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Thesis Summary

Title: Marks of an Apostle: Context, Deconstruction, (Re)citation and Proclamation 1n
Philippians

Candidate: James Andrew Smith

Philippians 1s used by Paul to create a sense of ease about his imprisonment and thus also
about his gospel. He finds his impetus for this actuvity within the constraints of his social
discourse. The thesis presents Paul in terms of the Greco-Roman psychagogue as a
means to understand the culturally constrained, cognitive procedures present to him.
The immediate effects of this are the usual ones; Paul can only think and say what the
language and structures of his culture allow. The implication 1s that Paul’s ‘theology’ can
only ever be based upon a logocentric pre-text: the immanent features of his social

discourse. Thus, the thesis attempts to describe assumptions associated with the moral
philosophers as the cultural pre-text for Philippians.

This then operates as the context for another activity: Phil 1.12-18a holds within itself a
crisis, since Paul attempts to both affirm and deny the metaphysics of presence within re-
citations of the gospel. The approach by commentators has been to gloss the problem
with a hierarchy in which Phil 1.18 governs Phil 1.15-17. This only succeeds in
exacerbating the problem, leading to another crisis. The thesis seeks to argue that the
text 1tself appears to be written deliberately to create a point of undecidability in which
the text deconstructs itself while leaving the ethical imperative of proclamation unscathed.
This then 1s shown to demonstrate that there is more going on in Philippians than is
typically thought to be the case. Paul is using Philippians to secure his ideo-theological
agenda at Phulippi. This subtextual activity is first seen in the disclosure formula in Phil
1.12, which 1s at once an opening and a closing of the epistle’s semiotic activity; it thus
becomes (dis)closure. This hidden activity 1s shown to work its way underneath the text

until appearing in Phil 1.18a, where Paul erases the essential lines of difference between
aAnfeioe and Tpodaorc.
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The Last Word First: An Introduction

These are the last words I am writing for this thesis. I have spent some five years working
on it, although for two of those years I actually suspended my research, since I moved
countries, took a full-time job, and became a father all at once. What drove me to write
this thesis was a burning question that had nagged me ever since I took a prison epistles
course as an undergraduate: how can Paul say that he 1s able to ‘rejoice’ in proclamation
regardless of whether it 1s done 1n truth or 1n pretext?!

In my undergraduate years I had developed an interest in the nature of rhetoric,
and then for my master’s thesis I wrote on the ‘rhetoric of power’ which was an attempt
to read Acts 1n light of critical theory moving from structuralism to poststructuralism.

My interest in critical theory was well-piqued by that project. Naturally, the biblical
studies department at the University of Sheffield presented itself as an 1deal place to go
and do research on the Bible and critical theory. I was most elated, then, when upon my
arrival I discovered that Stephen Moore had been drafted by the department, and even
more delighted to discover that he would be my supervisor.

As I began my research I suddenly became aware of an awful truth: there were not
very many people who cared very much about critical theoretical approaches to the Bible.
With much lamenting, I almost gave up. My supervisor, Stephen Moore, indicated to me
that the real problem was that not many people doing critical theory were taking seriously
the work of the historical critics (easily the primary ‘order of knowledge’ 1n biblical
studies) and were thus being dismissed by the major body of biblical studies. This led to
a decision whereby I attempted to integrate the critical theory that I had been doing with
historical criticism. (It 1s interesting to note that a large portion of those doing critical
theoretical type works 1n biblical studies are people whose pedigree was historical
criticism and who then made the ‘shift’.)

The results of my decision to interact my interests in critical theory with historical
critical approaches are largely manifested in this thesis. In some ways, I have taken some
risks that I’d rather not have taken in my attempt to weave in and out of both disciplines.
'The degree to which that has been successful, will only be known by its readers.
Naturally, there are points where 1t seems that one discipline 1s winning out. All I can say
to that question 1s that my argument 1n this project is long and slow, so the ‘weaving’ is
hardly ‘ducking and diving’, it’s more like ‘a sway to the left and a sway to the right’.

On another note, Pauline studies is one of the few real strongholds of the
historical critics into which critical theorists seldom dare to go. I am acutely aware of the
hulking mass of Pauline studies and Pauline theology and of the volumes of brilliant work
which that institution has turned out. So, it 1s with great fear and trepidation that I

embark on this project, and dare to offer a critical squeak 1nside the cavernous halls of
Pauline scholarship.



Chapter One

The Marks of an Apostle: Writing about Paul

The Philippian Epistle may be taken to exhibit the normal type of the
Apostle’s teaching, when not determined and himited by individual
circumstances, and thus to present the essential substance of the Gospel.
Dogmatic forms are the buttresses or the scaffold-poles of the building,
not the building 1tself.

¥ B. Lightfoot!

Words block up our Path.—Wherever primitive men put down a
word, they thought they had made a discovery. How different
the case really was!—they had come upon a problem, and, while
they thought they had solved it, they had in reality placed an
obstacle in the way of its solution. Now, with every new piece of
knowledge, we stumble over petrified words and mummified
conceptions, and would rather break a leg than a word in doing
S0.

Friedrich Nietzsche?
1. Introduction
Within Paul’s letter to the Philippians there resides a crisis. Or, perhaps it would be more
accurate to say that a solution resides in Philippians and that this 1s precisely the problem.
Paul expresses ‘splendid magnanimity’ and ‘large heartedness’ and ‘magnificent
optimism’, to list a few of the descriptions of scholarly surprise at Paul’s solution in Phil
1.18a: ‘whether by pretext or by truth, Christ 1s proclaimed’.

At first glance, 1t appears that the solution in Phil 1.18a to the crisis stated in Phil
1.15-17 is of little consequence, confined to a small, forgettable section of the Pauline
corpus and to an even smaller and less memorable section of Pauline theology. However,
upon further investigation, it appears that the ease with which readers have dealt or not
dealt with this text 1s not representative of an ease with the semantic content of the text
itself but an ease with the art of glossing. 1o be sure, a number of scholars have drawn
attention to some of the peculianities of this passage, and many have confessed their

surprise at Paul’s comments, but most? fail to take Paul ‘seriously’.? The trend is rather

I Lightfoot, J. B, Saint Paul’s Epistle to the Philippians, (rev. ed.; Grand Rapids: Zondervan,
1953), 1x.

2 Friedrich Nietzsche, Dawn of Day (trans. J. M. Kennedy; vol. 9 of The Complete Works of
Friedrich Nietzsche; Edinburgh: T. N. Foulis, 1911), §47.

3 These will be noted as the argument develops.

4 On ‘seriously’, see pp. 34, 39ff.
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to observe an apparent theological discord between Phil 1.15-17 and Phil 1.18a, and then
quickly retool Phil 1.15-17 into a harmonised comment on what becomes 1n Phil 1.18 a
flash of Paul’s recently acquired magnanimity.

To excavate the ‘truth’ or ‘meaning’ of this text, i1s to unearth a fracture within the
unity of the historical excavating process, namely the hermeneutical processes by which
we prise from the text its ‘meaning’ or ‘significance’. After having discussed the two
kinds of preachers in 1.15-17, Paul then says, ‘What does it matter?®> Except that in every
way, whether by® pretext (tpodaoic) or by truth (¢Anfere) Christ is proclaimed and in this
I rejoice’.” The striking point is that Paul is willing to affirm or even validate a gospel

proclaimed through motives and intentions which are inherently contrary to it: a gospel

proclaimed in/by pretext (TpodaocLc).

To state the thesis of this project, Paul writes the letter to the Phulippians in order

to encourage them at a time when they themselves were suffering for the faith that they

had placed in Paul’s message of Christ, namely the gospel.8 His own imprisonment
served only to exacerbate their trials, since they could hardly take comfort in the
knowledge. Paul therefore attempts to head off any disillusionment that the Philippians
may have had towards the gospel which he had proclaimed among them, and towards

himself as one whose words are equal to his life and deeds.? Paul does this by inserting a

> Unless othgrwise stated, all translations from the Greek New Testament are my own and
are based on the NA%/, T\ vap here functions as an exclamatory question. See the comments in

BDF §299 (3): ‘What does 1t matter? or What difference does 1t make?’.

6 While the locative tends to be the received rendering, it seems more appropriate to
understand the dative as representative of the means, since it highlights the process of
proclamation: by means of truth or by means of pretext Christ 1s proclaimed.

