claim to be
considered as having perhaps, at one time, been canonical
among the Jews except in the most limited circles
(Beckwith 1985: 339). Beckwith later (1985: 358-359})

mentions that the Essene canon was the same twenty-two
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books as the Pharisaic canon but on pages 87 and 239 he
certainly intimates that these “cherished" works carried
authority for the Essenes and even suggests that if they
haq been in power their canon may have besn guite a bit
larger.

Beckwith {1%85: 358-259) mentions that Jubilees,
which he considers an Essene work, numbers the Biblical
books as twenty-two a number which Josephus indicates to
be the kbooks of the Hebrew Bible (also, Ellis 1991: 33, fn
10533 . This cannot be accepted on two grounds: fEirst,
Jubilees likely did not mention twenty-two books, that
assumption comes from uncertain evidence from Syncellus;
second, if Jubilees does mention twenty-two books, it
gives no evidence as to what the twenty-two books are, but
uses I Enoch enough to show that Jubilees would have

included it and there was encugh dispute about Esther at
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that time* that I Enoch could have been in the mind of the

author of Jubilees {gee chapter seven).

Beckwith (1985: 369-360) deals with the problem of
pseudepigraphy. He says there are two serious problems
with the pseudepigraphic nature of the works the Essenes
cherished: first, the works were attributed to "ancient®
inspired writers, which involves the deceitful device of
vaticinia post eventum; second, following R.H. Charles -
if authors of these works had the assurance of being
inspired they should have had the confidence to use their
own names®. Beckwith is correct that this is a tough
issue and the answer that pseudepigraphy is what the genre

allowed is not sufficient in itself to be an answer.

*‘Beckwith 1985: 291-294.

*For this thesis the question is not whether the
author (8} / redactor(s) /composer(s) of I Encch - Book of the
Watchers considered themselves inspired; 1t 1s whether
Jude, who is a canonical writer, considered the works
authoritative.
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Pointing to Daniel as being pseudepigraphic and canonical
might be a good answer, unless one considers Daniel to
have been written by the Babylonian exile of that name‘.
Probably the hest answer would be to point to Deutero -
Tsaiah. TIf Isaiah was written in two or three parts then
some of Isaiah is pseudepigraphic and therefore at least
part of one canonical book is pseudepigraphic. Jubilees
does not c¢laim ancient authorship and The Book of the
Watchers may, disputably, have its source in the
antediluvian patriarch - Enoch; at least that was argued
by one Church Father - Tertullian. Alsc since some 0ld
Testament and New Testament books were pseudepigraphic,
then pseudepigraphy was likely nct a problem for the

authors of the New Testament.

‘Beckwith (1985: 365 -366) also argues ftor Daniel
being a different type of literature than the Essene
pseudepigraphy 1in that it does not Jjust reinterpret
scripture it supplements it . The Book of the Watchers does
not just reinterpret Gem 6-4 it considerably supplementsg
the work to a point that Milik £felt that The Book of the
Watchers was followed by Genesis and not vise versa.
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Both Beckwith (1985: 399) and D. Charles who follows
Beckwith {(1993: 47) mention and oppose J. T. Milik's
solution to the problem of Christian use of
intertestamental pseudepigraphic literature. Milik (1978:
87-102) said that the early Christians accepted the Essene
canon and later the church took over the Pharasaic canon.
Beckwith says that the problem with Milik's proposal is
that The Assumption of Moses - a Pharisaic work - is used
by Jude and later The Epistle of Barnabas uses a purely
Pharisaic halakic work. Beckwith (1985: 399-400) is
probably correct that saying Christians used an Essene
.canont’ and then moved to a Pharisaic¢ canon may be narrow a
view, but he does-in the same section note that
Christianity was likely linked more broadly with prophetic
and apocalyptic movements of the first century which were.

