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Summary
- Writing Jude: The Reader, the Text, and the Author

Ruth Anne Reese

This thesis is about the application of modern literary criticism to the
epistle of Jude. One of the major questions it asks is “What happens to a
text Jude) when a reader reads it using one of these literary theories?” Or
to put it a different way, “What does this way of reading emphasise which
may have been neglected, ignored, or treated as irrelevant by other forms
of reading?” The answers to these questions have been constructed
around three loci: the reader, the text, and the author. Within the
chapters constructed around those foci, the issues of power and desire,
knowledge and language are brought to the forefront by the methods used
for reading Jude. These methods include ideas drawn from reader
response criticism, feminism, psychoanalysis, intertextuality, the study of
tropes, structuralism, and post-structuralism. These methods and the
ideas which they highlight are drawn together to comment on the
relationship between the reader, the text, and the author and to accent
their access (or lack of it) to desire, power, knowledge, and language. The
epistle of Jude becomes an epistle that is about power and desire just as
much as it is an epistle about “false teachers” and about a community of
people known by the name Beloved.



Contents

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
1. IN ORDER TO BEGIN

2. THE READER
Who’s who
Who's who in Reading: The Ancestors
Who's who in Reading: The Critics
Iser’s Implied Reader
Narratology’s Reader
Psychology’s Reader
Fish’s Informed Reader
Reading: It Used to be so Simple
A Reader Reading Jude
A Short Index of Reading Difficulties
3. THE TEXT
A Reader’s Playground
Making up the Rules
What Happens and Who Does It?
Analysis Terminable and Interminable
Psychoanalytic Method: More Rules for the Playground
The Law of the Father: Freud Writes the Rules
Psychoanalysis in Literature
The Law Re-interpreted: Lacan Re-writes the Rules
Metonymy in a Psychoanalytic Interpretation of Jude
Metaphor in a Psychoanalytic Interpretation of Jude
Must I tell you Again? Repetition in the epistle of Jude
The Playground Game Demonstrated with Metaphor
4. THE AUTHOR
The Missing Partner in a ménage a trots
Ascertaining the Time of Death
Dead or Buried Alive?
Attending a Funeral for the Living
Reflections of the Coroners’ Clerk
One Author Awaits Dissection
The Author's Return to Power

Another Author in the Waiting Room
5. AT THE END

6. WORKS CONSULTED

125

159

Q0

11
11
12
14
20

50
74
74
76
83
85
90
97
106
110

126
132
140
141
144
155
158

163



Acknowledgements '

My work in Sheffield was made possible by my parents who gave of

themselves to enable me to begin my Master’s work at the University
of Sheffield. This Ph.D. thesis only appears because of the generous

three year funding of the Humanities Research Institute (HRI) at the
University of Sheffield, and it was furthered by the inter-departmental
camaraderie in the HRI office; nor could it have been completed
without the helpful comments and criticisms of many friends in the
biblical studies department. E. Sue Campbell Samuel encouraged me to
press the limits and have fun. Mark Love kept saying “we just need to
get it done” (only one of a number of good insights), and Jeff Reed told
me to “be convincing”. These insights were all given while writing
joint papers with the above colleagues. And so, it remains for me to
thank the almost infamous coffee crowd (see other theses by M. Love
and Y. Sherwood). Thanks Mark, Noel, Yvonne, and Gill for your
ongoing commitment to sanity through laughter.



In Order to Begin

In the beginning ...Genesis 1:1 and John 1:1

There is always a beginning before the beginning and an end after
the end. As Stanley Fish says, “In Aristotelian terms, everything is
middle, even where there are...all the formal signs of a beginning and
an end”.! And yet, readers, this must begin somewhere. It must, like a
person timidly feeling the water of the North Sea with a toe, make a
start. And it is a start in two directions at once, for it is a plunge into
the textual sea, and it is the creation of a thesis. But while this thesis
may have “all the formal signs of a beginning and an end”, including a
cover and binding, the place where the readers may test the textual
waters with their interpretive toes is of their own choosing. The thesis
is constructed of three main chapters. One is about the reader, one
about the text, and another about the author. They can be read
separately and/or in the order of the readers’ choosing. But in another
way, every chapter is about each of the subjects — the reader, the text,
and the author; these items of discussion intermingle and inform each
other.

Not only do the chapters and their topics intermingle, but so also
do the ideas and methods and critical theories from which the chapters
are composed and by which they are influenced. This thesis seeks to
look at the text of Jude from a number of literary perspectives. In an
effort to avoid a centred subject in which the author declares (and
defines) the meaning of the text, or in which the text controls the reader
in an effort to determine meaning, or in which the reader ignores any
type of limitation by the text or the author or by her? own context, this
thesis interacts with a variety of literary models developed for reading,
structuring, understanding, and interpreting texts. As part of the.
process of decentering each of, what have been seen as, the three key

1Stanley Fish. Is There a Text in This Class. London: Harvard UP, 1980, p. 193.

21t should be noted from the beginning that I plan to refer to the reader as she or her,
the author as he or him, and the text as it. This is partly for the sake of clarity but also
due to.the fact that I, this reader/author am a woman, and that the position of
“author” (whether ancient or modern) has generally been held by more men then
women. However, although I use this terminology myself, I do not change other.
people’s words to fit it. Thus, there are other usages within the thesis. This is
especially true in the section dealing with Michel Foucault since he makes extensive
use of the word “man” to refer to everyone.



players (author, text, and reader) the thesis shifts in focus between the
reader, the author, and the text. But despite this attempt to decentre
the key players, one might still decide that the power goes to the
reader by the end of the thesis, but that is your decision.

It is with this in mind that this thesis proceeds to explain and use
ideas from structuralism, narratology, post-structuralism, reader
response criticism, feminism, intertextuality, psychoanalysis, and the
study of literary tropes. I try to explain each of these theories where
they arise in the context of the discussion that is revolving around the
reader, the text, and the author. The thesis does not claim to be a
critical examination of any one and/ or all of these theories; rather it is
the goal of this thesis to give an explanation of each type of criticism
(with some general notes as to what the theories do and do not do) and.
then to find out what happens when a reader (me) reads a text Jude)
using that type of criticism. It is the use of the theory and its relevance
to reading and interpreting Jude which has been of the most
importance. One of the leading questions in the research and writing
of this thesis has been “Does reading Jude using this method tell us
anything about Jude which we did not know before?” or “Does this
method highlight an issue or discussion which was unnoticed or
considered unimportant or irrelevant in the past?” And in general, it
seems that ideas which arise out of readings informed by these various
types of criticism and in answer to these questions relate new or
different information than that received through the traditional forms
of commentary, article, and monograph, and that new information can
be most conveniently pinpointed in the ideas surrounding the reader,
the text, and the author.

In general, commentators have written about Jude as an epistle
which explicates the danger of false teachers and the need of the
Christian community to fight against them.3 They have also used
multiple reading strategies, although it is a rare occasion when a"

3 For some examples see Barnett, James, Peter, John, Jude, Revelation. vol. 12, The
Interpreters Bible. New York: Abingdon Press, 1957, p. 319; Bauckham, Jude, 2 Peter.
Word Biblical Commentary, vol. 50. Waco, Texas: Word Books Publisher, 1983, pp.
40-41; Calvin, Commentaries on the Catholic Epistles. Ed and Trans. John Owen.
Edinburgh: Calvin Translation Society, 1855, p. 427; Kelly, A Commentary on the
Epistles of Peter and of Jude. London: Adam and Charles Black, 1969, p. 228; Leaney, A.
R. C. The Letters of Peter and Jude: A Commentary on the First Letter of Peter, A Letter of
Jude and the Second Letter of Peter. Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1967, p. 82; Reicke, The
Epistles of James, Peter, and Jude. Garden City: Doubleday, 1964, p. 192, Wand, The
General Epistles of St. Peter and St. Jude. London: Metheun and Co. Itd. 1934, p. 191.



commentator actually explains the reading strategy which he has
employed. Jerome Neyrey’s sociological commentary in the Anchor
Bible series is an exception to this. He begins his commentary with an
introductory section explaining the method and thinking behind a
sociological reading.4 Like many commentators he makes use of
multiple tools and reading strategies, but unlike others he comments
on the tools of the interpretive trade. Traditionally, these items of the
trade include training in languages, history (i.e. historical settings), and
exegesis. But recently, readers are adding new equipment to their
reading strategies, and these include sociology as well as the newer
forms of literary criticism. Despite the new provisions, many articles
continue to focus on single themes of either language or exegesis.®> In
short, despite the brevity or length with which various authors have
written on the short epistle of Jude, they have generally used an
eclecticism of approaches even if it goes unrecognised, but this
eclecticism has been used to determine and show a particular point
about the epistle. In contrast, I bring a number of types of reading
strategies to the book in the hope that there will be a plethora of
meaning to be made and discovered in the text. I am not interested in
discovering the meaning of the text. Instead, I want to see the text
expand its meaning potential as it interacts (through me) with other
texts in the textual sea.

One might think that it would only be fair to write a few words
about the reader/author here at the beginning of the text, but it is not
necessary in order to begin; so, that has been reserved for the
conclusion. The views in this thesis about readers and authors are
built up and created through reading, writing, thinking, and
interacting with texts, This thesis does work with a particular reader in
mind, but who that is can be left for discovery at the end. Then again,
the reader can always choose to dip her toes in at the end in order to

4 Jerome H. Neyrey. 2 Peter, Jude. The Anchor Bible. New York: Doubleday, 1993,
p. 1-9.

g For articles that focus on the language of the epistle see N. H. Boobyer. “The Verbs-
in Jude 11.” New Testament Studies. 5(1, 1958) 45-7; Marchant A. King. “Notes on the
Bodmer Manuscript.” Bibliotheca Sacra. 121(1964) 54-57; C. D. Osburn. “The Text of
Jude 5.” Biblica. 62 (1981) 107-115; W. Whallon. “Should we Keep, Omit, or Alter the
ol in Jude 12?” New Testament Studies. 34 (1988) 156-59. For articles on more
exegetical themes see A. M. Buono. “A Golden Letter.” Homiletic and Pastoral Review.
89 (2, 1988) 59-62; 1. H. Eybers. “Aspects of the Background of the Letter of Jude.”
Neotestamentica. 9 (1975) 113-23; W. J. Hassold. “Keep Yourselves in the Love of God:
An Interpretation of Jude 20-21."” Concordia Theological Monthly. 23 (1952) 884-94.



begin.

I have put forward these few short words in order to give us,
readers, a place from which to begin - some kind of association before
we go our separate ways along the beach and dabble our toes in the
waters. But then, we are not so free as we might like to be, for a viva
constrains us (and so many other traditions besides — known and
unknown); but, enough of that for now — our ideologies will return to
haunt us before the end, I'm sure. Now it is time to see what
interpretations of Jude might be forthcoming in light of the various
types of criticism utilised in this thesis. We can proceed together to
read and write the chapters which follow.



The Reader: Who’s who?

In the analysis of a reading experience, when does one
come to the point? The answer is never, or no sooner
than the pressure to do so becomes wunbearable
(psychologically). Coming to the point is the goal of a
criticism that believes in content, in extractable meaning,
in the utterance as a repository. Coming to the point
fulfils a need that most literature deliberately
 frustrates...the need to simplify and close.