T yap; TANY OTL Tl TpOTW, €lte Tpoddoel €ite dAnPera, XpLOTOC KATOYYEAAETOL, Kol &V
touTw Yelpw. The text-critical issues here are minor: P46, X, A and several other uncials and
minuscules support this text; whereas B omits nAnv, while D and ¥ omit oru. P40 and bo™S insert

aAro before the clause, kat €v ktA. (clearly as a balance to the final clause). Apart from these rather

minor deviations, there 1s nothing which offers a significant alternative to Paul’s comment; more
importantly, there 1s nothing which seems to mitigate it.

8 This is stated explicitly in the text (1.27-30) and is commonly noted by commentators.

? Greco-Roman philosophy was overtly ethical in nature (all philosophy was eventually
moral philosophy) and as a result there was an emphasis on the psychagogic principle that a
philosopher’s deeds ought to match his words. For Seneca, ‘God’ is an ever-present witness to our
words and deeds (Ep. 83.1, De Vita Beata, 20.5); for Musonius Rufus, the teacher’s conduct
should match the principles he teaches and demonstrate with his own body the lessons of his

philosophy (82.28-30); and being good 1s the same as being a philosopher (104.36-37). See also
Cicero De Finnibus 1.7.25; Tusculan Disputations, 5.24f; De Officiis, 1.43.153.
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discourse into the situation which would cause the Philippians to understand the events 1n
a way favourable to both the gospel he preaches and to himself as their spiritual leader.1?
This power play is unearthed when we dig beneath the surface of the text of Phil 1.12-18,
and of Phil 1.18 in particular. I would further suggest that the evidence indicates that
Paul is perceiving the problem along the lines drawn by Greco-Roman moral
philosophical ideals. That 1s, it appears that the Greco-Roman moral philosophical topic
of flattery and friendship is operative here as a cohering factor in Paul’s understanding of
potential problems and in his attempt to resolve them.!! Finally, I suggest that Paul
performs a radical, critical manoeuvre, the effects of which ripple through the eventual
production of Pauline theology.!?

In this chapter, I begin the task by considering contemporary writing practices and
their impact upon the way we write about Paul. Chapters Two and Three then pursue
the necessary background information pertinent to understanding the context of this
passage of Philippians. The goal of those chapters is to locate Paul, the Philippians and
the letter itself in their critical and social frameworks. The point of such an undertaking
is not to present a definitive argument on all matters pertaining to these issues, rather I
have 1n view the attempt to demonstrate something of those constraints placed upon Paul
which necessarily precede his thought and thus his writing. Finally, in Chapter Four, I
begin a re-writing of commentary on this text by attempting to follow the text down i1nto
its moments of impasse and allow its difficulties to operate within the commentary. The
goal here 1s to show how commentary has failed to take Phil 1.12—-18a “seriously’, and has
overlaid a problematic hierarchy onto the text, which glosses the real, undecidable
problems of the text. In revealing that gloss and tracing the contours of the text as it

deconstructs itself, we actually gain far more than we have lost.

10 T invoke here Lloyd F. Bitzer, “The Rhetorical Situation’, Philosophy and Rhetoric 1
(1968): 1-14.

IT While there are numerous references in the moral-philosophical literature of the relevant
period to the difference between flattery and frank speech, or between a flatterer and a friend,
Plutarch has dedicated an entire discourse to 1t (‘How to Tell a Flatterer from a Friend’) and I use
that discourse as paradigmatic.

12 1 discuss the ramifications of this in Chapter Four.
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2. Writing about Paul’s Writing
While there are some micro-levell3 debates over such things as the identity of Paul’s
opponents and the nature of the Christ-hymn in 2.6—11, the macro-level interpretation of
Philippians has not been something over which biblical scholarship has endured much
angst. Philippians has rather been classified quite typically by the institution of Pauline
studies. When discussing Pauline literature, the ‘great epistles’!# or the Hauptbriefe

(Romans, Galatians, 1 & 2 Corinthians) if not explicitly stated, lurk in the background as
a dominant and delimiting force.!?> This ‘lurking’ occurs not simply by virtue of the fact
that the term both normalises and marginalises the respective Pauline texts, but also by
virtue of the way in which that normalising process writes 1tself into the nstitution of
Pauline Studies at the very point which provides the possibility of discussing Pauline texts
as something 1n particular.
2.a. The Hauptbriefe and the Construction of a Pauline Point of Reference

By no means do I intend to articulate a history of the interpretation of Paul. What
I seek to do here 1s to consider briefly the fact that some of Paul’s writings are privileged
in the discussion about ‘what Saint Paul really said’.1® The problem of privileging in the
Pauline epistles is hardly an obvious one, but I shall demonstrate later!” how it effects

commentary on how PPhil 1.18 1s either (re)presented as theology or forgotten altogether.

13 By ‘micro-level’ I refer to the fact that these are sub-sections of the letter’s general
theological interest, and do not imply ‘insignificant’ or ‘simple’.

14 For all practical purposes this privileging process started with F. C. Baur although he
bases his own discussion partly upon on Eusebius’ history and analysis of the formation of the
canon in which there were said to be two classes of Pauline epistles: the Homologoumena and the
Antilegomena. ‘In the Homologoumena there can only be reckoned the four great epistles
(‘Hauptbriefe’, p. 276 of German edition) of the Apostle, which take precedence of the rest in every
respect namely the Epistle to the GGalatians, the two Epistles to the Corinthians, and the Epistle to
the Romans’ (F. C. Baur, Paul, the Apostle of Jesus Christ: His Life and Work, His Epistles and His
Doctrine. A Contribution to the Critical History of Primitive Christianity [trans. Rev. A. Menzies; ond
ed.; London: Williams and Norgate, 1875], 1.246, also 247).

I5 It is far more common these days for people to employ the phrase ‘undisputed epistles’
and by that title refer to Romans, Galatians, 1 & 2 Corinthians, Philippians, 1 Thessalonians, and
Philemon. We note, however, that the title “undisputed’ refers primarily to authorship and not

perceived value. The idea of a ‘big four’ remains a somewhat prominent feature on the noetic
landscape of Pauline studies, both theological and historical.

16 An interesting phrase borrowed from the title of N. T. Wright, What Saint Paul Really
Said (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1997).

17 See the later discussion on ‘Sur-prise’, pp. 188ff.



13

The opening statement in the article on Romans in the Dictionary of Paul and His
Letters claims that,

Romans is both the least controversial of the major NT letters and the
most important. . . . It is most important as being the first well-developed
theological statement by a Christian theologian which has come down to
us, and one which has had incalculable influence on the framing of

Christian theology ever since—arguably the single most important work of
Christian theology ever written.18

The question I entertain here 1s the degree to which the rather common working
assumption that Romans is no less than ‘the single most important work of Christian
theology ever written’ influences our treatment of other Pauline texts. The study of the
theology of Paul has traditionally privileged Romans in a way that is good neither for the
study of Romans nor for that of Paul. The privileging of Romans has a good pedigree.
Note, for example, F. C. Baur’s own panoptical vision of Romans: ‘only from the
standpoint of the Epistle to the Romans do we survey the rich treasures of the spiritual
life of which the Apostle was the depositary and the organ’.!® Dunn calls Romans our
‘prompter and plumb line’;?® Gunther Bornkamm understands it to be ‘Paul’s last will
and testament’;2! Kummel labels the epistle as ‘the theological confession of Paul’.42
Calvin Roetzel offers a well stated caveat. His contention is that ‘once Romans 1s
established as the goal and quintessential expression of Paul’s theology, then every other
letter of Paul can be read as a preliminary or provisional statement of a Pauline theology
that receives its most adequate expression in Romans. This letter then becomes the
canon of Paul’s mature theology’.> An example of this is the classic centralising of

certain theological topics which subsequently place imnappropriate demands on our

13 M. Reasoner, ‘Romans’, DPL, 838.

19 Baur, Paul, 2.308.

20 James D. G. Dunn, The Theology of Paul the Apostle (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1908),
26.

21 Glinther Bornkamm, ‘The Letter to the Romans as Paul’s Last Will and Testament’, in
The Romans Debate (ed. Karl P. Dontried; rev. ed.; Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1995). Also see
Giinther Bornkamm, Paul (trans. M. G. Stalker; New York: Harper & Row, 1971), 88-96.

22 Werner Georg Kummel, Introduction to the New Testament (trans. Howard Clark Kee;
rev. ed.; Nasville: Abingdon, 1975), 312-13.