not formal contradictions to the cessation of prophecy

"Note that Beckwith also felt that the Essenes used
the same canon as the Phariseeg 1985: 358-366.
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since they were assigned t¢ ancients who existed before
the possible cessation of prophecy. He also says that
pseudenimity in apocalyptic tradition was normal.
Beckwith's statements fit with this thesis (except that he
saw the canon as a cloged twenty-two book canon for
Essenes, Pharisees, and Christians} for if the Essenes
cherished these apocalypses, there would ke ample room for
Christians, who were adding to the old canon anyway, to
have room for such apocalypse= as suited their new message
and that they deemed authoritative. Their canon did not
need to be either one, or the other. It could be both and
if as Bauckham (1984: 8-9) said - Jude came from an early
apocalyptic branch of Palestinian Christianity then his
cancn could have included works that others, even in
Christian circles, may have avoided

Beckwith (1985: 381) follows Ludwig Blau in noting
that the absence of rabbinic disputes about the apocrypha

and pseudepigrapha is very telling. An argument from
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silence is often precarious, but one would expect to see
some argument about such books 1f they were important. He
says to assume like Tobias Mullen and S.M. Zarb that the
Jews remaved the books after the council of Trent is
difficult to defend because there is no trace of such
gvents in the Rabbinical records. This is a telling fact
about Rabbinical workg, but the book of I Eroch was fought
over by Church Fathers sometimes on its own merits and
sometimes on the merits of Jude's use of it. By the same
reagoning that the rabbis showed that they did not
consider apocrypha and pseudepigrapha canconical by their
lack of interest in it, some in the Church may have
thought them cancnical by the amount of interest they
showed. I Encoch was fought over by the Church bescause
some considered it canonical and some did not {see chapter
eight). The lack of interest by the Tannaitic and Amoraic
rabbis is telling of the Pharisaic view, but the

considerable interest by the patristic literature is
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telling of the struggle over apocalyptic in the church.

If Beckwith is correct that there was a remarkably
unsuspicious attitude by ancients toward pseudonymous
writings and that it was not until the threat of the
gnostics use of pseudonymous writings that caused
Christians to be more critical of this literature; would
it not be safe to think that Jude writing considerably
earlier than the open gnostic threat faced by late second
century fathers would have had less to fear from such
writings and that it was a political/religious factor that
caused the demise of such works. Such was the case
amongst the Pharisees for the Book of Ben Sirach which was
rejected by the rabbis when they were worried about
Christian influence during the Tanaitic period and then
later renewed in the Amoraic.period when the threat

subsided®. The same could be true about the Apostolic and

*Ben Sirach was itself part of the uninspired canon,
but was removed when Rabbi Akiba banned the reading of
extra biblical literature AD 110 - 135 because of the
threat of the NT and works of sectarian Judaism. Later in
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Church Fathers attitude toward I Enoch. They only feared
it with the threat of outside abuse, by groups such as

gnostics whose literature they deemed unworthy.

Earle Ellig

Earle Ellis (19%1: 34; 1978: 156, 225} says that Jude
used I Enoch as a midrash on a canonical book, so Jude &,
14 becomes a midrash on a midrash. Jude then could use
the material from I Enoch as a text without regarding it
eg ipso as scripture (1978: 156); this is correct, but is
really only necessary if we are certain that I Enoch was
not authoritative in itself and the evidence from Jubilees
and Qumran, plus Jude's explicit quetation formula in

verse 14 would suggest that his opinion of the work was

the Amoraic period the ban was relaxed and Ben Sira was
read as uninspired canon again {(Leiman 1976: 135). Di
Lella adds that though the rabbis, the successors of the
Pharisees excluded Ben Sirach in the late first century 2D,
they continued to quote the book - even as sacred scripture
{S8kihan and Di Lella 1987: 20}.
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that it was authoritative. Even if it was an expansion on
Genesis 6: 1-4, The Book of the Watchers goes beyond the
contents of the Genesis passage supplying details that
Genesis does not supply® and Jude useg those details which
are not in Genesis and which Genesis does not imply; they
are from a source beyond Genesis'®. I Enoch, The Becock of

the Watchers is meore than midrash!!., Jude's use of the

Such as the names of the angel who sin ch.6; the size
of the giants and wickedness of the giants ¢h.7; the
teaching people wetallurgy, makeup, casting spells,
astrology ch. 8; fate of the sons of the angels; eternal
secrets in Ch. 9; the binding of the angels under the earth
until the judgement in 10:12. All of these things point to
more than commentary on Genesis 6: 1-4; they point to
ancther source, and as such claim authority beyond the
Genesig account.