Stanley Fish

Who is “the reader”? That is a question that has been addressed by
what now amounts to a large collection of books on the topic, and the
answer depends on what is meant by those two words “the reader”. Do '
those words refer to the real persbn or persons to whom the text was
originally addressed or does it refer to a construct written into the text
(an ideal or implied reader) or does it refer to the actual, real person
reading the text now? All of these meanings have been accepted and
used by scholars and critics alike.l So, does “the reader” refer to all of

these? It can. But a clarification of the term and the theories that
accompany it will be useful for this thesis. The focus of reader response
criticism is, as the name implies, upon the reader and what the reader
does. OIld theories of reading explained the reader as a passive
information gatherer. Elizabeth Freund defines the older
understanding by saying that |

a traditional, rigidly hierarchical, view of the text-reader
relationship [enshrines t]he poem itself...as the prime
mover...Subject to its dominion is the disinterested critic

1 Some excellent studies of ancient readers have been recently produced in the field of
biblical studies. This includes John Darr’s On Character Building: The Reader and the

Rhetoric of Characterization in Luke-Acts. Louisville, Kentucky: Westminster/John

Knox Press, 1992; Elizabeth Schiissler Fiorenza’s But She Said. Boston: Beacon Press,

1992; which (among other things) posits groups of ancient readers for the gospels. At

the same time feminists and some reader response critics have demonstrated the role of
the real reader. This has been demonstrated by people such as Sara Mills in Feminist

Readings/Feminists Reading. New York: Harvester Wheatsheaf, 1989; and Stanley

Fish in Is There a Text in This Class? Equally, theorists such as Umberto Eco in The

Role of the Reader. Bloomington: Indiana UFP,1979; Wolfgang Iser in The Act of
Reading: A Theory of Aesthetic Response. London: The John Hopkins University Press,
1978; and Seymour Chatman in Story and Discourse. London: Cornell University Press,

1978; have demonstrated the use of the reader as a textual construct. |



who...mediat[es] the textual properties....Last comes the lowly
reader who benefits passively from the critic’s work. Since
response...is not a property of the reader at all but something
inscribed in and controlled by ‘the poem itself’, the reader
need only be taken for granted. Taken for granted, readers
and reading become invisible.2

On the other hand, modern theories of reading not only make the
reader visible but also give her much more power and control. The
reader is an active participant in the creation of a text. Hélene Cixous
in her book Coming to Writing asserts the need for an active reader
when she says, “I [the author] gather words to make a great straw-
yellow fire, but if you [the reader] don’t put in your own flame, my fire
won't take, my words won’t burst into pale yellow sparks. My words
will remain dead words”.3 The text without a reader is a dead text.
Reading is the act of creating meaning for a text in order to make a text
live. Reading is “writing the ten thousand pages of every page,
bringing them to light...”.# The reader actively creates meaning/s for
the signs on a page. It is this process of making meaning for a text
which defines the active reader. So, “Who is the reader?” The reader
is the place, the location, in which the text is formed. The text exists in
the reader and along with the text are all the constructs of the text.
Ideal readers, ancient readers, a real author, or an implied author —
these are all constructs formed in the mind of the reader. This chapter
will describe and evaluate two of the main answers surrounding the
question “who is the reader?” and then it will attempt to address the
question, how do readers read? The praxis section of the chapter will
look both at who the reader is and how she reads the epistle of Jude
followed by some analysis of the difficulties one may unexpectedly
encounter upon reading the epistle of Jude.

Who's who in reading: The ancestors

The discussion of original readers is not a new issue in the biblical
studies discipline, and indeed most of the commentaries which I have
read on the epistle of Jude (and many I have read on other books as

2 Elizabeth Freund. The Return of the Reader: Reader-Response Criticism. London:
Metheun, 1987, p. 4. |

3 Hélene Cixous.Coming to Writing and Other Essays. Ed. Deborah Jenson. Trans.
Sarah Cornell, Deborah Jenson, Ann Liddle, Susan Sellers. Cambridge, MA: Harvard
UP, 1991, p. 107.

4 ibid., p. 24
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well) posit a group of readers addressed by the author. One of four
different identities is usually posited for the original readers of Jude by
commentators on the epistle; however, as Bauckham notes, all
attempts to determine the original destination and readership of the
letter are largely guesswork.5 One destination that is often pointed to is
Palestine. This is suggested in light of the authorship of the epistle by
Jude a brother of James. It is usually assumed that Jude is one of Jesus'
half brothers and thus, that he is a Palestinian Jew and will write to a
church in the area with which he is familiar.6 A second view has
suggested that the letter was sent to Antioch in Syria.” A third view
suggests that the epistle of Jude was written for Jewish Christians since
it has so many references to Jewish literature® This view is supported
by Walter Grundmann in his commentary, but he puts a little twist on
the proposal by suggesting that the letter was written to a community
consisting of both Jewish and Gentile Christians. The Gentiles were led
astray by the false teachers and the letter was written to the strong
Jewish Christians who were struggling for the faith.” Others suggest
that the epistle was written for Gentiles because of the argument
against antinomianism. Bauckham proposes an effective mixing of
these last two proposals by suggesting that the epistle was written for
Jewish Christians who were residing in a predominantly Gentile

society.10 A fifth reader (suggested by more devotional commentaries)
is “all Christians”.11 Yef, when all the proposals by different

S Richard J. Bauckham. p. 16.

6 See for example J. W, C. Wand.p. 193, as well as Montague James. The Second General

Epistle of Peter and the General Epistle of Jude. Cambridge University Press, 1912, p.

xxxviii (although James notes that there is no reason to confine one’s self to Palestine

and would also be happy with its readers being in Syrian Antioch) and Albert Barnett.
. 318.

g Charles Bigg. A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Epistles of St. Peter and

- St. Jude. International Critical Commentary. Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1901, p. 321 who

derives his argument from Chase in Hasting’s Bible Dictionary.

8 Bo Reicke. p. 191; Simon Kistemaker. Pefer and Jude. Welwyn, Hertfordshire:

Evangelical Press, 1987, p. 359. |

9 Walter Grundmann. Der Brief des Judas und der xweite Brief des Petrus. Berlin:

Evangelische Verlagsanstalt, 1974. He writes, “Nehmen wir alle diese Ziige

zusammen, so ergibt sich: Gemeinden zwischen Jerusalem und Antiochia mit starker

Judenchristenschaft sind die Empfinger dieses Sendschreibens”™ (p. 20).

101983, p. 16. |

11 Alfred Plummer. The General Epistles of St. James and St. Jude. The Expositors

Bible. London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1891, p. 378. This reader is arrived at by

understanding the words “the saints” as a reference to Christians. John Calvin. p. 429;

Norman Hillyer. New International Biblical Commentary: 1 and 2 Peter, Jude. Ed. W.

Ward Gasque. Peabody, Massachusetts: Hendrickson Publishers, 1992, p. 238,
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commentators are added up, there is no certainty about who the 1
original readers were to whom this epistle may have been addressed.
E. M. Sidebottom puts it well when he says,

The Epistle of Jude is a hortatory tract addressed to a Christian
community or communities in some area which was in
danger from subversive teaching and from subversive
elements which had infiltrated into their own membership.
The description of these elements is so vague as to make it

difficult to tell whether a specific community is in view or
not.12

Even if one could ascertain who the real, original readers of this
epistle were, it would still be quite impossible to enter into their minds.
This is both the delight and despair of books such as John Darr's On
Character Building: The Reader and the Rhetoric of Characterization in
Luke-Acts. John Darr has produced a major work that constructs
through detailed research a very useful and believable reader for the
Luke-Acts corpus (one who may even help the interpreter create new
meaning for the work), but at the same time it must be recognised that
Darr’s reader is a useful construct — a creation — and not the real,
original reader. This critique applies to the constructions of
commentators as well. In the case of the epistle of Jude the search for
the original readers has been hampered by the lack of available
information, but even if real, original readers were to be found, they
would be constructs of the commentator rather than real people into
whose minds and responses one could enter.

Who's who in reading: The critics

However, constructed readers are not only made by biblical
commentators. They are also made by reader response theorists. And
unlike the proposals of biblical commentators who offer concrete

suggestions as to the type and place of the constructed reader, the
theorists offer abstractions about what a constructed reader should look
like. And, it seems that theorists have christened the reader with their

own unique name. Thus, under the constructed reader we have the

12E. M. Sidebottom. James, Jude, and 2 Peter. London: Thomas Nelson and Sons, 1967, p.
70.
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following proposals: “...the implied reader (Booth, Iser), the model
reader (Eco), the super-reader (Riffaterre)...the narratee (Prince), the

ideal reader (Culler)...the actual reader (Jauss), the informed reader or
the interpretative community (Fish)”.13 But even attempts to recover
the readings of a “real” reader rely upon construction. The chapter on
Reader-Response criticism written by The Bible and Culture Collective
in The Postmodern Bible gives a taxonomy of readers who have been
proposed within the range of reader-response criticism. This mapping
includes the psychological or subjective model supported by the
research of Norman Holland and David Bleich; the interactive or
phenomenological model favoured by Wolfgang Iser and the early
work of Stanley Fish; and the social or structural model put forward by
critics such as Jonathan Culler, Gerald Prince, Seymour Chatman, and
the later work of Stanley Fish.14 These constructs vary from each
other, and some of them should be examined more fully before
turning to the reading of Jude which follows.

Iser’'s implied reader

Wolfgang Iser begins by dividing readers into two categories. The
first is the real reader and the second is the hypothetical reader.l> The
second category has been further divided into the ideal reader and the
contemporary reader. First, Iser speaks of the real reader. By this
terminology he refers to the original reader or the reader in history.16
But, one needs documents which reflect the real reader’s reaction to the
works themselves; and, as Iser says, these documents become more
sparse the further back in history one goes. But, when such documents
are available, then the real reader can be reconstructed for the purpose
of attempting to discover historical reactions to a text in light of the
community and time in which those reactions took place. He notes
‘that when documents become unavailable then reconstructions are
often attempted from the work itself. But “[t]he problem here is
whether such a reconstruction corresponds to the real reader of the
time or simply represents the role which the author intended the

13 Elizabeth Freund, p. 7. |

14 The Bible and Culture Collective. The Postmodern Bible. New Haven: Yale UP,
1995, pp. 26-27.

15 The Act of Reading, p. 27.

16 Ibid., p. 28.
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reader to assume”.17 Thus, Iser posits three kinds of “real” readers: one
who might be known through historical documents, one who might be
constructed from sociological and historical study, and one who might
be constructed from the text itself. Yet while Iser recognises that these
readers may be a valuable part of interpretation, it is not where his own
interest lies.

He turns to the hypothetical category and problematises both the ideal
and the contemporary reader by saying, “The first of these cannot be
said to exist objectively, while the second, though undoubtedly there, is
difficult to mould to the form of a generalisation”.18 He turns to what
he will call the implied reader, and he imparts to that reader this
foundation:

He [the implied reader] embodies all those predispositions
necessary for a literary work to exercise its effect —
predispositions laid down, not by an empirical outside reality,
but by the text itself. Consequently, the implied reader as a
concept has his roots firmly planted in the structure of the

text; he is a construct and in no way to be identified with any
real reader.1®

‘But while the implied reader is not to be identified with any real
reader, the real reader is “offered a particular role to play” and that is
the opportunity to participate in the textual structure including the
structure of the implied reader.20 In the process of playing that role,
the reader formulates meaning for the text. The implied reader, in

Iser’s view, is a construct that is both written into the text and effected
by the reader. Iser says that

the reader is situated in such a position that he can assemble
the meaning toward which the perspectives of the text have
guided him. But since this meaning is neither a given
external reality nor a copy of an intended reader's own world,

it is something that has to be ideated by the mind of the
reader.21

Iser’s implied reader is a mixture of a textual construct located within
the text itself and the impulses and responses of the real reader. These

17 Thid.

18 Tbid.

19 Ibid,, p. 34,
20 Ibid., pp. 34-35.
21 1bid., p. 38.
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two things together, in Iser's view, allow one to speak of the meaning
of the text while realising its differences in various readers, times,
places, and cultures.

Narratology’s reader

Another view of the reader is proposed by narrative criticism. This
criticism is even more restrained by the text and by its historic
association with structuralism than Iser. In this view the reader has
been seen as the narratee — the person to whom the text is written or
addressed, the person to whom the story is told. This view has been
put forward by both Gerald Prince and Seymour Chatman among
others.4? In this view the reader is seen as a construct within the text
that is separate from the real reader outside of the text. Chatman
diagrams this by placing the narrator and the narratee in the centre of
the diagram facing each other and standing behind them on either side
are the implied reader and the implied author, the real reader and the
real author.?3 The real reader and the real author are exterior to the
text,24

Psychology’s reader

On the other hand, some views of the reader have tried to move
away from the textual construct of the reader such as that proposed by
Iser and narratology and towards a view of the real person who is
reading. There are two theories which seem to correspond more
closely to the real reader (the real person who picks up a text and reads
it), but even these are constructs. The first is a psychoanalytic theory of
reading, and it can be attributed to both Simon Lesser and Norman
Holland. The second is Stanley Fish’s informed reader. The
psychoanalytic model as put forward by Holland places its emphasis on
the response of the reader. He tries to demonstrate this approach in his
book 5 Readers Reading.25 Here he analyses the responses of 5 different
readers to particular works of literature, but even these real readers and
their responses are constructed by his questions to them and how he

22 Seymour Chatman. Story and Discourse: Narrative Structure in Fiction and Film;
Prince, Gerald. Narratology: The Form and Functioning of Narrative. Berlin: Mouton
Publishers, 1982.

23 Chatman, p. 151. |

24 For a diagram of this see the chapter on text in this thesis (p. 71) where this picture
of the reader is discussed more fully in relationship to characters within the epistle.