23 Calvin Roetzel, Paul: The Man and the Myth (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1999), 93.
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reading of the Pauline epistles in general. Although there have been challengers,**
historically, for the Protestant churches at least,?> the predominant theological influence
has been located in the treatment of justification by faith in Romans as the centre of
Pauline thought.2® This is quite clear in Bultmann’s existential anthropotheological
reading of Paul as the founder of Christian theology which refers not to a centre as much
as to a ‘basic theological position’ which 1s ‘more or less completely set forth 1n
Romans’.2? That position is, suggests Bultmann, the one which Paul developed as a
response to his ‘conversion’ to the Christian faith and subsequent rejection of salvation by
human accomplishment; namely justification by faith. Hence Bultmann’s student Ernst
Kisemann’s synthesizing statement: “The epistle to the Romans subsumes the whole of
the preaching and theology of Paul under the one head—the self-revealing righteousness
of God. In so doing, it undoubtedly gives to the unique Pauline message a nucleus and a
name which bring its own peculiar nature into the sharpest possible relief against the
background of the rest of the New Testament’.%8

The problem here 1s primarily with the way Paul’s letters, and Romans in

particular, are thought to function. It 1s not with the answers theologians have

24 Wrede had a somewhat indignant reaction to the way the Reformation had enculturated
theology with justification by faith as the Pauline point of reference. See William Wrede, Paul,
(trans. Edward Lummis; Lexington, KY: American Theological Library Association Commuittee on
Reprinting, 1962), 122-23. Schweitzer argued that ‘by taking the doctrine of righteousness by
faith as the starting point, the understanding of the Pauline world of thought was made impossible’
and that the modern use of the doctrine was an ‘unconscious’ adaptation (Albert Schweitzer, The
Mysticism of Paul the Apostle [trans. William Montgomery; L.ondon: Adam & Charles Black, 1967],
220; but see the whole discussion, 219-26).

23 “The tendency among Catholic scholars has been to identify the center in Pauline
theology with Christ the Son of God’ (Joseph Plevnik, “T’he Center of Pauline Theology’, CBQ 51
[1989]: 462).

26 Plevnik, 461.

27 Rudolph Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament (trans. Kendrick Grobel; 2 vols.; New
York: Scribner’s, 1951), 1.190.

28 Ernst Kisemann, New Testament Questions of Today (trans. W. J. Montague; New
Testament Library; London: SCM, 1969), 168. Kisemann represents something of a climax for
the ‘justification by faith’ approach, see the rest of his chapter “The Righteousness of God in Paul’,
pp. 168-82; see also his chapter ‘Justification and Salvation History in the Epistle to the Romans’
in Ernst Kasemann, Perspectives on Paul (London: SCM, 1971), 60-78. Kiasemann, notes that it
has been observed that justification by faith 1s simply Paul’s attack on Judaism; however, he then
suggests that this is no reason to subordinate 1t to other Pauline theological concepts. In fact doing
s0, in Kidsemann’s mind, 1s to provoke schism between modern protestantism and the reformation

itself (in so far as the reformaton 1tself reflects a particular theology or interpretation of Paul), see
Kiasemann, Perspectives on Paul, 70.
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produced,?? it is rather with the questions being asked—not prior ‘theological’
assumptions, rather prior assumptions about Paul and the nature of his letters. Hence
the significance of Stanley Stowers’ observation in the opening of his A Rereading of
Romans, ‘Romans has come to be read in ways that differ fundamentally from ways that
readers in Paul’s own time could have read it. More than any other writing of earliest
Christianity, Romans, especially in the West, came to bear the major economies of
salvation. These systems of sin and salvation reshaped the frame of reference that
determined the reading of the letter’.3°

The problem with privileging Romans is not a superficial one; after all, Romans i1s
clearly a majestic epistle and a magnificent outworking of Paul’s gospel in terms of certain
1ssues present to him during its composition. There 1s, therefore, a great need for us to
consider the reality of a difference between what has come to be the normal or
institutionalised way of reading Paul’s letters and the way Paul would have expected his
letters to be read. A good starting point for this discussion 1s Dunn’s recent work, 7%e
Theology of Paul the Apostle.>1

In a discussion on how we can move toward a theology of Paul,3?2 Dunn posits a
question which 1s not really a question at all because the answer 1s already engraved upon
the cornerstone of institutional Pauline Studies. Nonetheless, Dunn feigns that ‘one final
point needs to be decided before embarking on the enterprise, that is, where one should
best locate oneself within the flow of Paul’s thought 1n order to begin the dialogue with
1t’. After a relatively short discussion, given the size of the book, the answer 1s said to be
casily made, ‘for there 1s one letter of Paul’s . . . . And that 1s Romans’. Now this 1s
perfectly legitimate 1n many respects; after all, as Dunn well states:

[Romans] was written to a church which was not his own founding. It was
written at the end of a (or, better, the) major phase of Paul’s missionary

work (Rom. 15.18-24), which included most of the other undisputed
letters. It was written under probably the most congenial circumstances of

29 How could we question the skill with which the likes of Bultmann crafted ingenious
responses to the questions presented to them?

30 Stanley K. Stowers, A Rereading of Romans: Fustice, Fews, Gentiles New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1994), 1.

31 Dunn’s status within the realm of Pauline studies, the proliferation and excellence of his
writing and thinking on Paul allows him to be used as representative of traditional Pauline studies.
It should therefore also be noted that the subsequent focus on Dunn’s work is really a focus on the
institution of Pauline studies and not on Dunn 1n particular.

32 Dunn, Theology, 23-26.
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his mission, with time for careful reflection and composition. And, above
all, it was clearly intended to set out and defend his own mature
understanding of the gospel (Rom. 1.16—17) as he had thus far proclaimed
it and as he hoped to commend it both 1n Jerusalem and beyond Rome 1n
Spain. In short, Romans is still far removed from a dogmatic or systematic
treatise on theology, but i1t nevertheless 1s the most sustained and reflective

statement of Paul’s own theology by Paul himself.33

However, a complex of assumptions has led Dunn to the same point to which
many others have come and which I find to be problematic. To begin with, let us observe
that Dunn’s ulimate goal 1s ‘first of all . . . to get inside the skin of Paul, to see through
his eyes, to think his thoughts from inside as it were, and to do so in such a way as to help
others to appreciate his insight and subtlety and concerns for themselves’.34 We may note
here that Dunn’s ulumate goal 1s indeed the ulumate goal of virtually everyone who
approaches Paul, since 1t 1s well-noted that culture, ime, and language conspire to create
a significant, perhaps impenetrable, barrier between us and understanding Paul on his own
terms. The fact that this 1s Dunn’s primary ‘endeavour’ exposes the problem with his
attempt to provide a defence of Romans as the means for beginning this endeavour; that 1s,
Dunn gets ahead of himself, he puts the hermeneutical cart before the exegetical horse.
Note for example, the statement and question, ‘one final question needs to be decided
before embarking on the enterprise. That 1s, where one should best locate oneself within
the flow of Paul’s thought in order to begin the dialogue with it’.3> The problem terms are
those italicised; they represent a rhetorical difference between a question of where Dunn
says he wants to begin and the fact that this has already been decided and the
conversation begun.

Dunn wants ‘to get inside the skin’ of the Apostle 1n order to locate himself in
some Pauline primordium, and the suggestion i1s that Romans is the doorway through
which he plans to enter into that activity, but herein lies our problem. What Dunn
actually attempts to ‘defend’ 1s whether Romans i1s a sufficiently stable text which
represents a ‘statement of Paul’s own theology by Paul himself’.3¢ He does not defend
Romans as the point through which he may enter into and begin to possess Paul’s corpus.

He in fact assumes it and thus makes a classic bid for (interpretive) power over the

33 Dunn, Theology, 25.
34 Dunn, Theology, 24.

35 Dunn, Theology, 25 (emphasis added).

36 Dunn, Theology, 25.
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corpus, which is not a simple claim that ‘my interpretation is better than yours’. By
locating himself within the apostle as his hermeneutical starting point, Dunn seeks to
rebuild Paul from the toes up, to precede other interpretations, and he spends 737 pages
re-constituting someone/thing called ‘Paul the Apostle’ (a subtle set of institutional
power-relations are thereby called into being3’). There is an important and crucial
difference here: it 1s not a given that the status of Romans as a stable text and its function
as a privileged, primordial hermeneutical doorway are the same thing. The fact that
Dunn assumes or suggests that they are 1s a problem, since at the very point of real
decision 1n this process, the point at which even Dunn thinks a reading of Paul 1s made
possible, he glosses the most important question with a statement on the text’s apparent
relative lack of historical interest. We shall return to Dunn, but for now, with respect to
commentating upon objects of criticism, we ask, What 1s the role of the gloss?, or What is
the role of concealment? Such queries are Hinterfragen, but nonetheless necessary.