*Haggadah, which is discussed in the next paragraph,
can go beyond what scripture says: the Agedah or Binding of
Isaac, goes beyond what Genesis 22 says. In it Isaac
appears as a mature man who knows he is to be a victim and
allows himself to be sacrificed. (for a discussicn of this
haggadah see Hayward 1990: 292-306; P. R. Davies and B.D.
Chilton 19890: 78-82), but I Enoch -The Book Of The Watchers
hae other factors (menticned in the earlier chapters of
this thesis) which point to its authoritative use by Jude.

1 Tt should be noted that midrash in itself does not
imply that either the midrash or the work it refers to are
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portion of The Book of the Watchers that goes beyond
Genesis helps show that he was looking to it for
authoritative advice outside the scope of Genesis and was
therefore using the account in I Encch 1-11 as
authoritative in its own right, not as simply a loan from
an authoritative account. Midrash may or may not be
included in haggadah (Finkelstein 1$72: 16, fn %) so what
ig said about midrash applies to what is said about
haggadah, in part at least.

Beckwith {(1985: 403-5) would argque that Jude & makes
use of haggadah and that the Fathers did not understand
hagaddah which left them with a dilemma. The dilemma
being that they either needed to accept I Enoch as
scripture or reject both I Enoch and Jude, for they did

not know that in haggadah a biblical account could be

non-canonical. 2 Chronicles 13: 22 is a widrash on the
prophet Iddo and 24:27 is a midrash on the book of the
kings (Ellis 1991: %1). Chronicles midrash is considered
canonical.
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expanded and that this expansion could be used to prove a
point without making the expansion authoritative in
itself?*. Charles (1993: 143) adds to what Beckwith says
about Haggadah:

Z. H. Chajes (1952) has shown that
narrative Haggadah does not often intend to
historical and nature. It can be used for the
purpose of exaggeration, persuasion, or
edification. 1In as much as the NT writers were
Jewish-Christians, one might expect that they
reflect from time to time haggadic tendencies,
teaching by means of characters or events that
were proverbial to their respective audiences:

This 15 all the moare true for Jude who writes

*Haggadah can go beyond what scripture says: the
Agedah or Binding of Isaac, goes beyond what Genesis 22
says. In it Isaac appears as a mature man who knows he is
to be a victim and allows himself to be sacrificed. (for a
discussion of this haggadah see Hayward 1$50: 292-306; P.
R. Davies and B.D. Chilton 1980: 78-82)
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for those whose background is Palestinian

Judaism. Once the Christian message has moved

to a broader, increasingly Gentile context, Fhe

understanding of the Jewish exegetical method is
lost.
There are two suggestions by Beckwith and Charles that
need an answer: first, that the Fathers did not understand
haggadah; and second, did Jude use I Enoch - The Book of
the Watchers as Haggadah and if so did that mean that the
story used was not considered by‘him to be credible?

What Beckwith says could very well be true that
some of the Apostolic and Church Fathers did not
understand, or accept haggadah, as may be the case for the
Antiochians (Kamesar 19%84: 54, 56?). It is not true in
the cases of Origen, and Jerome, who though sometimes

criticising haggadah, appear to have both understood and

BKamesar even here does not say that the Antiochians
did not understand rabbinic Haggadah, just that they did
not appreciate or accept it.
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at times accepted and used it.