25 New Haven: Yale University Press, 1975. |
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then edits their replies to put it in the book. They too are constructs.

Fish’s informed reader

But it is perhaps Stanley Fish who proposes one of the most
appealing constructed readers — the informed reader. Fish defines the
informed reader as:

someone who (1) is a competent speaker of the language out
of which the text is built up; (2) is in full possession of ‘the
semantic knowledge that a mature...listener brings to his task
- of comprehension,” including the knowledge (that is, the
experience, both as a producer and comprehender) of lexical
sets, collocation probabilities, idioms, professional and other

dialects, and so on; and (3) has literary competence That is,
he is sufficiently experienced as a reader to have internalized
the properties of literary discourses, including everything
from the most local of devices (figures of speech, and so on)
to whole genres. In this theory then the concerns of others
schools of criticism... become redefined in terms of potential
and probable response...26

So, who exactly is this informed reader? Ah, here Stanley Fish says,

“The reader of whose responses I speak, then, is this informed reader,
neither an abstraction nor an actual living reader, but a hybrid - a real
reader (me) who does everything within his power to make himself
informed.”47 In Fish’s later work he will bind this informed reader
into the interpretative community, but in this early work first written
in 1970 he posits an amalgamation of the real reader and the
constructed reader. In his later essays, including his 1979 essay “Is
There a Text in this Class?”,28 Fish makes clear the relationship of the
reader to a reading community. This is especially prominent in his
collection of essays Doing What Comes Naturally. In the very first
essay, Fish remarks “that there is no such thing as literal meaning, if by
literal meaning one means a meaning that is perspicuous no matter
what the context and no matter what is in the speaker’s or hearer’s
mind, a meaning that because it is prior to interpretation can serve as a
constraint on interpretation”.2? So, if there is no literal meaning

26 Stanley Fish. “Literature in the Reader: Affective Stylistics.” Is There a Text in
This Class? London: Harvard UP, 1980, pp. 48-49. His emphasis.

27 ibid., p. 49.

28 ibid, pp. 303-321.

29 “Introduction: Going Down the Anti-Formalist Road.” Doing What Comes
Naturally. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1989, p. 4.
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which constrains interpretation, does anything constrain it? Fish '
answers yes. Readers always read from a perspective. “[The reader]
cannot distance himself [from his perspective] for a single second
except to slip into another way of seeing, no less conventional, no less
involuntary.”30 The informed reader is actually bound by the very
things by which he is informed. Is he a judge? His reading is
constrained by his location in the judicial field. Is she a linguist? Her
reading is constrained by her understanding of the discipline. Even a
classroom can become a location which shapes and informs one’s
reading and causes one to see in a particular perspective rather than
another.31 As Nietzsche would say, “all seeing is perspective”.

What all of these theorists share is a constructed reader. Some, like
Iser, try to restrain the power of the reader by constructing an implied
reader who has some control over the text and yet who is created and
manipulated by the textual structure. Others, like the narratologists
who come out of a structural background present a reader whose
construction appears even more textually based. Still others, such as
the psychological models and Fish, attempt to give the real reader some
power over the constructed reader — perhaps the power to define and
create their own constructed reader. But even under the latter theorists
the real reader must always construct a reader. In a sense, although
there is a real reader, the real reader is effaced by her construct. And
what she writes down as a response to the text she reads is itself a
construct. When someone else reads that construct, they create a
picture both of the reader who is described as well as of their own
position as a reader.

These latter ideas about the reader and about the role which she
plays in the text are reliant upon a theory of knowledge which
emphasises the subjective way in which human beings know. It is a
theory that is aware that everything is perceived and constructed from
the person. David Bleich in his book Subjective Criticism writes that
“[o]ne of the major reasons for the formulation of the subjective
paradigm was the observation that subjectivity is an epistemological
condition of every human being”.32 What humans know about the
world, themselves, and even authors is a subjective matter. “[T]he

30 Ibid., pp. 12-13.

31 “Is There a Text in This Class?” Is There a Text in This Class? pp. 305-307.

32 David Bleich. Subjective Criticism. Baltimore: The John Hopkins University Press,
1978, p. 264. |
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swerve to the reader assumes that our relationship to reality is not a
positive knowledge but a hermeneutic construct, that all perception is
already an act of interpretation.”33 And it is the reader with all of her
presuppositions, her thoughts and ideas, her life and experience and
reading who constructs the text she reads.

Reading; it used to be so simple

One difficulty of defining how one reads is that most people do not
think about how they read; it is simply something they do. Another
difficulty occurs because people do not all read in the same way. Even
the same reader may read differently on different occasions. Roland
Barthes describes these two ways of reading:

our very avidity for knowledge impels us to skim or to skip
certain passages (anticipated as “boring”) in order to get more
quickly to the warmer parts of the anecdote...we boldly skip
(no one is watching) descriptions, explanations, analyses
conversations...Whence two systems of reading: one goes
straight to the articulations of the anecdote, it considers the
extent of the text, ignores the play of language...the other
reading skips nothing; it weighs, it sticks to the text, it reads,
so to speak, with application and transport, grasps at every
point in the text...it is not (logical) extension that captivates it,
the winnowing out of truths, but the layering of
significance...34

These two ways of reading might be described as reading for the plot or
argument in the first instance and reading for the sheer pleasure of
language in the second instance. Sections of this thesis include both
‘reading for the “plot” and the kind of close reading and “layering of
significance” which Barthes describes as the second of his two ways of
reading. Reading for the bliss of the language can include reading the
plot and argument of the text, but it is so much more besides. It is also
the play of words in the readers’ mind; the mingling of the text and its
remembrance; the close consideration of words and phrases; the
recognition of gaps, holes, and absences. But what is the actual process
involved in reading, of either type? In other words, how does one

read? This next section will examine the answers of Wolfgang Iser and
Stanley Fish to that question. |

33 Freund, p.5. -
34 The Pleasure of the Text. pp. 11-12.
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‘Wolfgang Iser asserts the necessity of gaps. Without gaps the reader ,
would be unnecessary. It is the gaps in the text which give the reader
work to do. When there is a gap in the text, that gap, proposes Iser, is
filled in by the reader’s imagination. The reader “removes [the gaps] by
a free play of meaning-projection and thus by himself repairs the
unformulated connections between the particular views”.3> The gaps
between sentences or clauses may be repaired by the reader, but this
repair is then modified as she continues to read. Iser discusses this
more fully in The Act of Reading where he writes, “throughout the
reading process there is a continual interplay between modified
expectations and transformed memories”.36 The reader may fill in the
gap with a “meaning-projection” which is an expectation about what
will come next in the text; then, as she reads, that expectation may be
modified by new information which she encounters in the text. The
modification of her expectation may also change her memory of what
came before. She changes her memory of the text in order to make it
consistent with her new expectations. This is a continual, ongoing
process as she reads. But it is also a process which can take account of
previous readings of the same text. “On a second reading familiar
occurrences now tend to appear in a new light and seem to be at times
corrected, at times enriched.”37 At this point, Iser argues, the reader is
aware of both the gaps which will be encountered as well as the rest of
the information to come, thus the reading experience is different the
second time. And this reveals that “the reading process always
involves viewing the text through a perspective that is continually on
the move, linking up the different phases, and so constructing what we
have called the virtual dimension”.33 This changing process which is
reading “allows and, indeed, induces innovative reading”.3% For Iser,
reading is a process. It is something that happens as readers attempt to
make meaning for the text by filling in the gaps and spaces which are
there (sometimes more evident in modern writing, but still there even
in older writing), and yet at the same time reading is a process that is
constrained by the text and its structure. This view of reading relies

35 Wolfgang Iser. “Indeterminacy and the Reader’s Response in Prose Fiction.” Aspects
% Narrative. Ed.J. Hillis Miller, New York: Columbia UP, 1971, p. 12.

The Act of Reading, p. 111. -
37 Iser. “The Reading Process: A Phenomenological Approach.” Contemporary Critical
g’gecl))ry San Diego: Harcourt, Brace, Jovanovich, 1989, p. 441.

ibid.
39 ibid.
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upon seeing something as determinate. There is meaning, and while
the reader may contribute to it, she does not constitute it.

Fish’'s theory of reading also relies upon a close reading of the text.
Like Roland Barthes’ second type of reading, it is a reading which relies
upon details, upon time and patience, and upon the reader. But the
constraints on the Fishian reader are different from those binding Iser’s
reader. Iser's reader was bound by the text, but Fish’s reader is bound by
context and the understanding of language. When Fish describes the
reading process he does not give a scientific analysis like that presented
by Iser; instead, he tells stories about how various readers have been
affected by their context in such a way that it causes them to read
differently. This is one of the major themes in Fish’s book Doing What
Comes Naturally, but he had already begun to describe this point in Is
There a Text in This Class? In Doing What Comes Naturally Fish
relates an example of a reader reading in context, and it is quite
appropriate for a thesis in biblical studies. It is a story about John
Milton’s attempt to read the text from Matthew 19:9 that says,
“whosoever shall put away his wife, except it be for fornication, and
shall marry another, committeth adultery”. Fish relates how Milton
interprets the text so that it applies only to the Pharisees in the text and
not to people outside the text. Because of this the text cannot be used as
a restraint against divorce for people who are not Pharisees. The point
Fish draws from this story is not whether this is a logical, working

argument but rather how Milton arrived at his interpretation. Fish
writes:

It is an open question as to whether this argument works, but
its success or failure is less important than the illustration it
provides for the point I am making. Meanings that seem
perspicuous and literal are rendered so by forceful
interpretive acts and not by the properties of language. In the
event Milton is persuasive, it is not because he has moved
the words from their “normal” setting to the setting of a
special intention, but because he has dislodged the words
from one special setting (all intentional settings are special),
where their meaning was obvious, and placed them in
another where their meaning is also obvious, but different.40

Milton interpreted the text of Matthew 19 in his own context, and that
context included people who wanted to divorce for reasons other than

40 “Going Down the Anti-Formalist Road.” Doing What Comes Naturally. p. 9.
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adultery. Readers are a context for the text, and different f
readers/ contexts means that the text may have a different sense. The
interpretation of Matthew 19 varies from one time period to the next
and from one institution to another. The history of interpretation can
illustrate how different people have read the same text at different
times. Robert Herron has demonstrated this in his research on Mark’s
Account of Peter’s Denial of Jesus: A History of Its Interpretation.41
There he demonstrates the changes in interpretation from the early
church through medieval interpretation and on into the reformation.
Readers interpreted this passage in light of their time and place.

But there is another key to the reading process as Fish understands
it, for not only does one read from within a context, but reading also
has an affect upon the reader. And this interactive process which
creates an affect upon the reader will become the meaning of the text.
For Fish, the response of the reader is one of the keys to a text’s
meaning. In his essay “Literature in the Reader: Affective Stylistics” he
asks the question “What does this sentence do?” What is the affect
which the sentence has upon the reader as she reads? The sentence
and the affect it has on the reader becomes an event, and that event
generates meaning. It is the meaning says Stanley Fish.42 This sets up
a criticism of Fish’s method. At first it seemed that Fish gave readers
more freedom by acknowledging their context, but still the text wields
great power in Fish’s theory. For the question is not “what does the
reader do to the text or sentence” but rather “what does the sentence or
group of words do to the reader?” The emphasis is, in a sense, upon
the text, but when the reader is aware of what the text does then what
the text does can be criticised. Fish often speaks in his early essays of
how sentences encourage readers to read them in a certain way. And
' ‘yet even this objection is done away with when Fish writes, “It is the
experience of an utterance — all of it and not anything that could be said
about it, including anything I could say — that is its meaning”.43 In
Fish's early method meaning is bound up with the affect of a text and
with one’s experience of the text.4* Thus for Fish the two keys to the

41 Robert W. Herron Jr. Mark’s Account of Peter’s Denial of Jesus: A History of Iis
Interpretation. Lanham: University Press of America, 1991.

42 Is There a Text in This Class? p. 25.

43 Ibid,, p. 32. |

44 Robert Fowler has commented on this in his book Let the Reader Understand.
Fortress Press: Minneapolis, 1991. He writes, “Fish even went so far as to argue that all
readers are textually directed in the way he describes. Some of them have just not
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reading process are to be found in one’s own response to reading and
the way in which that response is formed by one’s location in time and
space.