2.b. Hinterfragen

‘When we are confronted with any manifestation which someone has permitted us
to see, we may ask: what is 1t meant to conceal? What is it meant to draw our attention
from? What prejudice does 1t seek to raise? and again, how far does the subtlety of the
dissimulation go?’3% Do we think Nietzsche has gone too far with his suspicion? Must we
look at texts and see nothing less than sleight of hand? Freud believes that he has
observed the most prestigious prestidigitation, nothing less than the Levitical legerdemain
of the Hebrew Bible’s ancient redactors, J.E.P.D. The redaction, the glossing, was a
priestly act of mediation, a sanctified distortion, an act of biblical commentary, of
replacement, of dominance, of power, and, observes Freud, this ‘distortion {Entstellung)
of a text 1s not unlike a murder. The difficulty lies not 1n the execution of the deed but in
the doing away with the traces [Spuren]’.??

‘Entstellung’ (distortion) 1s an important word for Freud, and became a technical

term for later psychoanalysts. It is a reference to ‘the modification of forbidden thoughts,

37 A set of Nietzschean micrological power relations..

38 Nietzsche, Dawn of Day, §523. ‘Hinterfragen’ is translated in various ways, here I prefer
‘insidious questions’ (see the German version, of Morgenrite in Friedrich Nietzsche, Werke in drei
Bdnden [ed. Karl Schlechta; vol. 1; Munich: Carl Hanser, 1954], 1010-1279).

39 Sigmund Freud, Moses and Monotheism (trans. Katherine Jones; The International
Psycho-Analytical Library 33; London: Hogarth, and the Institute of Psycho-Analysis, 1951), 70;
also note that the German text is from Sigmund Freud, ‘Wenn Moses ein Agypter war . . .”, Imago:
Zeitschrift fiir Psychoanalytische Psychologie, Thre Grenzgebiete und Anwendungen 23 (1937): 411.
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impulses, or experiences to make them more acceptable to the ego’,*° or ‘the disguising or
modification of unacceptable impulses so that they can escape the dream censor’.4! The
important point is that alteration precedes manifestation. For example, ‘forbidden wishes
are frequently expressed in disguised or symbolic form: The innocent act of walking
upstairs 1s more likely to pass the censor set up by the superego than the guilt-laden act of
intercourse which it represents’.42 Freud himself notes that he desires to bring into our
understanding of his use of the term ‘distortion’, ‘the double meaning to which it has a
right. . . . It should mean not only “to change the appearance of”, but also “to wrench
apart”, “to put 1n another place”. That 1s why in so many textual distortions we may
count on finding the suppressed and abnegated material hidden away somewhere, though
in an altered shape and torn out of its original connection’.43

Nietzsche’s suspicion of ‘any manifestation which someone has permitted us to
see’ 1s bound up with Freud’s ‘distortion’. What Nietzsche suspects in a given
manifestation is a prior distortion of something that was unsavoury or ‘unacceptable’ and
thus was altered or disguised so as to sneak pass the censor, who would otherwise sound

the alarm, and has now manifested itself as ‘acceptable’. Indeed, Nietzsche’s entire

genealogical project 1s precisely the attempt to locate the points of what Freud calls
‘distortion’ and demonstrate the dependence of current ‘acceptable’ manifestations upon
acts of distortion, that 1s, upon lies.

Is not biblical criticism very much ‘distortion’, our commentary writing in
particular? Does not the commentary seek to 1solate difficulties and smooth them over so
as to represent, or ‘manifest’ the text as comprehensible and coherent? Does not the
commentary seek to precede the text, to displace and eventually replace the text 1n favour
of itself? Does not the commentary require a ‘dissatisfaction with the work (conscious or

unconscious)’, ‘conceal an aggression’ towards the work,* manifest a desire ‘to replace

40 Robert M. Goldenson, ed., Longman Dictionary of Psychology and Psychiatry New York:
[LLongman, 1984), 229.

41 1, P. Chaplin, Dictionary of Psychology (211'::1 ed.; New York: Laurel, 1985), 134-35.
42 Goldenson, 229.

43 Freud, 70.

44 Susan Sontag, ‘Against Interpretation’ in Aesthetics (eds. Susan L. Feagin and Patrick
Maynard; New York: Oxford University Press, 1997), 253.

45 Sontag, 251.
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it by something else’,%¢ invoke a ‘radical strategy for conserving an old text, which 1s
thought too precious to repudiate, by revamping it’?4” Is it not a classic manifestation of
the Nietzschean will to power? It must surely be since ‘no critic can evade a Nietzschean
will to power over a text because interpretation is at last nothing else’.4® It must surely
also be Freudian ‘distortion’, since, through acts of replacement, it ‘distorts’ the ancient
original. Could we go so far as to say that it 1s ‘murder’? If so, of whom? Plato
complained (through Socratic citation) that writing can be read and re-read by anyone
while the ‘father’ of the ideas represented 1n writing 1s absent. Plato’s fear 1s of a loose,
pubescent text in the hands of an oily interloper, who, replacing (and forgetting) the
father, produces ideas which the father never raised it to produce. ‘Every word, once it is
written, 1s bandied about, alike among those who understand and those who have no
interest 1n 1t, and 1t knows not to whom to speak or not to speak; when 1ll-treated or
unjustly reviled 1t always needs its father to help it; for it has no power to protect or help
itself’.4? Socrates’ desire is for paternal control over the text, and he suggests that the
text, with a sense of its heritage, also desires to be controlled. The act of reading is then
constructed as an act of paternal replacement, a violent act upon the text and the father, a
patricidal act. The Socratic fear of patricide and the desire to possess and master drives
the Socrates character to castigate the possibility of a loss of power over the text through
what appears to him as the possibility of a bastard text,’? a text that does not know its
father: wriing. Ulumately, however, the problem 1s the possibility of, indeed, the need
for, commentary. Commentary seals the father’s fate.

Commentary 1s an expression of the will to power; i1t seeks to replace the text with
1tself; 1t thus desires a paternity over its readers. Commentary seeks to assist and guide,
solving aporiae, bridging gaps, translating the unacceptable into the acceptable; thus

commentary is an act of Freudian distortion. It therefore gives rise to Nietzsche’s set of

46 Sontag, 253.
47 Sontag, 251.

48 Harold Bloom, ‘From ] to K, or the Uncanniness of the Yahwist’ in The Bible and the
Narrative Tradition (ed. Frank McConnell; New York: Oxford University Press, 1986), 21.

49 Plato, Phaedrus, 275E [Fowler, LCL]). Phaedrus then, following Socrates’ lead, goes
on to announce that the written word (0 yeypaup€évog) is merely the ‘image’ (léwiov) of the ‘living
and breathing’ ({Gvta kai eufuyov) word (Plato, Phaedrus, 276A).

50 Plato has Socrates argue that only speech is the legitimate child (yviotoc) and writing
desires a father, but has no one to help i1t (Plato, Phaedrus, 275E-267A).
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‘insidious questions’: ‘What is it meant to conceal? What 1s it meant to draw our
attention from? What prejudice does it seek to raise? and again, how far does the subtlety
of the dissimulation go?’.?! Thus, Jameson devotes an essay to the need for
‘metacommentary’, a ‘heightened and self-conscious’ state in which ‘we observe our own
struggles and patiently set about characterizing them’.”? It is to create a ‘translation’ that
is always aware of its inability to transport, ‘to carry to heaven . . . without death’;?3 to see
past the illusion ‘that there exists somewhere, ultimately attainable, some final and
transparent reading’.”4

To say 1t yet another way, commentary is an act of consumption and thus of
destruction. The attempt to ‘bag’ the text, to weigh and measure it, to tag it, and
commentate upon it in the belief that we can mark out its territory, 1s, at the same time,
to transform it, since, to cite Herman Rapaport’s summary of Trinh Minh-ha, ‘the
approach of the Other prevents the real from being disclosed as merely something 1n
itself’.”> That is, just as critics came to recognise that there is no such thing as mere
history, we also recognise that no real thing can ever be disclosed as merely something in
itself. Metacommentary becomes, therefore, a prerequisite activity since, ‘all thinking
about interpretation must sink itself 1n the strangeness, the unnaturalness of the
hermeneutic situation; or to put 1t another way, every individual interpretation must
include an interpretation of its own existence, must show its credentials and justfy itself:
every commentary must be at the same time a metacommentary as well’.’® Is this even
possible? Culler suggests, yes: ‘even if in principle we cannot get outside our conceptual
frameworks to criticize and evaluate, the practice of self-reflexivity, the attempt to

theorize one’s practice, works to produce change, as the recent history of literary criticism

31 Nietzsche, Dawn of Day, §523.

02 Fredric Jameson, ‘Metacommentary’ in Situations of Theory (vol. 1 of The Ideologies of
Theory: Essays 1971-1986; Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1988), 4.