Kamesar {1994: 68-69) makes two important points:
first, while there were varying attitudes as to the nature
and validity of narrative haggada it can hardly be said
that either the Antiochan school or the Alexandrian-
Palestinian group of Church Fathers had a superficial
knowledge of it; second, the Alexandrian-Palestinian
group of which Jerome, Origen, in particular were a part
had a much more accommodating attitude toward haggada,
which was in no way naive. Kamesar (19%4)} backs his
thesis up with a fairly detailed study of the use of
Haggadah in the Greek and Latin Patristic literature.
hmongst his examples he cites Origen's commentary on
Matthew 21: 23-7; here Jesus is approached by the chief
priests, who ask, "By what authority are you doing these
things, and who gave you this authority.” Origen says that
they are not asking\Jesus whether he was from God, but

that they knew of a hierarchy of spiritual powers and were
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asking Jesus a sincere question about the powers on which
he was relying. "Théy gained this knowledge from eiie €K
napadddeay eite ka1 EmParrdvies €ite kal e€ anoxpigay.  {(From
doctrine and reflection and apocrypha) Origen does not
imply that any of these are illegitimate. Kamegar (1994:
58-59) says, "it is probable that in the wiew of Origen
the priests will have conjectured about spiritual powers
on the basis of scripture rather than in a purely
theoretical or philosophical manner. Whatever we think of
Origens interpretive method in this instance; it can be
acknowledged that he was aware of and understood the
Jewish wiew of haggadah.

Jerome alsc uses haggadah. Kamesar (1994: 65) says
that Jerome probably transmits more narrative haggadic
material than all the others Fathers combined; and that
Jerome refers to haggadah with the formula tradunmt ...
Hebraei and then later refers to it as conjecture. There

was a recognized distinction between legitimate historical
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tradition and conjecture. Whether the Fathers accepted
haggadah or not they appear or at least some who were
arguing the validity of Encoch and Jude were aware of what
Narrative Haggadah and other forms of haggadah were. If
it was merely a case of some Fathers not understanding
haggadah you might expect Jerome or pthers to mention the
error some were making in their rejection of Jude.

The other argument is if Jude did consider I Enoch as
haggadah and whether he would have considered it
unauthoritative if he thought it to be haggadah. That T
Enoch wag strictly speaking haggadah i1is not certain. It
is not specifically called such though authors do
acknowledge that it is a rewritten and expanded version of
the biblical accounts (Nickelsburg 1984a: 89, 130}; this,
however, may be irrelevant since Jude uses v. & 1in an
authoritative manner in the midst of a series of 0ld
Testamenﬁ illustrations on judgement. Jude alsc uses an

introductory formula and puts a fair bit of emphasis on
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the words of the prophet Enoch in v. 14; so the haggadah
argument really dces not lessen the authoritative manner
in which Jude used I Enoch.

Richard Bauckham mentions Jude's use of haggadah, but
says this of verses 5-7, and 11. He does not mention Jude
14 specifically. Bauckham's {1990: 226-230) main point
about I Enoch is that it is the central argument used by
Jude and Bauckham who accepts Beckwith's conclusions on
the state of the cancen concludes that Jude must have seen
I Encch as inspired, but not cancnical. Our disagreement
with Bauckham is that the canon was not set by New
Testament times and that Bauckham is being somewhat
anachronistic! because the concept of canon versus
inspiration would not have been an issue in Jude’s time.

The use Jude makes of I Enoch shows it to be part of an

¥4It should be mentioned that Bauckham (1950: 231} says
*What kind of authority it [Enoch] had by comparison with
the canon we cannot tell nor need he [Jude] have done.” so
Bauckham does understand the issue, but the conclusion here
can appear anachronistic.
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authoritative work for himself and his audience and

therefore it would be part of his cancn.