Iser has been challenged by Stanley Fish. The challenge came
because of differences in their view of metaphysics. While Iser thought
something was determinate, Fish thought nothing was given. These
two systems of thinking conflict with each other and can not be readily
reconciled, for it is not just a matter of joining slightly contradictory
theories but rather a matter of joining different ways of understanding
the text, the reader, and the world in which they exist. Do things exist
independently of their interpreters? Perhaps, but can that be known?
Is it a reader’s interaction with a determinate object which produces
meaning or does the reader create meaning out of her own locality?
“Either way it seems that the dispute...highlight[s]...the basically
irreconcilable positions [in] which reader-response criticism moves,
and which are frequently identified with the terms objectivity and
subjectivity”.#> The argument can be thrown back and forth for
decades. Both of these theorists have written critiques of each other.
Fish asks, “How do you know the something that is given?” And Iser
replies, “How can your interpretations be made available to a theorist

who wants to study the process of reading?” Fish wrote in his essay
“Why No One’s Afraid of Wolfgang Iser” that

in the end [Iser’s theory] falls apart, and it falls apart because
the distinction on which it finally depends — the distinction
between the determinate and the indeterminate — will not
hold...Iser is able to maintain [his] position because he regards
the texts as a part of the world (even though the process it
sets in motion is not), and because he regards the world, or

external reality, as itself determinate, something that is given
rather than supplied.46

In other words, Iser does not recognise Fish’s point that whatever is
seen is seen as it is precisely because of the location occupied by the
person who sees. What is seen is not exactly what is in the world but
rather the way in which the person seeing has constructed the world.
While Fish has maintained that Iser’s distinction between determinacy

realized that direction, not having paid attention to the ways texts control them” (p.
35).

45 Freund, p. 151.

46 Doing What Comes Naturally, pp. 74-75. his italics.
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and indeterminacy is too weak, Iser has argued that Fish’s theory is
unscientific and unhelpful to the critical community. Iser gives the
following critique of Fish: “This is the problem with Fish’s concept —
its [sic] starts out from the grammatical model, justifiably abandons the
model at a particular juncture, but can then only invoke an experience
which, though indisputable, remains inaccessible to the theorist”.47 So,
Fish and Iser stand across a chasm tossing metaphysical arguments back
and forth.

Iser offers interesting, and as Fish notes, uncontroversial constructs
of the reader, but this thesis will pursue a more Fishian type of reading
that will include analysis of the affect of the text on the reader.
However, it seems that Iser still manages to slip in the back door, for
the reader speaks not only of the affect upon herself but of how the
structures of the text manipulate her reading. But, in the final chapter,
a Fishian reading is more compatible with the theories of the text and
of the author proposed by the rest of this thesis. For it is argued that
the way in which the text and the author are viewed are constructs
formulated in the mind of the reader in light of her locality in time
and space.

These theories, along with feminist theories by such scholars as
Elizabeth Schiissler Fiorenza, Mary Daly, and Judith Fetterley inform
the reading of Jude which follows. Feminist scholars have been
particularly aware of the role readers play in interpretation. Rosemary
Ruether writes, “Human experience is both the starting point and the
ending point of the circle of interpretation”.48 And Elizabeth Schiissler
Fiorenza gives this reminder: “In short, understanding takes place in a
circular manner: Interpretation and answer [are] to a certain extent
determined by our presuppositions and prejudgements as well as by
the questions we ask and how we ask them...” .49 This reader will ask of
Jude a set of questions not usually asked of epistles. What do the
sentences of this epistle do to the reader? How does the reader make

meaning for the epistle of Jude? What is the process involved in a
close reading of Jude?

47 The Act of Reading. p. 32.

48 Rosemary Ruether. “Feminist Interpretation: A Method of Correlation.” Feminist
Interpretation of the Bible. Ed. Letty M. Russell. 1985, p. 111.

4% Bread Not Stone, p. 132.
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A Reader Reading Jude

There are many different ways to begin a story. On some occasions
there are narrative signals like, “Once upon a time...” or “And it came
to pass...” and on other occasions there is a sudden plunge into a pool
of words that may be unclarified and disorienting. @~ And when the
story is written down, it may have a beginning and a middle and an
end as Aristotle said, and if he is right then “the end is the chief thing
of all”.50 But, as was written in the introduction, there is always a
beginning before the beginning and an end after the end. And
somewhere in the middle of the infinite ending and beginning, the
reader and the text meet in a great wrestling match for understanding.

The book of Jude does not begin “once upon a time”, but instead it
starts with a name, Jude.?! Jude, a servant of Jesus Christ and the
brother of James.52 In seven Greek words Jude has given most of the
explicit information about himself that he is going to give. He writes
that he is a servant of Jesus Christ and the brother of James. Then, in
the second half of the first sentence, he names the readers of his letter
as “the called, those who are in God the father beloved and in Jesus
Christ kept”. What do these words do?3 First, an author identifies

himself and then his readers. He identifies himself as a servant, one in
a position of being controlled and possessed by another, and he
identifies himself as a relation of someone named James. The letter is

addressed to readers that are named by words that give them
aspirations (they are the called) and security (they are loved and kept).
This address highlights the position of the readers in relationship to
God and Jesus Christ. That position is one of love and security. The
sentence ends with a wish that “mercy and peace and love may be
multiplied” to this group of people. From the beginning the readers
are located in the text as people who are already in a relationship of
being called, loved, and kept although these readers do not know to
what purpose they have been called. From the opening of the letter,

the real reader is enticed into identifying with the reader implicit in the
text, a reader who is in the position of being called, loved, and kept.

50 “The Poetics.” The Complete Works of Aristotle. Ed. Jonathan Barnes. vol. 2.
Princeton: Princeton UP, 2316-2340. '

51 For comments on the function of the name of the author in a text see the author section
of this thesis (pp. 128-31). |

52 This is my own translation of the Nestle-Aland Greek text (26th ed.) as are all the
New Testament quotations in this thesis unless otherwise indicated.

93 See Stanley Fish, “Literature in the Reader?” in Is There A Text in This Class? p. 27.
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Beyond the relationship which these words set up between the
readers (the addressees) and the narrator, what do these words do in
the contemporary reader? This question cannot be answered without
addressing the issue of context. Where has the reader found this text?
This is particularly important in this case since the reader is aware that
the epistle is part of the biblical canon; that it has a long history of
interpretation; and that she does not respond to it in the same manner
as she might respond to an unknown letter which she happened to
find in a car park. But she is also aware that the beginning of this letter
differs significantly from the beginnings of many other NT epistles.
Besides Hebrews, 2 Peter, and 1 John, all the other biblical epistles are
addressed to either a specific person or group of people.>¢ Hebrews has
no address at all although there is a subscript at the end of the letter in
some manuscripts which says, “To the Hebrews”. The epistles of 2
Peter and 1 John give broad addresses. The first reads, “To those who
have obtained a faith of equal standing with ours in the righteousness
of our God and Saviour Jesus Christ” (RSV, v. 1) and the second, “the
life was made manifest, and we saw it, and testify to it, and proclaim to
you the eternal life...so that you may have fellowship with us...” (RSV,
vv. 3-4). These two introductions do something very different. The
last address invites the reader to read in order to become a part of those

who are telling the story. It is an invitation to the reader to join the

community (the fellowship). It is an address which is open to anyone.
The first address is more exclusive. It is to “those who have obtained a

(

faith of equal standing” with the apostles. The reader must make a
choice. Does she have a faith of equal standing? If she does, then this

is a letter to her; but, if she does not, then she is reading this letter as an
outsider. The words at the beginning of the epistle of Jude present the
reader with a similar dilemma. When the reader reads, does she

envisage herself as a person who is loved and kept and called by God

5% Actsis addressed to Theophilus (v. 1); Romans to “God’s beloved in Rome” (v. 7); 1
and 2 Corinthians are addressed to the church at Corinth (v. 1); Galations is addressed
to a group of churches in Galatia (v. 1); Ephesians is addressed to Ephesus (v. 1), but
this is somewhat disputed as the address is missing in some manuscripts; however the
textual evidence points to keeping the reference to Ephesus as part of the text.
Philippians is addressed to the saints at Philippi (v. 1) and Colossians, similarly, to
the saints at Colossea; 1 and 2 Thesselonians are addressed to the church of the
Thessolonians; 1 and 2 Timothy are addressed to Timothy; Titus to Titus (v. 4);
Philemon to Philemon (v. 1); James and I Peter to the “12 tribes” and “the exiles in
dispersion” respectively - while these designations are broader, they are still specific.
2 and 3 John are also to specific people the elect lady and Gaius respectively.
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and Jesus Christ? If she does, she will associate more closely with the
letter than if she does not. In the process of reading, how does the
reader read? Does the reader attempt to place herself in a position
where she stands in an objective relationship to the text? In that case
she would read the text as something exterior to herself. Or does she
try to locate herself within the text by aligning herself with one of the
characters in it? Might she identify with the reader addressed by the
text? She may begin with what she thinks of as a benign position that
she is one of the Beloved people addressed by the letter. This position
may be confirmed or questioned as she continues to read. If it is
questioned then she will have to rethink her position. Will she begin
to identify with another character in the text, or will she finally
objectify the text and move it outside of herself. If at the beginning, the
real reader aligns herself with the addressees of the letter, what
happens? _

The text continues, “Beloved, while proceeding very zealously to
write to you about our common salvation, I have necessity to write
exhorting you to contend (¢maywvilesdar) for the faith that was once for
all entrusted to the holy ones”.5> The reader continues in her secure
position, for she is “beloved”, and the reader feels secure in her
identification. Jude explains that being zealous or diligent to write to
them, he was going to write to them about something they had in
common, their salvation - their security — but he has changed his
mind. Apparently, he is not going to write about salvation. Instead, he
writes that he wants the Beloved to fight for the faith. Is this what the
reader is called to? To the reader, fighting does not sound so secure as
being loved and kept. Nor does it have the peaceful and joyous
flavour that accompanies the thought of a letter that comments on a
common salvation rather than on fighting for the faith. And what is
this “faith”>6 which was once entrusted to the holy ones? Who are the
holy ones? The Beloved are the called and loved and kept, are they
also the holy? Or was the faith delivered to some other set of people
who were the holy? The reader’s first vague feelings of uneasiness

59 It is generally recognised that the Greek text can have at least two meanings. One

meaning would indicate that Jude was already beginning to write when he changed his
mind (as I have translated the phrase). The other meaning would indicate that Jude

intended to write and before he began, he decided to write something different than he
first intended. For fuller comment see Bauckham's commentary (pp. 29-30).

56 For more on the role of the word faith in the text see section 2 of the thesis where
faith is discussed in the section on metonymy.
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may arise here as she becomes aware that this is going to be a letter
about fighting for some faith (which she may or may not believe)
delivered to some holy ones (of whom she may or may not be one).

The next words heighten those feelings of uneasiness. “For some
men slipped in secretly (mapeioédvoav).” What have these men secretly
slipped into? the faith? the Beloved? a church? It is not clear, but it is
clear that Jude feels that he needs to write to the Beloved warning
them to fight for the faith precisely because the Beloved have been
infiltrated. They are no longer as “safe” or “secure” as the beginning of
the letter may have implied. There are people all around them,
perhaps within them, who may be the ones that they are supposed to
fight against, but these people are stealthy, secret, hidden.

These secret people are “those, who long ago have been written
into®7 this judgement, ungodly...” A long time ago (this sounds like
the beginning of a story) these people were written about, and I am
waiting to be told where the story is written down when I find that it is
not written in a book or on a stone tablet at all. It simply exists. They
were written “into this judgement”. Whether the preposition e¢lgs
should mean “for” or “into”, it is difficult to know how these
unspecified people came to be written into it. The only two
commentators who comment on els see it as evidence for
predestination and the foreknowledge of God for both good and evil.
The Puritan commentator Thomas Manton writes, “the next [point] is,
That from all eternity some were decreed by their sins to come unto
judgement or condemnation”.°8 But what judgement is “this”
judgement to which they have been long condemned? And, if it was
written long ago, where was it written? It is not clear what judgement

57 Most commentators do not comment on the function of els when considering this clause
of v. 4. The only ones who do so are Calvin and Manton (Jude. 1658. Edinburgh: Banner
of Truth Trust, reprint 1958) — one a 16th century reformer and the other a 17th century
Puritan. The difficulty usually dealt with in this passage is the referent for toGTo
(e.g.: Bauckham, Calvin, and Kelly). But English translations help show the
possibilities. The RSV reads “for this condemnation”. The KJV reads “ordained to this
condemnation”. The NIV translation glosses over the els with “whose condemnation
was written about”. Plumptre paraphrases the text as “marked out as on their way to
this condemnation” (p. 203). These translations show two possibilities: on one hand the
els shows purpose (i.e. they were, long ago, written beforehand “for” this judgement),
but on the other hand, the els could show movement “into” (i.e. long ago, they were
written “into” this judgment). -

>8 Manton, p. 28.