53 OED, 3371.

>4 Tameson, 4.

55 Herman Rapaport, ‘Deconstruction’s Other: Trinh T. Minh-ha and Jacques Derrida’,
Diacritics 25.2:98-103, 108.

56 Tameson, 5.
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amply shows’.?” Self-reflexivity, a form of suspicion about the self, another kind of
Hinterfrage 1s required if we are to progress. For now, we investigate some acts of
patricide.

“T’he writing of a commentary 1s a conspicuous (and sometimes dazzling) act of
ministry to the church of Christ. But it is done inconspicuously’.”® So goes Eugene
Peterson’s description in his introduction to an invitational symposium on writing
commentaries. Before the symposium even begins, it 1s already troubled by a description
of commentary writing as both ‘conspicuous’ (not hidden) and ‘inconspicuous’ (hidden).
Precisely what does Peterson mean by this? Commentary writing, which has now become
institutional interpretation, 1s conspicuous in that commentaries have a visible life within
the Church. What 1s inconspicuous about commentaries is that ‘no one watches the
commentator at work’.’? Peterson’s concern here about the commentator’s hiddenness is
whether people get to know the ‘real’ commentator or not. Our question is whether the
people get to know the ‘real’ text.

These essays on commentary reveal little self-reflexivity, and a good deal of
totalisation. Pheme Perkins displays a desire for commentary as ‘translation’: ‘like
translating, writing a commentary demands that one decide the meaning of every word
and phrase’.®® The commentary provides ‘a framework for our field of vision. . . . Those
who write commentaries do so because . . . we would like to enable other people to share
our view’.°1 F. Dale Bruner bypasses Perkins’ slightly self-reflexive, though still paternal,
phrase ‘our view’ and goes straight to saying that commentating is ‘saying something
about what God has said—responding (“what does God mean by this?!”)’.92 Bruner
recants a little later pointing out that ‘there 1s simply no such thing as coming to a text

objectively’.93 But wherein lies the answer to the problem of interpretative subjectivity?

>7 Jonathan Culler, On Deconstruction: Theory and Criticism after Structuralism (London:
Routledge, 1982), 154.

8 Eugene, H. Peterson, ‘““Preface”: Symposium: On Writing Commentaries’, ThTo 46
(1990): 386.

59 Peterson, ‘Preface’, 386.

60 Pheme Perkins, ‘Commentaries: Windows to the Text’, ThTo 46 (1990): 395.
61 Perkins, ‘Commentaries’, 398.

62 F. Dale Bruner, “The Why and How of Commentary’, T7%T0 46 (1990): 399.

63 Bruner, 400.
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It is not within increased independence, but within the increased dependence upon the
‘communio sanctorum’;%4 that is, upon a text-forming community whose own communal
patricide is held up as the real text simply because it 1s born of the community. Bruner

quickly divests himself of his communal policing, though, and returns later in the essay to
‘the sheer delight . . . [of] rummaging in the thoughts and words of God’.%>

Suddenly . . . a new 1dea occurs to him one day, /s 1dea; and the entire
blessedness of a great personal hypothesis, which embraces all existence
and the whole world penetrates with such force into his conscience that he
dare not think himself the creator of such blessedness, and he therefore
attributes to his God the cause of this new 1dea and likewise the cause of
the cause, believing 1t to be the revelation of his God. How could a man
be the author of so great a happiness? ask his pessimistic doubts. But
other levers are secretly at work: an opinion may be strengthened by one’s
self 1f 1t be considered as a revelation; and 1n this way all its hypothetic
nature 1s removed; the matter 1s set beyond criticism and even beyond
doubt: it is sanctified.®®

Such a patricide 1s unworthy of us, the author-god i1s dead and we have killed him,

and ‘who will wipe this blood off us?’, cries Nietzsche.®” The response: ‘we will’. But
how? We must ourselves become gods simply to be worthy of such a crime!®® That is, we
must be able to engage 1n acts of (re)creation, and this 1s precisely what the commentary
does and 1s.
2.c. Two Exemplary Reasons for Hinterfragen

Some acts of patricide are more subtle yet more aggressive than others. In his
review of Dunn’s Theology, Matlock obliquely observed that Romans 1s obviously not the
only choice we must make 1in constructing a theology of Paul and that ‘a different choice
would in turn bring different matters into prominence’.®® This is a simple comment to be
sure, but the simple fact of its legitimate possibility undermines the stability of Dunn’s

product and certainly calls into question the definite article employed in Dunn’s title:

64 Bruner, 400.
65 Bruner, 401.
66 Nietzsche, Dawn of Day, §62.

67 Friedrich Nietzsche, The Joyful Wisdom (trans. Thomas Common; vol. 10 of The
Complete Works of Nietzsche; Edinburgh: ‘'T'. N. Foulis, 1910), §125.

68 Nietzsche, The Joyful Wisdom, §125.

69 R. Barry Matlock, ‘Sins of the Flesh and Suspicious Minds: Dunn’s New Theology of
Paul’, ¥SNT 72 (1998): 68.
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‘The Theology of Paul the Apostle’. This is especially true when Dunn himself alludes to
the possibility of progression in Paul’s thought,’® which naturally causes him to resist a
synoptic approach to structuring Paul’s theology which would produce a ‘mishmash—not
the theology of Paul as he would have owned it at any particular time’.”! Romans is then
said to be precisely this observable occasion in which Paul reveals his own theology, being
‘the most sustained and reflective statement of Paul’s own theology by Paul himself . . . .’
Hence the leading question, ‘how to write a theology of Paul, then? Paul’s letter . . . to
Rome is the nearest thing we have to Paul’s own answer to that question. . . . Romans
provides us with an example of the way Paul himself chose to order the sequence of
themes in his theology’.”? Romans is the ‘mature theology of Paul’ and we cannot do
better than to use Romans as a ‘kind of template on which to construct our own
statement of Paul’s theology’.”3

The fact remains, however, that Romans remains structured by its occasional

reality, as 1s every letter written by Paul. Yet Dunn suggests that Romans is special, being
written at the end of a major phase of Paul’s missionary work, and probably under the
‘most congenial circumstances of his mission, with time for careful reflection and
composition’.’4 Certainly we can agree that Paul is probably already thinking of what he
plans to do after he delivers the Gentile gift to Jerusalem, and even agree that perhaps a
lot of the surface level tensions are 1n fact removed during the writing of the letter. Yet
Dunn himself acknowledges that Romans is a ‘defence’ of Paul’s understanding of the
gospel,’? a feature of Romans which should alert readers of Romans to the presence of a
sub-surface rhetorical agenda. The implication 1s that the structuring forces of the
rhetorical situation upon the form of the text are not a problem, or at least not as much of
a problem in Romans. I would venture to say at this point that it is precisely when the

occasion seems to be less intrusive that 1t 1s most intrusive because i1t 1s less obviously so.

70 Dunn, Theology, 25.
71 Dunn, Theology, 25.
2 Dunn, Theology, 25.
73 Dunn, Theology, 26.
74 Dunn, Theology, 25.

75 Dunn, Theology, 25.
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My point here 1s similar to the one made by Jane Schaberg in her commentary on
Luke. Itis precisely when things seem to be most congenial that they have the potential
to be the most dangerous.’® Schaberg’s name for this process is ‘seduction’. The fact is,
ideological or ‘interested’ texts such as those found in the Bible, philosophy and history
are always doing something and they are never innocuous. The prudent hermeneutical
posture to assume 18 thus one of suspicion, not a jaded expectation, rather a posture in
which we suspect that 1n fact something else may be going on than what is immediately
apparent. While 1t 1s not necessary to employ a hermeneutic defined by and cohering
around ‘suspicion’, I suggest that suspicion is a necessary part of the hermeneutical
process.