Sg,;mmar;g

The above authors have carefully worked on the issue
of Jude's view of I Enoch, so as to leave the book as
useful, even cherished by Jude but not part of the canon.
Beckwith argued that there was a problem with the "deceit®
factor with pseudepigraphic literature that specifically
was ascribed to patriarchs from before the time of
cessation of prophegy, but then notes that pseudepigraphy
was a normal, accepted literary genre in the first
century., He says that the Essene canén was closed before
the first century, but says that the Essenes cherished
apocalypses and that though they were not put feorward as
public canon they were kept for the inner circles and were

considered the works of ancients. He notes that if the
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Essenes had been the party of power they may have put
forth a larger canon and that apocalyptic was not canon
except in the gmallest circles. This shows that it was at
least possible and likely probable that the Qumran Essenes
did have a larger cancn than the Phariseeg, but no power
to put it forward.

Beckwith gays that Christians did not at first accept
an Essene canon and later turn to a Pharisaic canon, but
allows that ﬁhere were a number of apocalypses around in
the first century, both Essene and Pharisaic and that New
Testament authors had access to, so the conclusion to this
is that first century Christians did use apocalyptic works
and the example of this would be Jude's use of The Book of
the Watchers,

Beckwith and D, Charles argue that Jude used I FEnoch
as hagaddah and that the patristic writers struggled with
this because they did not understand the story nature of

haggadah but Kamesar showed that Jerome and Crigen and
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other Alexandrian-Palestinian Fathers understood the use
of haggadah. The Fathers struggled with Jude's use of I
Enoch because they recognized the authoritative way he was
using the material from The Book of the Watchers.

Charles argued that I Enoch was used as Myth,
suggesting that it was an untrue account and was,
therefore, not to be considered on the level with
canonical material. Though we still feel that Jude
considered the account in The Book of the Watchers to be
accurate history; we alsc think the question of the
accuracy of The Book of the Watchers is not really an
issue for canonicity. Genesis 1 is poetic, and it is
uncertain how accurate historically the events are, but it
is canonical.

Bauckham sees the value of I Enoch to Jude and his
argument, but accepts that there was an established canan
which I Enoch was not part of. In Bauckham's case there

are two points to make: first, we do not think that the
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canon was established for all Jewish sects in the first
century AD; second, it is really a matter of semantics,
since Bauckham recognizes the authority of I Enoch for
Jude we would argue that if the book was authoritative for
Jude then it was part of his canon.

Jude did treat I Enoch -The Book of the Watchers with
a great deal of respect. He placed alongside other 01d
Testament canonical works to stand as an equal and he
quoted it with ﬁore vigour then the other 0ld Testament
works. His attitude toward the book suggests that for him
the book was canonical. The struggles the later Apostolic
and Church Fathers had with the book of I Enoch suggests
that they felt also that Jude saw the book as canonical.
Whatever canon and inspiration mean for modern audiences

they need to see that for Jude I Enoch - The Book of the

Watchers held authority.
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Conclusion

The purpose of this thesis has been to show that the
letter of Jude did use I Enoch-The Book Of The Watchers
as authoritative literature, or to put it more clearly,
that Jude used I Enoch-The Book Of The Watchers as part
of his canon. To argue our thesis we first gave a general
introduction to the book of I Enoch showing that I Enoch
is a pentateuch and that the five sections were written
by different author/redactors at substantially different
times. The section that we concentrated on - The Book Of
The Watchers - was written in the third century BC.

We then outlined the four different views of Jude’s
use of I Enoch: 1) Jude was not using I Enoch, but was
quoting from earlier Jewish oral tradition; 2) Jude was
guoting I Enoch, but did not consider it inspired
scripture only that Jude’s audience saw I Enoch as

inspired and Jude was thus using I Enoch to appeal to his
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audience and possibly to contradict his opponents; 3}
Jude considered I Enoch inspired but not as cancnical;
and 4) That Jude saw I Enoch as canonical, scripture.