59 Bauckham presents three options for interpreting “this” judgement. But none of them
is fully satisfactory as Bauckham demonstrates. This is discussed in more depth in the
chapter on text (pp. 93-94).
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Jude is talking about.

These people who Jude says were written of long ago, “...have
changed the grace of God into excess and they deny the only master and
our lord Jesus Christ”. Two direct accusations are placed against the
infiltrators. They use God's grace for a licence and they deny Jesus
Christ. For people who up until this time have gone undetected by the
Beloved, the things the infiltrators stand accused of are not very
secretive. But now the Beloved have been warned, so they can begin

the  “contest” Jude has called them to. With a tension established
between the Beloved who are secure and those who are secretly among
the Beloved denying the very thing (person) that gives them secunty,

Jesus, Jude goes on.

Tropvijoar 8¢ Upds Bovdopar, “I want (or wish) you to remember.”60
With these words (“I want you to remember”) the reader may begin a
journey into a strange new land - the land of memory — and once
there, the reader may be asked to look at many different things. But
while a walk down “Memory Lane” might be a nice past-time for the

person leading, it may have numerous hazards for the person
following. These hazards may involve: inability to remember,
different memories of the same event, and misunderstanding.
However, just because there are difficulties does not mean that every

60 This is the beginning of the text to Jude 5. Jude 5 is not an easy verse to begin with and
it is further complicated by a plethora of textual variants. C. D. Osborn, in a very
helpful and dear article entitled “The Text of Jude 5”, says:
Considerable disparity exists within the manuscript tradition
concerning the text of Jude 5. Principal variae lectiones involve the
subject of awdleaey, the position and meaning of dwa¥, the reading
wdvra, wdvras, or 1o0to with elb8dtas, and to a lesser extent the
presence or absence of up&g after el8dras. Varying estimates of the
data in recent scholarship are evidenced nowhere more clearly than in
the shift from &waf wdvre, 87t °’Ingods in the U.B.S. second edition to
wdvra, 1t x¥prog &wal in the third edition, albeit with extreme
uncertainty denoted concerning that particular reading. This change is
explained by observing that although the former reading has the best
attestation among Greek and versional witnesses and that critical
principles seem to require its adoption, most of the committee found it
“difficult to the point of impossibility” (Metzger)...However, such bold
dismissal of the strength of manuscript evidence would be justifiable
only in an extreme circumstance. Yet there is good reason to suggest that
both internal evidence and transcriptional probability cohere with the
external data to favour the originality of this lectio difficilior after
all, as Metzger and Wikgren maintained in the committee minority
report (p. 724).
I am convinced that the more difficult reading is the better one to choose, and this will
be evidenced throughout the section to follow.
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person will fall into them, so someone may be able to remember as the
leader wants without encountering any of these obstacles. Starting
from v. 5 there is a multitude of references to specific people, places,
and events that the author would like the readers to remember.
Between the little phrase, “I want you to remember”, and all of the
things which are pointed out, there are a few short words, ei&dTas
[bpaslél dwaé mdvre, which can be translated as “you having known
once for all all things”.92 Those whom Jude wants to perform the task
of remembering already know everything that he is going to tell them.
This is already implied in the task of remembering, but Jude has made
it explicit. This set of memories is just a reminder. In the active voice
Jdrmopipviokw means to remind, and it means to remember in the
middle/ passive voice.®3 The readers go on to discover what it is that
they know and are to remember. They encounter the phrase 671’ Ingols
\dv & yie AlydnTov odoas. You already know everything, and the
first thing that you already know is that Jesus, while saving a people
out of Egypt. . . The unfortunate thing is that the reader does not
already know this. She does not remember Jesus saving anyone from
Egypt, and it is impossible for the reader to remember or be reminded
of something which she simply does not know.%¢ This event is not
something which she remembers happening in her lifetime, and there
is no story or cultural tradition that the reader can refer to (or be
referred to) which will help her to remember this particular occasion.
But the exercise in memory does not end with this first unknown. It

61 The word Upés is placed in brackets here to indicate that the evidence for its
inclusion in the critical text is evenly split between the textual witnesses. For a fuller
discussion of this point see C.D. Osborn'’s article “The Text of Jude 5”.

62 1 take the participle as modifying 0u&¢ in the previous dause. The AV translates it
as “though ye once knew this”, from the textual variant &xa¥ 10970 which entered the
textual tradition in the 9th century from Byzantine readings (Osborn). The NASB
translates it as “though you know all things once for all”. The RSV reads, “though you
were once for all fully informed”, and the NIV takes the less difficult Greek reading
and translates it as “Though you already know all this”. -

63 See Liddell and Scott Greek-English Lexicon, Oxford: Clarendon Press, 9th ed. 1990;
Bauer A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early Christian
Literature. Trans. William F. Arndt and F. Wilbur Gingrich. 2nd ed. 1959; and Abbott-
Smith. Manual Greek Lexicon of the New Testament. Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark Ltd.,
3rd. ed., 1986.

64 Of course, this difficult Greek reading,’ Inoo0s, has given way to all kinds of readings
which are more historically and theologically compatible with a similar story about a
people saved out of Egypt by Moses and the Lord. This is evidenced by the substitution
of kuptos and Beos in some of the manuscripts which we have today. Even the two most
respected codices do not agree on the wording of this verse. Vaticanus reads 'Ingofs
while Sinaiticus reads xuptds. ,
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proceeds with the next phrase, 10 8eltepov TOUS M) MoOTEVoavTAS
dndheoev. This can be translated as “the second time he destroyed those

who did not believe”. The reader is very hard pressed at this moment,
for upon failing to remember the first incident, she is immediately
thrust into a second event. It becomes apparent that Jesus saved a
people out of Egypt not just once but twice. And the second time that
he saved them, he destroyed them.65 If there was a difficulty
remembering the first time Jesus saved a people out of Egypt, it is even
more difficult to remember it happening twice.

Having already failed to remember these incidents, the reader goes
on to v. 6, the next clause of the sentence, where she is immediately
greeted by ayyélous, angels or messengers. These angels who did not
keep their dpx1, principality or proper place of rulership, but abandoned
their own habitation, these angels he has kept in darkness and eternal
bonds for a great judgement day (Jude 6). Who keeps these angels in
bonds? The only subject which corresponds with this verb is Jesus.
But unfortunately for the reader, he or she doesn't remember Jesus
doing that either. So far the reader has been unable to remember any
of the incidents which she is supposed to know already.

Now, the next verse, Jude 7, which is still part of the sentence that
began at v. 5, begins with the word ds which means “as, just as, even
as”. Abbott-Smith notes that ds is usually used with the word oi¥Tus
either explicitly or implicitly. o¥Tws means “in this way” and generally
refers to the things which precede it. Thus, Jesus destroyed the
unbelievers and kept the angels in eternal bonds and darkness even as
Sodom and Gomorrah and the surrounding cities in the same manner
as these gave themselves up to fornication and followed after other
flesh. At this point, the reader may remember an old story about
Sodom and Gomorrah, sin, fire, and brimstone, but that this is like, or
even close to, Jesus’s keeping the angels in bonds and destroying a
people saved from Egypt, well, the reader might seriously doubt that.66

65 English translations try to deal with this problem by translating the word Sedrepor
as “subsequently”, “later”, or “afterwards” (NASB, NIV, and KJV respectwely) But

the usual meaning of the word is “a second time”. This difficulty is noted in the ICC
commentary by Bigg.

66 A number of different explanations have been put forward by commentators to
explain ds. Most, as Charles notes, take it to refer to “the type of sin which connects
the angels to Sodom and Gomorrah” (p. 117). Thus Cranfield, Grundmann, Kelly, and

Bauckham explain the é¢ this way, “As the angels fell because of their lust for women,
so the Sodomites desired sexual relations with angels” (Bauckham, p. 54). Some
commentators are less concrete than this and only say that the two examples are
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Having failed to remember the first three references about the things
that Jesus did and with only a short glimpse of the story of Sodom and
Gomorrah, the reader reads the end of the sentence: mpdkewvtar 8eciypa
mupds alwviov Slkny Vméxovoar. Sodom and Gomorrah are set forth (by
whom? Jesus?) as an example, suffering a punishment of eternal fire.
Before memory is left behind, there is a second reading situation to
examine. One person trying to remember may fail to remember the
occasion referred to, but another person remembering may remember
occasions or stories that are similar even if they are not the same. So,
from v. 5 again, “I want you to remember what you already know that
Jesus saving a people out of Egypt...” The reader may follow along
quite comfortably until she arrives at the word “Egypt” although the
word “people” may already begin to open a gap in the reader's ability to
make this phrase make sense.b? ¢m signals a content clause. It says
what I want you to remember is going to be presented right now. And
the thing that is to be remembered is Jesus. Which story about Jesus is

going to be told? The reader goes on to find Aadv, a people. This
information is not too difficult to add to the previous knowledge he or

she holds in his or her memory. Jesus and a people do not have any
problem being together since Jesus was quite clear that he came to a
people, the Jews (Matt. 15:24). Then, &, “out”, comes next. Jesus, a
people out... The reader is compelled forward to discover more. Out of
where? Egypt. In an effort to understand the reader may read the

parallel without describing how or why they are (Learney (p. 89) and Moffatt (p.
233)). Kistemaker remarks that d¢ can be “translated ‘how’ [and that] this adverb is
equivalent to &7t (v. 5) and re (v. 6). It introduces the third example that Jude lists” (p.
382). Bigg thinks that Jude made an error when he compared Sodom and the angels.
This is implied in his comment on the passage in Jude which says, “St. Peter does not
fall into the error of saying that the sin of Sodom was like that of the angels, for the
fallen angels could not be said dweX8ely dnow ocapkds érépas” (p.330). J. D. Charles
argues against these positions in Literary Strateqy in the Epistle of Jude when he
writes, “The particle hos...should ... be seen as a link between two paradigms of fate.
The ‘same manner as these’ speaks to the same end met by Israel and the angels which
awaits the opponents of Jude” (p. 117). Charles carefully builds up a paradigm which
shows each of the examples involved in some type of loss. He sees the d¢ as part of an
ideological connection within this paradigm of loss. C. D. Osborn holds a similar view,
“the subordinating particle ds introduces a simile that brings the rebelliousness and
fate of the andent cities of Sodom and Gommorah into comparison with that of the
angels in v, 6” (“Discourse Analysis,” p. 297).

67 Both Wolfgang Iser and Stanley Fish have shown us that reading is a temporal
activity. Only one word can be read at a time, and each successive word takes up a
different space in time. One of Fish's methods of interpretation is executed by “an
analysis of the developing responses of the reader in relation to the words as they
succeed one another in time” (“What is Stylistics?” p. 73).
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words again, or, hoping to gain more information, the reader may go
forward and encounter dicas (having saved).b8 Now the reader has

the whole clause to think about, but that clause is always modified by
what has come before it. And in this text what has come before is a
desire for someone, for “you”, to remember what is already known.
This leads back to the same problem that we saw in the first reader.
This second reader may be able to remember a people out of Egypt
being saved, but like the first reader, she does not remember them
being saved by Jesus. If the reader remembers the Exodus story about
the Israelites that were saved out of Egypt, the next clause will frustrate
this attempt at understanding this story in Jude as a story based on the
Exodus story, for in the Exodus account the people are only saved once,
and in either case the hero of the story wasn't Jesus. If the reader
remembers the stories in Jeremiah about Egypt, then the reader may
remember threats of destruction for the people who disobeyed God and
went to Egypt. But the reader does not remember any salvation or
even hope for salvation for those who disobeyed and Jesus is not even
hinted at in these stories.5”

Once again going on in the hope of finding a key to these riddles,
the reader proceeds to v. 6 and encounters angels. What angels?
Angels who do not keep their place of rule but abandon their own
habitation. Who are these angels? If the reader is familiar with I
Enoch, she may associate these angels in Jude with the “watchers” of
the first chapters of the book of I Enoch. But the clues for such an
association are very few. Like the “watchers”, these angels do not stay
in the place that they belong, but that is all that is known about them.
The place they inhabited, what they did, when they left their place, and
why they left is unknown. By remembering the story from I Enoch the
reader may finally think that some of the answers to these riddles are
solved, but the solution is only temporary. When the next part of the
sentence is read, it is discovered that these angels are in judgement, in
eternal bonds, and under darkness. These words may serve to affirm

the first thought that these were indeed the ones described in I Enoch
who came down out of heaven to have sex with human women and

68 Fish notes this choice between going backwards and going forwards when reading a
sentence that is difficult to understand (“Literature in the Reader”, in Is There a Text in
This Class?, p. 24).