For Ricoeur, suspicion 1s ‘the critical instrument of de-mystification’ by which he
means that 1t 1s the process through which one analyses the product of socially discursive
illusory forces manifested within the individual but certainly originating prior to and thus
enabling the thought of the individual. Ricoeur refers to this as ‘false consciousness’, a
term mainly derived from Marx, but, as he notes, easily applies to Freud and Nietzsche.””
The ‘hermeneutics of suspicion’ 1s stmply a way of reading so as to elicit certain forms of
knowledge which were hitherto concealed. It 1s not meant to be a comprehensive
hermeneutic, nor is it an attempt at totalisation given that the nature of the form of
knowledge uncovered 1s not necessarily ‘essential’. Its function 1s rather a part of
something which would resemble something like Schleiermacher’s vision of a
hermeneutical circle: ‘knowledge always involves an apparent circle, that each part be

understood only out of the whole to which it belongs, and vice-versa’.”s

76 JTane Schaberg, ‘Luke’, in The Women’s Bible Commentary (eds. Carol A. Newsom and
Sharon H. Ringe; Louisville, KY: Westminster/John Knox, 1992), 275; see also the later discussion

of Schaberg on p. 138f.

7T See his discussion in Paul Ricoeur, ‘The Critique of Religion’, USQR 28 (1973):
205-206.

78 Friedrich Schleiermacher, Hermeneutics: The Handwritten Manuscripts (ed. Heinz
Kimmerle; trans. James Duke and Jack Forstman; AARTTS 1; Missoula: Scholars Press, 1977),
113 (the word ‘complete’ 1s deliberately omitted from the beginning of this quote). This concept,
however, is better stated by Heidegger in whom we can already see the beginnings of
hermeneutical suspicion. For example see Martin Heidegger, Being and Time (trans., John
Macquarrie and Edward Robinson; New York: Harper & Row, 1962), 153, and then later worked
out in Gadamer (see Hans-Georg Gadamer, Truth and Method [New York: The Seabury Press,

1975], 2351T.).
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When Matlock presents Dunn with the observation that there is a lack of

suspicion in his work on Paul,’® Dunn responds by asking if Matlock is suspicious enough

of suspicion.?? Dunn’s perception of ‘suspicion’ is therefore shown to be something more

like hnear, Cartesian doubt, rather than the genealogical, ideological, and illusional
question of origins suggested by the Nietzschean, Marxist, and Freudian sense of
suspicion catalysed in Ricoeur’s hermeneutics of suspicion.8! Dunn then goes on to state
that he prefers the ‘old term “criticism™ which involves the attempt to take into
consideration all that has gone into the making of the text . . . without excluding a due
degree of suspicion’.2> Who could ask for more? Well, the fact is that phrases like ‘due
degree’ in this statement belie an uncritical, worthy-of-suspicion ‘will to power’ or

totalising force on Dunn’s part that articulates rather nicely the conditions upon which

much of traditional or ‘institutional’ biblical studies is founded. This is indeed a

delightful display of Nietzsche’s idea of ‘micrological power’, elucidated by the simple
question, what 1s the actual content of the phrase ‘due degree’> Who decides where the

boundaries for ‘due degree’ are, at what point is the degree not enough and at what point
1s the degree too much? The answer is of course, Dunn decides, or rather the subtle,

micrological forces which Dunn has failed to observe as founding the conditions upon

which he constructs his own knowledge decide for him.

The way 1n which this will to power works itself out in an attempt to master
‘deviant’ forms of inquiry i1s conveniently demonstrated for us in Dunn’s response to
Matlock, in which he points to Matlock’s omission of specifying ‘the meaning or
perspective or method implied [by suspicion]’®? and then proceeds to use the very same
word 1n his critique of Matlock prefaced, however, by this empty and thus dangerous
phrase ‘due degree’. ‘Due degree’ in Dunn’s response becomes the locale from which
ubiquitous, and thus ‘institutional’ relations of power can operate in such a way so as to

maintain proper surveillance over interpretive practices and thus also separate one set of

/9 Matlock, ‘Sins of the Flesh’, 68-70.

80 JTames D. G. Dunn, ‘Whatever Happened to Exegesis? In Response to the Reviews by
R.B. Matlock and D. A. Campbell’, FSN7T (1998): 113.

81 See Paul Ricoeur, “Two Essays by Paul Ricoeur: The Critique of Religion and The
Language of Faith’, USQR 28 (1973): 205-12.

82 Dunn, ‘Whatever Happened to Exegesis’, 113-14 (emphasis added).

83 Dunn, ‘Whatever Happened to Exegesis’, 113.
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interpretations from another. The most important feature of Dunn’s power play is the
fact that, to cite Dunn’s own complaint, ‘the meaning or perspective or method is never
spelled out’.8%

What Dunn does here 1s not even slightly unusual, it is, in fact, quite the norm.
Francis Watson, 1in his programmatic paper on “The Scope of Hermeneutics’,8” says that
he 1s articulating a ‘view of hermeneutics as theoretical reflection on interpretive
practice’.80 He qualifies this by suggesting that ‘contemporary theological hermeneutics
must take as its main subject matter the distortions arising out of inappropriately drawn
disciplinary boundaries, thereby mediating between the separated disciplines of biblical
interpretation and Christian theology’.8” In his argument, he places a great deal of weight
upon the final form of the biblical (‘canonical’) text, since ‘one of the tasks of theological
hermeneutics 1s . . . to establish the reality of the canonical form of the texts, and to
defend its integrity against interpretative practices that undermine it. Two such practices
may be described as archaeology and supplementation’.88 Watson’s citation of the word
‘archaeology’ resonates with Foucault’s, but of course as one follows Watson down
through his excavation of the word, one finds that Watson has left Foucault at the
surface. Watson uses the Foucauldian term ‘archaeology’ as a reference to getting back to
‘origins’.%? However, when Watson then says that the problem with this process is that it
creates a situation in which the text is ‘no longer fit for its customary uses’?? he fails to see
that this is precisely the point of such a process and that ‘customary use’ 1s exactly what i1s
being called into question. That is, the whole 1dea of ‘customary use’ is a potentially
hegemonic concept that needs to be called into question; 1t 1s also a concept that attempts
to represent a sense of stability and thus a sense of stable origins, but we want to know

what the nature of that origin 1s before we talk about ‘customary use’. As with Dunn’s

84 Dunn, ‘Whatever Happened to Exegesis’, 113.

85 Francis Watson, ‘The Scope of Hermeneutics’, in The Cambridge Companion to Christian
Doctrine (ed. Colin E. Gunton; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997).

86 Watson, ‘Scope of Hermeneutics’, 78.
87 Watson, ‘Scope of Hermeneutics’, 79.
88 Watson, ‘Scope of Hermeneutics’, 76.
89 Watson, ‘Scope of Hermeneutics’, 76.

90 Watson, ‘Scope of Hermeneutics’, 76.
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‘due degree’, we find that ‘customary use’ is an empty and dangerous phrase which
reserves for itself the determining principle of what is and what is not ‘customary’.?!’ Who

decides what 1s customary? Watson does.

Watson uses another word in conjunction with ‘archaeology’ which also resonates
with French philosophy, namely the ‘supplement’; a word used by Rousseau and then
picked up by Derrida. Watson has in view a slightly different version of his ‘archaeology’
here, 1n that ‘supplement’ refers to the incorporation of the socio-linguistic milieu of the
biblical text into what we would presume to be the ‘customary’ performance/use of the
biblical text. In Watson’s attempt to supplement the scope of hermeneutics he uses
‘supplement’ 1n precisely the same way Rousseau used it and thus practically begs us to
apply Derrida’s subsequent deconstruction of Rousseau’s supplément. Derrida’s argument
ends up demonstrating that by virtue of Rousseau’s attempt to resign writing to be a
‘supplement’ of speech he demonstrates the incompleteness of speech—the presence of a
lack 1n speech which of course for Derrida becomes the lack of presence—and that what
was at one point only ‘supplementary’ (in Rousseau’s case ‘writing’) shows itself to have

always been essential to it. Thus by virtue of the supplement, Derrida is able to implicate

writing in the construction of speech.”2

Nonetheless, ‘supplement’ 1s innocent 1n Watson’s view, because to ‘abstract the
biblical texts entirely from their original environment would be to treat them docetically,
as originating directly from above without the mediation of historically and culturally
located human agency’.?3 It becomes that dangerous supplement, however, when it
‘undermines the integrity of the biblical texts in their canonical form’.?4 How is this so?
Well, ‘the integrity of the text may be threatened by the quanriry of the information with
which it is supplemented’.?> Watson began with the assumption that the biblical text

naturally needs to be culturally contextualised 1n some way, and anyone interested in

91 If indeed we did excavate Watson’s phrase here we would find that ‘customary use’ is
always a use of the very origins that Watson prefers to suppress under the glossy, canonical final
form.