This thesis agrees with view four, that Jude saw T
Enoch as scripture. The purpose of the thesis i= to
systematically support that view. To do this we do six
things. 1) We show that Jude can with some measure of
accuracy, though not with certainty, be placed in the
second to third quarter of the first century AD. This is
important because the canon of the 0ld Testament was in
more flux in the first century AD then in the later
centuries; 2) We show that the canon of the 0ld Testament
was (in circles beyond the Jewish sect of the Pharisees)
in flux in the first century AD.

Having showed that there was room for New Testament
authers to use books other than the twenty-two/twenty-
four book canon held by the Pharisees we show that 3}

Jude’s quotation formula in verse 14, 15 followed some
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established standards for the quotation of canonical
literature; we then show 4) that the writer of Jubilees
and the Qumran community before Jude saw I Enoch as
canonical. Having set a precedent for Jude’s use of I
Enoch we show 5) that Christian, even Biblical writers
followed the same and used I Enoch in an authoritative
manner. We also show that later Apostolic and Church
Fathers sometimes accepted I Enoch because of Jude’s use
of it and some Fathers rejected Jude’s letter because of
his use of I Enoch, thus showing that those closer Jude’s
time believed him to have used I Enoch as canonical
literature. After this we 6) deal with specific arguments
against Jude’'s use of I Enoch as scripture.

To review this again we can see that The Book of the
Watchers was used as authoritative literature in the book
of Jubilees. The Qumran community used both Jubilees and

I Enoch - The Book of the Watchers, and other parts of I
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Enoch as authoritative, so at least for some segments of
Judaism in the first century BC and the first century AD
The Book of the Watchers was considered authoritative
literature. This gives precedent for Jude to use The
Book of the Watchers as authoritative literature also.

In the first century AD there was a knowledge by
Jews and Christians of a three part canon. The Torah and
the Prophets were established before the first century
AD; the evidence of this was that both were read and used
in the synagogue. The third part of the canon known as
the hagiographa was known by the first century AD, but
there is no specific evidence outside of Josephus - a
self proclaimed Pharisee - as to the extent of the third
part of the canon. Most of the evidence for a twenty-two
(twenty-four) book canon comes from post first century AD
rabbinic writings and since the Pharisees became the
party of power after AD seventy these writings all

represent a Pharisaic point of view.
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The New Testament gives only scant evidence of a
three part canon. Luke 24: 44 refers to the Law,
Prophets and Psalms, but though possible it cannot be
shown conclusively that "Psalms" refers to the entire
Hagiographa and even if it does, the extent of the
Hagiographa is not given. Several accepted 01d
Testament books from the hagiographa - Ruth, Esther and
the Song of Solomon - are not mentioned in the New
Testament, so there is evidence of the hagiographa in the
New Testament, but there is doubt as to the extent of
that section of the 0ld Testament - at least for parties
other than Pharisees this is the case.

If the New Testament does not give conclusive
evidence for the boundaries of the hagiographa and if
three books later acknowledged to be part of the
hagiographa are missing from New Testament quotes and
allusions, then there may be room for other books to be

considered canonical by New Testament writers.
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Though Ruth, Esther and the Song of Soclomon are not
mentioned in the New Testament, I Enoch - the Book of
the Watchers - is mentioned several times, by more than
one author, and in an authoritative manner. 2 Peter 2:4
alludes to The Book of the Watchers' story about the fall
of the angels in conjunction with two 0ld Testament
allusions - the story of Noah, and the story of Sodom and
Gomorrah - and the three allusions are sandwiched in
warnings about the importance and inspiration of the
words of 0l1d Testament prophets.

Jude also used The Book of the Watchers story about
the fall of the angels in conjunction with 0ld Testament
allusions and then uses a quote from I Enoch 1:9 as his
only formal quotation. The formal quote from I Enoch 1:9
is preceded by a formal introduction which attributed the
quote to Enoch the seventh in the line of Adam. The
introduction formula says that Enoch "prophesied saying".