69 Sue Campbell reminded me of the stories in Jeremiah about Egypt and the children of
God fleeing there.
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who were subsequently punished. But as the reader arrives at the last
word of the clause and finds that these angels are guarded or kept, the
reader asks, who keeps them there? The answer is Jesus. Like the first
reader, this reader does not remember Jesus doing such a thing. So,
while tHjs reader may remember a similar story, she is unable to
“reconcile the words of the text with what he or she knows.

The patient reader tries one more time and proceeds to v. 7. “As
Sodom and Gomorrah..” Here are two names which the reader may
recognise and which may conjure up for her the story of Lot and his
daughters and strange visitors who come to their house. And if the
story is remembered as it is told in Genesis with all the cities of the
plain, then the cities surrounding Sodom and Gomorrah in the text of
Jude 7 will be remembered as well. All of these cities “gave themselves
up to fornication and followed after other flesh.”70 However, what
really happens in the Genesis story? Some “men” come to the city of
Sodom, and Lot insists that they stay with him. While they are at his
house, they are threatened by men from the city who want to have sex
with them. This threat is never fulfilled because the “men”, who are
really angels, strike the men of the city who are at Lot’s door with
blindness. The threat of sexual attack is never brought to fulfilment in
this story first because the angels strike all of the people outside the
house with blindness and second because the angels leave and
subsequently destroy the city. In other words, this is a story about
attempted (but not perpetrated) rape. While the Genesis account says
that Sodom was sinning in the sight of God (Genesis 13:13; 18:20-21;
19:13), it does not say what that sin was. The story is mainly description
rather than judgement. Although the story is a judgement story in

70 Although there have been occasional charges that the phrase capkds érépas refers
to homosexuality (Hillyer, Kistemaker), this has been frequently challenged by
scholars who argue that “other flesh” cannot refer to homosexuality because that is an
attraction not toward a different flesh but towards the same flesh. Instead, these
scholars argue that it refers to flesh of a different kind, and, in relation to v. 6, that
kind must be angelic. Hence Cranfield, “as the fallen angels had sought intercourse
with human beings, so the men of Sodom sought intercourse with angels” (p. 159). This
view is supported by Bauckham, Kelly, and Neyrey. Yet, in response, commentators
such as Kistemaker have argued that the men of Sodom were unaware that the men
visiting Sodom were angels, and s0 what they were desiring were other men. In any
case, this is an odd phrase that only occurs here in the NT; still, it seems more likely to
refer to a different kind (perhaps angels) than the same kind (homosexuality). And, as
Neyrey points out in his sodological commentary, “Sodom and Gomorrah violate the
biblical purity code by going after ‘other flesh’...Kashrut laws...emphatically insist on
the separation of the sexes...in terms of sexual commerce, men may not have intercourse
‘either with animals or men (Lev 18: 22; 20:13)" (p. 61).
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which Sodom and Gomorrah are punished because of “sin”, the
language of the story is one of description. It tells what happened
rather than instructing one what to think of the event. It is later stories
that speak more definitively about the sin of Sodom and Gomorrah
which was that they were “arrogant, overfed and unconcerned; they
did not help the poor and needy” (Ezekiel 16:49, NIV). While the
reader may remember different sins that were committed by these cities
from the ones that Jude lists, she is inclined to agree that the cities did
indeed suffer a punishment of fire which has been used as an example
of judgement for a very long time. However, it was not, as Jude claims,
an eternal fire. Ezekiel mentions that Sodom will be restored, and if it
is to be restored then its destruction cannot be eternal (Ezek. 16: 53-55).
So, while the reader may find this whole story a little easier to
remember than the first three, the details she remembers still do not
match up perfectly.

And these two readers, the one who may not remember the
occasions referred to and the one who remembers a different version
or versions, come to the next words in the text: Odpoiws pévror kai.
“Yet likewise also...” or “In the very same way...” (Jude 8, NIV). In the
same way as what? What is the referent? The reader makes meaning
for the word dpofuwsby trying to make a comparison between what
came before and what follows. The reader asks, “what is like what, or
who is like what, or who is like whom?” The reader must decide how
far back the referent for épofus lies. Should the reader return to the
beginning of the previous sentence — to v. 5 and following — with all of
its ambiguities ~and gaps and potential if not realised
misunderstanding? Should the reader take 6poiws to mean that just as
I wanted you to remember the things which you already know (v. 5)
“in like manner...” what follows is similar? Or should the reader
understand the reference in a narrower sense to refer only to the

examples that immediately preceded “in the same way...” as those,
what follows is similar? Or should the reader understand the reference
in an even more specific manner to refer to the very last clause of the
long and convoluted sentence which came before, so that “just as
Sodom and Gomorrah...serve as an example by undergoing a
punishment of eternal fire” (v. 7 b), so what follows will be a similar
example? How does the reader decide how far back the referent is?
- The reader is already uncertain, tentative, because she did not
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remember what she was expected to know. How does that unexpected i
ignorance effect the reader's understanding of v. 8?7 If a different
version of the story is remembered from that which was related by the
text, how does she read the next sentence which is so heavily
dependent on the first?

“In like manner with” is followed by pévror, “yet”.”! Suddenly the
reader is cast into doubt. Is it the same or not? It is the same, but with
hesitation. pévror connected with épofws causes the reader to feel
ambivalence about just how “similar” the things are that are being
compared. ‘Opof{uws pévror kai .. “in the same manner, yet
(and/also/as).” The reader must choose again. She is certain that kai
does not have its connective sense “and” in this case since there is
nothing to connect, but she is not sure whether the sense is “also” and
complements pévrtor (thus, yet also) or whether it is “as” and
complements ‘Opofws (thus, in a similar manner as). Once again the
reader reads on in the hope that more words will help her make sense
out of those she has already read. |

After this series of comparisons and connectives, the reader finally
encounters ovuTol “these”, and for one of the first times since she was
enjoined to remember, her memory functions to recall that the “these”
have already been written of and identified earlier in the text. The
reader is quite aware that the “these” can only be those who “slipped in
secretly” in v. 4. But even though the subject of the sentence has now
been found, the reader still does not know what is like what or who is
like whom. ‘Opofus is an adverb, but the reader has not yet found a
verb to which the word can be attached. But with the next word
evumvialopevol “dreaming”” one referent can be supplied with certainty.
“These who dream” are like (almost) what? Neither the reader nor the
author, happily, is content to leave the sentence as it is. It must be
expanded, so it finishes with a listing of what “these who dream” do.
They defile flesh, deny lordship, and blaspheme glories. Now we have
all the pieces (and would-be pieces) in one place. Something from vv.
5-7 is almost like v. 8. It only remains to decide what.72

71 Those commentators on Jude who note pévrtot understand it in the sense of “in spite of”
everything which proceeded (Bauckham, Cranfield, Kelly). Many commentators do
not note the use of pévrot.

72 Commentators always decide one way or another. And there have been a number of
different answers. Bauckham suggests that the sins of v. 8 more or less correlate with
the types given in vv. 5-7 (pp. 55-59). Grundmann also takes this position, and says
that “Sie siindigen in gleicher Weise wie die Frevler der erwdhnten Beispiele” (p. 35).
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As can be seen from the note below, there have been several
different solutions proposed for solving the difficulty of the reference
of dpoiuws, but I am not going to propose a new and original solution for
the problem. Rather, I want to ask what effect the difficulty of reading
this passage has on the reader. Since the reader could not remember
what was supposed to be already known, she may find it hard to
believe what Jude is telling her in v. 8. She may question the labels of
v. 8 which are attached to “the men who slip in secretly” in v. 4. If the
reader realises that there is more than one version of the story being
presented, then the accusation of Jude that “these dreamers” are like
those who were just described will not be as persuasive or trustworthy
as it might have been if both the person leading and the person
following had walked down “Memory Lane” without encountering
any differences between them.

Verse 8 is a simile in which the “these” were compared, successfully
or unsuccessfully, with what preceded, but is the simile supposed to be

part of the task of memory? Or, has Jude turned from memory to
something else? When is the reader supposed to stop remembering?73

Bigg in the ICC commentary says that the comparison is between Sodom and the “False
Teachers” (p. 330). Reicke barely comments on the comparison except to say that the
Old Testament examples have shown the severe consequences “if fellowship with God
is forsaken and one is caught by the enticements of heathenism” (p. 201). Like Reicke,
Moffatt comments only very briefly on the comparisons, and his comments compare the
listed sins of v. 8 with the sins of the Sodomites without considering the previous two
verses (p. 234). Kelly, while having a longer comment, also compares the sins of v. 8
with the sins of the Sodomites (pp. 260-264). Schlatter makes only the loosest of
connections before discussing the sins of which the “these” are accused (p. 86). Another
solution to the equation is proposed by J. D. Charles in his recent book Literary Strategy
in the Epistle of Jude. He writes:

Israel, the dispossessed angels, and Sodom and Gomorrah are all united in

Jude's polenuc by their being divinely disenfranchised...These three paradigms

together mirror the intention of Jude. Having despised normal life in the faith,

the houtoi distort divine grace, deny Christ's lordshlp, and scorn spiritual

authority in general (p. 126).
73 Jude does not explicitly tell his readers when they are to stop remembering, but the
rest of the book up to v. 18 has passages in it that are similar to vv. 5-7 because they
are an account or reference to something which happened outside this particular text.
But the Greek tenses may be a clue about when Jude is talking about a story that should
be remembered and when he is not. The reminiscences of vv. 5-7 are in the aorist and
perfect tenses, but the comparison of v. 8 is in the present tense. All of the “stories” that
Jude relates are told in the aorist tense, and all of the comparisons, whether similes or
metaphors, which Jude makes are in the present tense. So, it may be that the things
which the reader is to remember are written in the aorist tense, and the aorist tense is a
clue to the reader that this is a thing which she should be able to remember. This idea
was expanded further in a joint paper written by Jeff Reed and myself and entitled
“Verbal Aspect, Discourse, Prominence, and the Letter of Jude.” It was presented to the
Centre for Bible and Theology in Sheffield during the spring of 1995. -
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The memories continue in v. 9. In contrast to the “these” in v. 8§,
“Michael the archangel, §1¢ Td Siaforw Bwakpvdpevos, when, disputing
with the devil, he argued concerning the body of Moses, did not have
the courage to pronounce a judgement of blasphemy, but he said, ‘the
Lord rebuke you.”” The story here seems to be more complete than any
of the stories so far. Michael is arguing with Satan about Moses's body,
and he does not judge Satan himself, but leaves him for God to deal
with. But while the story seems straightforward, if it is still part of
what is to be remembered, it is unknown to the reader. The ancient
readers of the letter may have been able to remember a story about the
archangel and the devil arguing about the body of Moses, for there are
records of such a story existing (for full details see the excursus in
Bauckham's commentary). "But the story has been lost. For the
modern reader, this is the only version of the story which has been
preserved. There are similar stories, but not this story. A story which
is lost and thus unknown cannot be remembered. Bauckham has
shown, with the help of various extant texts from both this tradition
about Moses' death and other traditions about his death, that a story
may be reconstructed. But the reconstructed story is not the story
which Jude wants the readers to remember. That story is missing.
While the story may at first glance seem to be straightforward,
further reflection makes it less so. The story is full of gaps which the
reader must supply with meaning in order for the story to make sense.
This short story begins with a time when Michael the archangel was
arguing with the devil about Moses’ body. The reader has a lot of room
to fill in the blanks. The time of the argument is unspecified and the
reason for it is vague. Were they arguing about where the body was,
what happened to it, who could have it? And how did an argument
over a body end up in something for which Michael might consider
charging the devil with blasphemy? If it did end up that way, why
didn’t Michael have the courage to pronounce judgement against the
devil? What at first glanced seemed to be 'relati'vely' straightforward

appears at second glance to be just as intricate as the other citations for
“memory”.

In contrast (8¢, v. 10) to Michael who does not have the courage to
issue a judgement of blasphemy against the devil, the “these”
blaspheme what they do not know (oi8ac1v), and they understand
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(¢nforavTtar) naturally like the irrational (ahoya) animals.”4 “In these
things they are destroyed.” What things destroy them? Does
knowledge destroy them?