92 Derrida’s discussion of Rousseau’s supplement may be found in Jacques Derrida, Of

Grammatology (trans. Gayatr1 Chakravorty Spivak; Balumore: Johns Hopkins University Press,
1976), 141-64; but see also the later comments on p. 192,

93 Watson, ‘Scope of Hermeneutics’, 77.
94 Watson, ‘Scope of Hermeneutics’, 77.

95 Watson, ‘Scope of Hermeneutics’, 77 (emphasis added).
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what the actual writers were saying would want to strongly affirm that. When Watson
subsequently looked 1nto the biblical text and saw the world behind it, he was not
prepared for what he saw: a vast, endless sea of context and thus also endless disruption
to ‘customary use’ (hence Watson’s earlier call for a defensive hermeneutic?9).

The problem with context 1s that as different signifying, and thus iterable, units
are perceived with respect to what may be called a focalizing event—the event which
brings into existence a context around itself, as every perceivable event does—they appear
to be in a given and immediate context of interpretation. However, the possibility of
distinguishing between the event and its context, and of distinguishing between relevant
and irrelevant contextual units also enables new contextual units to be joined to them or
replace them in the break between event and interpretation. The result 1s that
interpretation changes with new information. Again, the possibility of change nonetheless
prevents closure from ever taking place, and this possibility 1s also continuous because
context itself 1s continuous. Derrida makes a contextually relevant comment here; ‘no
meaning can be determined out of context, but no context permits saturation’.®’ That is,
meaning requires a point of reference, but there can never be a final decision regarding
what that point of reference might be, since ‘meaning i1s context-bound, but context 1s
boundless’.?8 Each time one demarcates the so-called ‘relevant’ context, another context
immediately appears along the borders of the demarcation. This new context was there
all the time, but it becomes known through a process of differentiation brought into play
by the line of demarcation. Thus, the context of any event i1s always beyond every
description of it; thus Watson’s hope for a comfortable, delimited, easy to handle context
that sustains ‘customary use’ is a hope relying on the success of rhetoric and not upon the
nature of context at all.

Like Dunn’s ‘due degree’, we have in Watson’s argument another dangerously

empty structure, ‘quantity’: ‘the integrity of the text may be threatened by the guantizy of

96 The biblical text needs something ‘to defend its integrity against interpretative practices
that undermine it’ (Watson, ‘Scope of Hermeneutics’, 76).

97 Jacques Derrida, ‘Living On: Border Lines’, in Harold Bloom et al., Deconstruction and
Criticism (New York: Continuum, 1979), 81. Dernida makes a similar comment in Jacques
Derrida, ‘Signature Event Context’, in Jacques Derrida, Limited Inc (Evanston, IL: Northwestern
University Press, 1988), 18; I use this translation of the essay and hereafter refer to it as SEC.

98 Culler, 123.



29
the information with which it is supplemented’.?® The implication is that if you add oo

much you are a poor hermeneut, but if you add the right amount, you are a good one.

Whence comes this knowledge of good and evil? The fact is that the empty structure is
inhabited by Watson, who becomes the one who distinguishes between good and bad

hermeneutics.

There 1s iIndeed a need for suspicion when it comes to thinking about Paul,
namely because Paul’s own significance has produced so much writing that it has become
difficult to distinguish between the writing and Paul. Again, we do not need a suspicion-
for-the-sake-of-suspicion,!%” rather one that simply respects the fact that agendas develop,
that history is 1deologically ‘interested’ and is never ‘pure’. The tradition of writing about
Paul’s writing 1s a tradition that bears the interests of the writing parties.

2.d. The Activity of Writing and ‘Interpreting’ Paul

It has long been observed that understanding Romans as a complete outlaying of
Paul’s theology is untenable,!9! primarily because it does not actually include all of Paul’s
theology. The problem lies in the subtle shift from observing Romans as the out-working
of Paul’s thoughts on the gospel to using Romans as the occasion to observe what Paul is
trying to do. There has been a fundamental hermeneutical failure to recognise the
difference between function and information in the writings of Paul.1%? The problem that
this introduces to Pauline studies has been observed before (albeit in other terms); note
Furnish’s comment: ‘It is important to observe that the vast majority of works devoted to
Pauline thought have sought to find its center in some particular theological doctrine. One
must ask whether the diversity of proposals concerning that doctrinal center 1s not due at
least as much to the character of Paul’s thought and preaching as to the theological
perspectives of Paul’s interpreters’.19% What Furnish observes is a preoccupation with

arriving at theology, or ‘information’, and not with what Paul might actually be trying to

79 Watson, ‘Scope of Hermeneutics’, 77 (emphasis added).

100 Reading for the sake of suspicion alone is not to be considered as an invalid approach
to the text, namely because the nature of language and communication affirms a multiplicity of
readings. The fact is, however, that this is just one reading of many and holds currency only for

like-interested parties.

101 See Kiitmmel, Introduction, 312.
102 See the discussion on function and writing in the ancient world, pp. 121ff.

103 Vjctor Paul Furnish, ‘Pauline Studies’, in Eldon Jay Epp and George W. MacRae, eds.,
The New Testament and its Modern Interpreters (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1989), 335.
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achieve through his rhetoric. Note also Beker: ‘we universalize . . . [the Pauline letters]

and abstract them away from their immediacy into a set of propositions or doctrinal
centers’, 104

In the attempt to renegotiate some of the impasses we have encountered in the
study of Paul, 1t 1s becoming more common for scholars to focus on Paul’s ‘theology’ as
the result of his apostolic activity and not as the starting point (‘theologising’ rather than
‘theology’). For example, Roetzel attempts to understand Paul’s thought not by trying ‘to
plot a progressively rising trajectory in Paul’s theology so much as . . . to get some idea of
the way Paul’s thinking emerged through conversations with his readers. Regarded in this
way his theologizing is an interactive process, dynamic and flexible’.195> Thus also, P.
Meyer suggests that ‘instead of assuming most of the time that Paul’s “theology” or
“convictions” are the resource or starting point from which he addresses the issues placed
before him, may one rather, as a kind of “experiment in thought”, think of them more
consistently as the end-product and result, the outcome to which he arrives in the process
of his argument, his “hermeneutic”, or his “theologizing”’.106

Engberg-Pedersen takes it to the next step (whether consciously or not). That is,
he argues for this very thing, namely Paul’s theologising as ‘dynamic and open-ended’, a
‘symbolic universe in the making, not a fully worked out, static, and final one’.197 Thus he
comes close to a functional approach to Paul when he argues that ‘whatever system we
shall be able to discover in his letters will lie not 1n a fully worked out set of 1deas but
rather in Paul’s handling of his theological conceptions 1n the different situations he i1s
addressing’.198 It is the reference to ‘handling’!%? that is of interest here. The goal of

Engberg-Pedersen’s argument is to put forward a case for a more dynamic and less static

104 1, Christiaan Beker, Paul the Apostle: The Triumph of God in Life and Thought
(Philadelphia: Fortress, 1984), 35.

105 Roetzel, Paul, 93.

106 P, W. Meyer, ‘Pauline Theology: Some Thoughts for a Pause in Its Pursuit’, in Sociery
of Biblical Literature 1995 Seminar Papers, (ed. Eugene H. Lovering, Jr.; Atlanta: Scholars press,

1995), 697.

107 Troels Engberg-Pedersen, ‘Proclaiming the Lord’s Death: 1 Corinthians 11:17-34 and
the Forms of Paul’s Theological Argument’, in Pauline Theology: 1 & 2 Corinthians (vol 2; ed.
David M. Hay; Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1993), 106.

108 Engberg-Pedersen, ‘Proclaiming the Lord’s Death’, 106.

109 On which Engberg-Pedersen himself places emphasis.
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view of Paul’s theology. However, in so doing, he (along with the others attempting to do

the same thing) necessarily shifts the emphasis from product to process. That is, he

moves from a focus on the traditional search for pure information to a focus on how that

information 1s produced.