The word "prophesied" as part of a formal quote formula
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is used by both the gospel of Matthew and Mark to
introduce a prophetic word by the prophet Isaiah.
Matthew, Mark, and Jude also use the word "saying" as
part of the formula, which Metzger (1951) and Warfield
(1982) acknowledge to be a legitimate word to replace "it
is written" in an introductory formula for a quote from
authoritative literature. Jude, then, both alludes to I

Enoch - The Book of the Watchers - and formally quoted I

Encch - The Book of the Watchers.

Some Apostolic and Church Fathers acknowledge that
Jude used I Enoch - The Bocok of the Watchers - as
authoritative literature. Scme Fathers used I Enoch on
its own merits. Some Fathers use I Enoch because Jude
used it and some reject Jude, likely because his of use
of I Enoch. Justin Martyr, the Epistle of Barnabas,
Clement of Alexandria, and Didymus (the Blind) of
Alexandria all accept I Enoch -The Beook of the Watchers -

as scripture and Didymus argues for its canonicity
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against those who doubted it. Origen uses I Enoch, but
expresses some doubt as to its inspiraticn. Eusebius
mentions that there was some doubt about I Enoch. Jerome
did not consider I Enoch as inspired and did not consider
Jude canonical because of his use of I Enoch. Tertullian
accepts I Enoch amongst other reasons because of Jude's
uge of it. The works of the Apostolic and Church Fathers
show that they felt that Jude considered I Encch to be
canonical.

Beckwith (1985} who argues that Jude could not have
considered I Enoch - The Book of the Watchers - to be
canonical because of its pseudepigraphic nature admits
that pseudepigraphy was an accepted part of the literary
genre known as Apocalyptic. When it is argued that the
aspect of pseudepigraphy that appears deceitful is the
attribution of works to authors from before the time of
the cessation of prophecy - Ezra's time - it is admitted

that some such worke as I Enoch were "cherished” by the
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Qumran Essenes.,

Though authors try to place the Qumran Essene canon
at twenty-two books they admit that these same people
highly respected Jubilees and I Enoch. Beckwith goes as
far as to say that if the Essenes had come to power they
may have had a larger canon than the twenty-two books of
the Pharisaic canon. BReckwith (1985) and D. Charles
{1991) while rejecting Jude's use of I Enoch - The hook
of the Watchers - as canon do mention that apocalyptic-
pseudepigraphic works were available in the first century
and were utilized by authors. Thus Beckwith and D.
Charles do leave rcoom for Qumran and Jude to have seen I
Enoch as canon.

The argument that I Enoch - The Book of the Watchers
- was used by Jude as haggadah and therefore was not
considered authoritative struggles with Jude's obvious
high respect for the book, his formal guotation from the

book and his aligning of the book with Old Testament
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allusions.

The argument that the Apostolic and Church Fathers
struggled with the canonicity of Jude because they did
not understand haggadah and therefore mistakenly thought
that Jude used I Enoch as canon when he did not, falls
apart with Kasemar's (1994) study of the patristic use of
haggadah. Kasemar shows that the Antiochian Fathers
rejected much of haggadah as false, but the Palestinian-
Alexandrian Fathers such as Jerome and Origen sometimes
accepted and even used haggadah. What Kasemar proved for
the purpose of this thesis is that the Fathers may not
have liked haggadah, but they did understand it. Jerome
who understood and sometimes used haggadah wanted to
reject Jude on the basis of Jude's use of I Enoch. The
Apostolic and Church Fathers, therefore believed that
Jude used I Enoch as canon and this was not from a
mistaken understanding of haggadah.

Jude used the story of the fall of the angels and
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the quote from I Enoch 1:9 as authoritative scripture.

He followed a canonical tradition which has also been
seen at Qumran. Though we believe that Jude treated T
Enoch - the Book of the Watchers - ag actual history,
this is net important. What is important is that however
he saw the story from The Book of the Watchers; he
treated the story as authoritative and if we consider
that works authoritative for a community were canonical
for that community, then we need to acknbwledge that Jude
saw I Enoch ~ The Bocok of the Watchers - as cancnical

scripture.
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