And then the language of prophets (v. 11), odai{ — woe — “an
expression of pain and anger”7> - to these. Why? Because they have
gone (&mopevdnoav) the road/way (68ds) of Cain. What road is this?
There are a number of roads and ways which come easily to mind that
are associated with Cain. Among these are the roads or ways of exile,
murder, and anger. The “road” of Cain which comes easily to mind is
exile, but the “these” have not been exiled because they are described as
being secretly present among the Beloved (v. 4). Perhaps this “road”
refers to Cain's murder of his brother, but again this is not subtle
enough for those who are a secret part of a larger group. So, perhaps it
is the road of anger. The story,”6 as the reader remembers it, goes .
something like this. There were two brothers, Cain and Abel, with two
different jobs, and each of the brothers brought a sacrifice to God from
his work. God accepted one and did not accept the other. The brother
who was rejected was angry. In his anger, he killed his brother. God
‘punishes him by making him a wanderer on the earth. The “these”
have gone the way of Cain. Have they too brought a sacrifice only for it
to be rejected? Are they also angry that God has rejected them? Do
they wonder why God has accepted some and rejected others? Is it
wrong to be angered by unexplained rejection? Have these, like Cain,
resorted to violence in their anger? The “these” may be angry, but they
are still secret. Any violence that the “these” resort to must, like Cain's
violence, be seen only by God.

The “these”...gave themselves up to (éfexubnoav) the error of
Balaam's wages. This short saying makes it seem that the story?7 is
clear and indisputable. But the reader remembers that the story goes
something like this. There was a king who was afraid of the Israelites
so he sent for Balaam to come and curse them. The king sent one
group of people, and Balaam sent them back 'éayihg that he could not
perform the service which the king wanted. Balaam sent them back
because God told him to. The king wanted Balaam to come, so he sent
~another envoy and a message that the king would reward Balaam.

74 Verse 10. like v. 8, changes tense from the aorist to the present.
75 Liddell and Scott, p. 1268.

76 The story can be found in Genesis 4.

77 The story can be found in Numbers 22-24.



35

Balaam refused at first, but in the night God came to him and told him

to go with these people but only to do what God said. So, Balaam went
and God was angry that he went. So, God put all kinds of obstacles in
his way. At the last of these obstacles, Balaam meets the angel of the
Lord, and Balaam says that he will go back if the Lord wants him to.
But the man says to go on and only to say what the Lord says. And
Balaam goes to the king and looks out over Israel and blesses the
people he was summoned to curse. In other words, this is a story about
a man who does what God says and by doing so makes God angry. Itis

definitely not a clear and simple story. But Jude makes only one
accusation against the “these” and that is that they “gave themselves
up to the error of Balaam's wages”. But what error is that? The story
in Numbers does say that the king offered Balaam a reward, but the
story never says that Balaam did what he did for money or reward.
Rather, he turned away the first people because God told him to do so,
and he went with the second group because God told him to do so. The
“these” gave themselves up to the error of Balaam's wages, but what
implies that the wages Balaam received were not the fair, agreed upon
price for a job which he did not even complete to his employer's
satisfaction?

As if this were not enough, the “these” are guilty of destroying
themselves in the strife of Korah. This story78 goes something like
this. Moses and Aaron were the leaders of the people of Israel. Some
honoured and respected people, a priest and 250 community leaders,
challenged their leadership. They did not challenge the leadership
with anger or abuse; rather, Korah challenged Moses and Aaron with
the argument that the whole assembly were holy and knows the
presence of the LORD, so one man, or small group of men, should not
elevate themselves above the rest of the people. And there was a
showdown, Moses and Aaron and the elders on one side and Korah
and his followers on the other — God as the judge. Then the ground
opened and swallowed up Korah and all who supported him. This is
perhaps the clearest of the three illustrations in Jude 11. The “these”
are likened to this man who dreamed of shared power and was
destroyed. Did the “these” challenge the authority of their community
only to find it dangerous? Would such a challenge be a move toward
self-destruction? “They destroyed themselves in the strife of Korah.”

78 The story can be found in Numbers 16.



Were the “these” challenging the leadership of their community?

The illustrations in v. 11 which relate the “these” to ancient
characters are followed by metaphors in vv. 12- 13.72 The “these” are
hidden reefs or stains (om\dses®%) who fearlessly feast with the Beloved
at their love feast and shepherd themselves. They are waterless clouds,
barren trees, wild waves, and wandering stars kept in eternal darkness.
Each of these metaphors emphasises the worthlessness of the “these”
and shows their potential to be destructive. What makes clouds
beneficial? The rain that they bring. Clouds without any water are
only oppressive hope raisers. Fruit trees are not usually planted for
their wood but for their fruit. Barren trees provide no food or crop
which can be sold and made profitable. Wild waves destroy coastal
homes and lands and throw up debris on the sea shore. Wandering
stars which are kept in darkness are doubly useless. They do not give
any light, and even if they did give light, they cannot be used for
navigation since they are wandering rather than fixed. In fact, stars
kept in darkness cannot be seen just as the “these” are an invisible
element in the Beloved. None of these things — waterless clouds,
barren trees, wild waves, or wandering stars — is desired or worth
keeping. The reader constructs the “these” as worthless, and this
construction induces her to try to hold onto her chosen position as the
“Beloved”.

Verses 14-15 are a prophecy about the “these”. The prophecy is
spoken by Enoch, the seventh from Adam. Enoch says that “the LORD
came (MABev) with myriads of holy ones to do (moifioat) judgement
against all and to convict every soul concerning all their ungodly
works which they did profanely and concerning all the violent things
that the ungodly sinners said against him”. The reader stumbles a little
bit over the second word of this prophecy, for, in general, the reader
expects prophecies to be in the future or present tense (i.e. “the lord
will come” or “the lord is coming”), but here it is the aorist tense. The

-

79 The Greek of this verse has a number of difficulties. Some people have questioned
what purpose the ol serves (see for example W. Whallon), and there has been much
discussion about the word dydwais and the variant reading dwdtarg, deceit. The
various manuscripts of Jude witness to insertions and changes in 8 places in the text. But
the text constructed by Nestle-Aland seems to be the best supported by the manuscripts.

80 Lidddell and Scott give three separate entries for the word amAds. They give the

following definitions for the word: reef, storm, stain. For further comments on this word

and the role it plays in this passage, see the section on metaphor in the chapter on text
(pp. 115-16). |
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lord came. But then, the reader is aware that often the other citations
have been cited in the aorist tense. Perhaps then the tense form does
not tell her anything about when the prophecy either happened or will
happen. Instead the tense serves to highlight its position as an
example or something to be remembered.

The reader may not know when the prophecy takes place, but she
can ask whom the Lord judges. It is the ungodly. Which ungodly?
The ungodly of the story from which this quotation comes or the
ungodly of Jude — the “these” — or both? The ungodly in the quoted
text are obviously not the same people as the ungodly in Jude, but the
reader has been told that this judgement was prophesied “to these”
(tovTors), the “these” who were first described in v. 4 and who have
been specified in vv. 8, 10, 11, and 12 (oUT0L Or avTOiS).

Odtor elowv, “these are”. The “these” are finally to be named
directly. They are murmurers who complain and are carried away by
their desires, and their mouth speaks excessively, and 6aupdlovres
npéowmna for the sake of profit. They do what? This is a difficult phrase.
Bauckham only affirms this when he writes, “Neither the connection
of this phrase with what precedes nor its precise meaning is easy to
understand”.8! The phrase is usually translated as “they flatter others
for their own advantage” (RSV, NIV, NASB, KJV), but this is a difficult
translation since 6aupdl{w does not mean “to flatter” but rather “to
wonder” or “to marvel”.82 It does not make sense not only at a first
reading but for many readings after the first. What is Jude talking
about? These marvelling at people for the sake of profit? When the
reader struggles to put words together into a form that she can give
meaning to and finds herself frustrated, there comes a time when she
stops trying to make sense of the words. She has read them and
thought about them, and she has given up trying to know what they

mean. The reader goes on to see what else the text has to offer, but the
tension of an unresolved phrase still remains.

81 Jude, 2 Peter. p.99.

82 1iddell and Scott, Bauer; Bauckham argues that sometimes the LXX renders a
Hebrew idiom as 8avud{etv wpdoawor, but the idiom is not always rendered with the
same Greek words. Bauckham notes that the Hebrew idiom 0¥ R which BDB
defines as sometimes meaning “to honour” and sometimes meaning “to show partiality”
is only occasionally translated in the LXX as 8avpd{elv wpdowwa, and that there is an
alternative LXX translation (Aapfdvery wpéoewov) which seems more comparable
with RD). In either case, neither Liddell and Scott nor Bauer give any negative
connotation to the Greek word 8avpdla. |
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In stark contrast to the odrou of v. 16 who have been characterised by
such things as murmuring, v. 17 begins ‘Yuéis 8¢ dyammroi — but you -
Beloved. By this time the frustration and uncertainty of the preceding
text may cause the reader to wonder if she is beloved, if she belongs to
the group called “Beloved”. And the Beloved are given the same
command again — pviiobyre, remember! The reader wonders, when she
reads this command, whether it will be any easier to perform this time
than it has been for the last verses. This time the reader is to
remember the words previously proclaimed by the apostles of our
‘Lord Jesus Christ. Hopefully, these words have been heard, so that they
can be remembered. But, in case they were not, the words have been
included here with ém indicating indirect speech. “They said to you
that, ‘In the last time there will be mockers following their own
ungodly desires.”” And who are these mockers? Verse 19, Olirtol elow...
“these are the ones who make divisions, physical, not having spirit”.
The “these” are the unspiritual people in the midst of the Beloved who
cause divisions among them. At this point the reader has drawn a
gloomy picture of the “these” as people who are denying the faith, who
are ignorant, who are complainers and murmurers, and who are more
concerned about their own desires than about others. And with this
picture, the reader may have developed an expectation that the “these”
are the least desirable people to have among the Beloved.

In opposition (6¢€) to the naturalness and unspirituality of the ovTot
in v. 19, “you, the Beloved (v. 20) who are building (¢woiko8opoivres)
yourselves (éautous)83 up in your holy faith, praying (mpo geuxopevol) in
the Holy Spirit, keep (typrnoare) yourselves in God's love, receiving
(mpoaSexopevolr) the mercy of our Lord Jesus Christ into eternal life”.
The reader may read this sentence with mild surprise, especially if she
was anticipating a Strdng command to excommunicate the “these”.
And she may wonder whether these are instructions to be followed or
a description of what is already happening in the Beloved. If it is
something that Jude wants her to do, these instructions seem rather
vague. What does it mean to build yourself up in the faith or to pray
in the Holy Spirit? And then, finally, there is a finite verb rather than
a participle, and unfortunately the reader must decide whether it is an

83 This is generally considered to be the third person pronoun in Greek, but it does
happen that the first and second person pronouns are contracted into the form of the
third person pronoun (for fuller details see Bauer's article on éxvurés).
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indicative verb or an imperative verb.84 Is this a statement of fact?

{4

“You are keeping yourselves in God's love.” Or is it a command?
“Keep yourselves in God's love.” In either case, the reader feels a
vague uneasiness at this suggestion that she is the one responsible for
keeping herself within God's love. And in this place of God's love that
she is to keep herself, she receives the mercy of Jesus Christ. It seems a
difficult task whether it is a command or a statement.

So, she reads on. Kal olUs pev e\edte Siakprvopévovs, “And on some
who are disputing/doubting be merciful (or, you are merciful)’. Only
on some? Why some and not others? And who are these some? And
what are they doing? Doubting or disputing? And in the same
manner as Tnprioare, is this verb (¢\edt¢) a statement or a command?
olis 8¢ oulete & mupos Gpmdlovres, “But some save (or, you save) by
snatching [them]® out of fire”. Again, she wonders. Why only some?
And is this a command or a statement? ols 8¢ &t\edTe &v &dBw
HLoolVTES Kol TOV ANO TS oapkos eomAwpévov xitdva. “But on some
be merciful (or, you have mercy) in fear while hating also the clothes
stained by the flesh.” Again, why some? And is this a command or a
statement? She is not sure. The text scans fairly easily upon first
reading, but then she takes notice of the four markers which indicate
textual variants, and when she looks at the textual apparatus on the
bottom of the page, she wonders if she will ever be able to even decide
which text to read.%¢ There are, it seems, a great number of options,
‘and to save herself time and trouble she consults an “expert” and looks
at the three main options proposed. And she is especially intrigued by
one change in particular. In her edition of the Greek New Testament
(Nestle-Aland), vv. 22-23 has a clear three clause structure. Each
separate clause begins with oUs. And the commands are to have mercy,
to save, and to have mercy. But p72, the oldest manuscript (something
generally privileged in textual criticism) has only two clauses. It reads:

84 The second person plural, first aorist active indicative verb form and the second
Egrson plural, first aorist active imperative verb form are identical.

I have taken the participle here as still agreeing with the dyawnro¢ of v. 20 and
have inserted the word them for sense even though it is not found in the Greek text.
86 This reader is not the only one to despair. C.D. Osburn in his article on these verses
says, “The very ancient, widely diffused, and numerous alterations have caused many
to despair of ever being able to ascertain the exact wording of these verses” (“The Text
of Jude 22-23." Zeitschrift fur die Neutestamentliche Wissenschaft und die Kunde der
alteren Kirche. 63 (1972) 139. And Bauckham comments, “It is probably impossible to
reach an assured condlusion as to the original text of vv 22-23a” (p. 108).



oUs Hey & TUpds GpmdoaTe
Swakpivopévous 8¢ Elecite &v HoBwd?
This seems quite similar to her as that which has gone before. It reads

something like, “On the one hand snatch some out of the fire, but on
the other hand show mercy with fear on those who doubt or dispute.”
It is the variants which follow from this which are of particular interest
to her. The order of the words and one of the verbs is changed in some
variations on this shorter, two clause text. The manuscript of Codex C
reads:

OUS HE ENEYXETE SLOKPLYONUEVOUS

ous 6¢ oulere &k mupos dprmalovres €v $ofw
This is a different reading from the first. Now it says something like
“On the one hand, treat some with contempt or rebuke some who
dispute or doubt, but on the other hand save some out of the fire in
fear.” Here the reader has found a text which does what she
anticipated, it tells her that she should treat the “these” with contempt
or with rebuke. But &é\éyxete is not the most common reading and can
probably be seen as a misreading (misunderstanding). Yet, it is
evidence that somewhere another reader saw the text as advocating a
position of rebuke. And the texts hang in her mind waiting for some
decision. The two clause text has the most historical and even internal
support, and yet the three clause text has been favoured by both Nestle-
Aland, UBS, and modern translations. So, she is unable to escape the
influence of both readings which vie for her attentions. Thus, she
reads on in the hope of finding more words to answer her questions,
but she is aware that she is near the end of the page. Pretty soon, there
will not be any more words remaining. _

“But to the one being able to guard you without stumbling and to
stand you before his glory faultless in exuberant joy, to the only God
our saviour through Jesus Christ our Lord [be] glory, majesty, strength,
and power before all the ages and now and into all the ages, amen.”
The book finishes with these words. They do not say that God will
keep and guard the Beloved, but rather that God isable to guard them
and stand them in His presence through Jesus. God is able, but will
He? There are no more words to read. There is now only the
experience of those words in the reader.

And what is that experience? It began comfortably enough with

87 Osburn, “The Text of Jude 22-23.” p.139.
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security and a call even if the call was to fight something that was
hidden. But the experience continued on into the realm of
impossibility when the reader became unable to follow the author
along the path of memory he had drawn. The reader's inability to
remember caused the reader to doubt. The reader was unable to draw
the comparison between the second half of the simile asserted by v. 8
and the first half described in vv. 5-7. This caused her to wonder about
the nature of the secret people described in v. 4. They too were
constructs made by an author, and the lack of connection within the
simile caused her to doubt the veracity of the author’s construction (as
she had constructed/understood it). The doubts raised by the
difficulties of vv. 5-7 atfected the reader's ability to interpre{ (make
sense) out of the comparison drawn in v. 8. The reader’s uncertainty is
only accentuated by v. 9. She is not sure whether she should still be
remembering, and if she is, then this story, like the others, is familiar
but different. And v. 10 stands in contrast to v. 9. And as if there were
not already enough tension, the comparisons drawn between the
“these” and some characters from the Hebrew Bible in v. 11 are
disturbingly unambiguous or judgmental to a reader who remembers a
more complicated version of the original story. The similes of vv. 12-
13 lead the reader toward a view of the “these” as valueless, and the
prophecy of vv. 14-15 confirms an understanding of the “these” as
ungodly people who have already been judged. With this rather clear
portrait in the front of the mind (and the disturbingly ambiguous bits
at the back), the reader is ready for a final judgement of the these. She
encounters instead a phrase of such difficulty (v. 16) that it is finally
skipped over because she is no longer consumed by a desire to make
every word mean since her encounters with the previous text have
been decidedly ambiguous in more than one place. And when she
comes to another command to remember, she wonders about her
capability to do so. Just when she thinks that the “these” are finally to
be dealt with she encounters a series of words that can have more than
one semantic function, and the ambiguity of the previous text makes
her uncertain which function she should choose. When she reads on,
she discovers that the text ends. And the ending is both positive
(telling of God's abilities and chéracter) and negative (because it offers
no reassurance that the Beloved will be guarded by God).

In the uneasy tension felt in the reader because of the multiple
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meanings, ambiguities, and misunderstandings in this text, she
wonders who she is. When she began to read Jude, she read herself in

it as the Beloved, as the called, as the kept. But the secrecy of the
“these”, and the attitude toward the “these” which ends with

ambivalence instead of excommunication, leads the reader to wonder
if she should have read herself in a different position rather than as
one of the Beloved.

A short index of reading difficulties

In her reading of the epistle of Jude, this reader encountered a
number of difficulties of varying types. She encountered textual,
lexical, and semantic difficulties. In the area of the text, she met with
the difficulty of deciding which form of the text should be read in
passages which show varying amounts of textual tradition, variation,
and emendation such as the texts of Jude 5, 13-14, and 22-23. The
textual choices she had to make influenced her reading of the rest of
the text. Textual criticism was the beginning of the process in which
the reader wrote the text, for in her practice of textual criticism (playing
one set of variations off against another) she creates the very text she
will read and interpret. She also ran into lexical difficulties. There
were words such as om\as which had two or more meanings in the
lexicon of which one was not an obvious choice above the other.8% She
also dealt with semantic difficulties. What did the phrase 6avpd{ovTes
npoowna mean? Her inability to make sense out of that phrase and her
ability to question the meaning of other constructs she read presented a
barrier to easy understanding and interpretation of the text. She also
considered the difficulty associated with her own location centuries
away from the original text. This is part of the problem which she
associated with lost texts that she was unable to remember or discover
because they are not part of her knowledge. And she thought about the
problem of her own association with the text and her ability or inability
to locate herself within that text. The reader had thought that reading
was a simple (innocent?) activity, but as she read, the difficulties she
encountered (whether textual, lexical, or semantic - to mention a few)

encouraged her to see reading as a much more powerful and definitely
complex event than she has previously suspected.

88 This is discussed further in the section on metaphor in the following chapter (pp.
124-25). .
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With this in mind, the reader takes her reading of Jude, and begins
to consider some of the methods put forward for textual analysis of the
epistle of Jude. She will take with her the methods of reader response
criticism and begin to explore other methodologies.



The Text: A Reader’s Playground

All seeing is essentially perspective
Friedrich Nietzsche

Making up the Rules

It is no use pretending, fortunately, that all readers read the same
way, for they do not. And it is these differences among readers that
provide such a variety of interpretations, not only in biblical studies
but in all of the disciplines. Different readers bring new backgrounds
and perceptions to their reading, and these influence the way they read,
the way they view the text, and the method they use to think about it
when they consider how they read. Modern literary theory portrays
new understandings of readers and the role they have in interpreting
and understanding — namely reading — a text. But what is this text
which readers read?

It seems that there are two basic answers to this question. One
answer is to view the text as an object, an external thing which exists
without the help, interest or participation of the reader. It is an object
separate and distinct from the reader. The other answer is to
understand the text as a construct — something which the reader
“creates” through the reading process. There are, of course, readers
arguing for one position over the other, and the argument is bounced
back and forth in the academic community much as children in a
playground argue over both the rules of a childhood game and who
has the power to make them.

The new critics and structuralists were early modern proponents for
viewing the text as an object. They helped turn the interest of modern
criticism from the author (who was he, what was his historical
situation, and what did he intend) to-the text. The American New
Critics expounded a view that critical readings of texts should
emphasize “the works of literature themselves”.! The French literary
structuralists began working with Saussure’s linguistic understanding
of language to create a system for studying the structure of texts.

The question for discussion, at the time of the new critics and
structuralists (1940s, 50s, and early 60s), was “What is a text?” Several

1 René Wellek and Austin Warren. Theory of Literature. London: Penguin Books, 1942,
p- 139. -
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answers to this question were proposed by two important New Critics,
Rene Wellek and Austin Warren, in their book Theory of Literature. It
could be: an object, a verbal reading, the experience of the reader, a
stratified system of norms, or “an object of knowledge...which has a
special ontological status”.2 At the same time, French structuralists
such as A. J. Greimas and Roland Barthes were proposing semiological
systems which could be used to analyse whole systems of literature.3
The structuralist reader thinks of the written text as being composed of
signs which can be analysed and compared. The reader may see this
text as part of a much larger system of signs which sometimes makes
up genres (like Propp’s analysis of Russian fairy tales?) and at other
times literature. The reader may use structuralist principles to try to
obtain a systematic and scientific reading of a text whether it is a small
epistle, the genre of epistles, or the whole of the New Testament or the
Bible. |
People playing on the opposite side have viewed the text as a
construct rather than an object. Most notably this view has been
formulated by the Reader Response critics discussed in the previous
chapter. Viewing the text as a construct does not have to mean that
there are no limits, or that absolutely any meaning can be applied to
any given text. What it does mean, especially for Stanley Fish, is that
communities and ways of reading, thinking, and seeing help
determine how any particular reader understands any particular text.
For two examples of this one can read his essays “Is There a Text in
This Class?” and “How to Recognize a Poem When you see One”.5
It was from the question “What is a text” that a more radical
question arose: “Is there a text?” Both Michel Foucault and Jacques
Derrida, in different ways, rejected the idea that a text is an object that is
formed or unified by its location on a page or by its author.f Derrida
says about the text that “When a text quotes and requotes, with or

2 Ibid., PP- 142-56. ,

3 Roland Barthes. “Introduction to the Structural Analysis of Narratives,” A Barthes
Reader. London: Jonathan Cape, 1982, pp. 251-295 and A. J. Greimas. Structural
Semantics: An Attempt at a Model. Trans. Danele McDowell, Ronald Schleifer, and
Alan Velie. Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1966. ,
:9?8adimir I. Propp. Morphology of the Folktale. London: University of Austin Press,
S Fish, Stanley. Is There a Text in This Class? London: Harvard University Press,
1980, pp. 303-337. .

6 Foucault’s understanding of what he calls discourse will be examined under the
-discussion on the author in the following chapter.
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without quotation marks, when it is written on the brink, you start, or '
indeed have already started, to lose your footing. You lose sight of any
line of demarcation between a text and what is outside of it”.” It may be
at the point of quotation that the “text” begins to lose its boundaries,
but that is only the beginning. A few pages later Derrida goes on to say:

a “text”...is henceforth no longer a finished corpus of writing,
some content enclosed in a book or its margins, but a
differential network, a fabric of traces referring endlessly to
something other than itself, to other differential traces. Thus
the text overruns all the limits assigned to it so far...5

This suggestion that the text is boundless and has no limits is the most
radical of the French proposals about the nature of the text.

But not everyone is happy with this lack of limits, and so other
suggestions have been put forward as well. Umberto Eco tries to
moderate a readerly approach with the recommendation that the text
should be viewed as a limit for interpretation. Unlike others who

appeal to authorial intention for a limit on interpretation (i.e. Hirsch),
Eco appeals to the intention of the text and its “internal textual
coherence” to control “the otherwise uncontrollable drives of the
reader”.? Eco argues for a limit to interpretation, and from this
perspective he argues against deconstruction because it is a limitless
activity. Jonathan Culler defends deconstruction and, in a sense, the
reader and the text, with the claim that “deconstruction...stresses that
meaning is context bound - a function of relations within or between
texts — but that context itself is boundless: there will always be new
contextual possibilities to be adduced”.10

In the same book, Richard Rorty also argues against the limitation
of intérpretation in an essay responding to Eco. Rorty returns to the

question of whether the text is a creation or an object with these
comments:

One of the things we say when we talk about rocks and
quarks is that they antedate us, but we often say that about

7 “Living On.” Deconstruction and Criticism. London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1979,
Ep 81-82.

Ibid, p. 84.
9 Umberto Eco. The Limits of Interpretation. Bloomington: Indiana University Press,
1990, p. 59.
10 Jonathan Culler. “In Defence of Overinterpretation.” Interpretation and
Overinterpretation. Ed. Stefan Collini, Cambridge University Press, 1992, pp. 120-121.