‘T'he contention 1n this project i1s that once the focus has been removed from an
already-established Platonic structure,!!V and fixed back onto Paul’s dynamic activity as a
letter writer, we are then free to advance in our understanding of Paul’s thought.!1! The
particular argument here 1s that we must continue along the lines established by those
who see Paul as a ‘theologiser’ rather than a theologian, but not stop with that
observation. That 1s, when Paul’s ‘activity’ comes to the fore of our analyses, our
attention 1s naturally drawn to what he sought to achieve by virtue of that activity;
furthermore, only by incorporating the goals of Paul’s ‘theologising’ may we understand
more fully the content of that ‘theologising’. In other words, if we are to be concerned
about theology, then let us be concerned with a theology that arises out of the functional
effects of a text rather than amputating the rhetoric at the level of the text.

It 1s the preoccupation with ‘theological doctrine’ that has clouded the fact that
Paul was a man 1n history trying to achieve a very specific set of goals and that his writings
were written as a means of reaching those goals. It is the gradual realisation that we
cannot sustain such a preoccupation that causes Engberg-Pedersen to sigh with relief that
‘scholars have gradually come to realize that in addition to the manifest meaning of Paul’s
statement as importing information and responding to the particularities of the letter
situation at the level of direct communication, these statements have a number of
functions that are more indirect, but no less important for that’.112 He further suggests
that ‘functional aspects of Paul’s statements are also part of the meaning of these
statements simply because Paul is engaged 1n a specific communicative act between

particular people’.113 I would suggest that it is only after we discern the function of Paul’s

110 Note, for example, the comments in Engberg-Pedersen, ‘Proclaiming the Lord’s
Death’, 107.

11 See the later discussion on p. 48 in response to Furnish’s call for ‘new models’.

112 Troels Engberg-Pedersen, ‘Stoicism in Philippians’, in Paul in His Hellenistic Context
(ed. Troels Engberg-Pedersen; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1994), 258 (emphasis added).

113 Engberg-Pedersen, ‘Stoicism in Philippians’, 259.
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texts can we even begin to consider issues of significance or ‘theology’.114 I would in fact

suggest that a teleological (though not necessarily eschatological) approach to Paul’s
writing gives us the coherence we need to create an integrated approach to Paul’s writing
in general. I would further suggest that while Romans and the rest of the Hauptbriefe have
been useful sources for thinking about Paul’s thought, their academic treatment has in
fact distracted us from the fundamentally important issue of what Paul himself was trying
to do. Finally, 1t should be noted that a glaring problem in contemporary hermeneutics is
the lack of appreciation for what the writers of antiquity were thinking when they
themselves put texts together. It appears that ancient writers may have been more

attuned to what their texts were intended to do as opposed to what they were intended to

mean. 113

3. Writing Performance as Logocentric Citation:
Cite-Secing with Derrida and Austin

Language 1s given 1ts value by virtue of i1ts operation as the means by which we encounter
and articulate ‘reality’. Language resides ‘above’ us as a system prior to and thus
structuring our experiences and ‘below’ us as a system reinforced by our collective use of
it. As a collective, we use language to describe and prescribe our social realities and thus
make language a social construct; 1its most important function is to enable us to achieve
our social goals. That is, the social nature of language is a performative one. Thus Berger
and Luckmann note that language is basically referenced by our ‘pragmatic motive’.
‘Language originates in and has its primary reference to everyday life; it refers above all to
the reality I experience in wide-awake consciousness, which 1s dominated by the
pragmatic motive (that is, the cluster of meanings directly pertaining to present or future
actions) and which I share with others in a taken-for-granted manner’.!1¢

A highly operative factor in the ancient perception of what a letter was doing was a

sense of how the letter was appropriate for the particular set of social realities present to

114 Since I affirm that content and function are in a reciprocal relationship, I therefore
agree with Engberg-Pedersen when he states that ‘the meaning of a Pauline letter should be
construed as a sort of conglomerate resulting from the interaction in it of all the different types of
“saying and doing” that are active 1n Paul’s statements’ (Engberg-Pedersen, ‘Stoicism in

Philippians’, 259).
115 See pp. 121fF.

116 Peter Berger, and Thomas Luckmann, The Social Construction of Reality: A Treatise in
the Sociology of Knowledge (New York: Anchor Books, 1967), 38.
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the letter’s writer and reader. Critically attending to the function of a letter is necessarily

attending to the rhetorical situation which gives occasion for the letter in the first place.
The implications for this are similar to those found in the speech act theory of J. L.
Austin.!17 The primary feature applicable here is the observation that the direction of
critical interest 1s reversed. Typically, intentionality is accounted for by assuming that
‘the meaning of a text be grounded on what is i the texr’.118 That is, the final point of
critical analysis 1s the text. Speech act theory, however, sees the final point of critical
analysis as the social realities impacted by the text; ‘thus studying a text as a speech act
involves taking into account something which is not in the text, and yet is a part of the
communication of meaning by that text’.11°

It 1s important to clarify the fact that what is not in view, for Austin, is simply any
impact occasioned by the text. He rather has a sense of a performance realised by the text
through the previously existing structures (social norms and institutions) which are
understood and utilised by the speaker. The point is that it is not the text alone or the
thing/person being impacted alone rather that these are a part of the performance of a
larger communicative structure. Thus, Austin has not marginalised the material text, he
has simply erased the traditional boundary around it, in order to consciously incorporate
those features of which it is necessarily a part.

Speech act theory 1s a helpful voice to include in the chorus of biblical criticism.
It 1s perhaps prudent at this point to lay out Austin’s basic thoughts on the matter, and
then to introduce Derrida’s reading of Austin. Yet before that, let us restate the problem
of the thesis!4V in terms appropriate to Austin: Why is it that Paul seems to think that an
utterance spoken in a ‘non-serious’ mode (pretext) has the same value as one spoken 1n a
‘serious’ mode (truth)? This is a problem because the philosophical opposition between
the serious and non-serious use of linguistic acts, as articulated by Austin, seems so
fundamental to a theory of meaning, primarily because the notion of authorial intention,

the possibility of a text meaning only what the author intended it to mean, 1s put in

117 Wittgenstein had already observed that language had a performative quality. Note for
example Ludwig Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations (trans. G. E. M. Anscome; New York:
Macmillan, 1953), §§491, 493, 498; II: 1x—x.

118 Daniel Patte, ‘Speech Act Theory and Biblical Exegesis’, Semeia 41 (1988): 90.

119 Patte, ‘Speech Act Theory’, 90.

120 See opening statement, p. 9.
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question. Yet, as we closely follow the textual contours of Philippians, we find that the
traditional concept of the relationship between an author’s intention and the text is
indeed undermined.

3.a. Reversal and Displacement in Derrida and Austin

As I shall argue later, both Paul and Derrida re-write the difference between
serious and non-serious utterances. But how far does this relationship go? In one simple
move, Paul does away with the hierarchical structure altogether, whereas Derrida makes a
few more preliminary and duly cautious moves. Derrida initiates, or intervenes with, a
reversal and displacement of the two opposites. The hierarchy of the oppositional
structure non-serious/serious 1s reversed so that it becomes serious/non-serious, showing
the serious to be a special case of, or derived from, the non-serious. The hierarchy is then
displaced to become (non)serious. For his part, Paul presents the two modes of speech 1n
Philippians as in opposition, but also pragmatically suspended from cancelling each other
out, displacing them in the Derridean sense.

This displacement 1s one side of a two-sided, yet single, deconstructive move:
reversal or ‘re-placing’ and displacement. Reversal 1s the overturning or inverung of
hierarchical oppositions (speech/writing to writing/speech), and 1s an ‘indispensable
phase’ of deconstruction.!?! Derrida finds justification for this action in terms of the
‘violent’ nature of hierarchies. That is, since one side of the philosophical binary
opposition suppresses, marginalises, governs the other, Derrida sees no reason not to re-
introduce (by reversal or replacing) the suppressed element back into the discourse
allowing, momentarily, the governed to govern.!?? Reversal on its own, however, is rather
pointless since it leaves the problem of violent hierarchies in place; thus, displacement of
the hierarchy is also a necessary part of this single but structured/stratfied process.
Displacement prevents the hierarchy from operating, it “intervenes’, “disorganises’,
‘neutralises’, the hierarchy. It suspends the two elements, intervening 1n the production
of yet another violent hierarchy.!?3 Thus, the process of deconstruction is one whereby

binary opposites are re-written through a process which Derrida terms “bifurcated

121 Jacques Derrida, Dissemination, (trans. Barbara Johnson; London: The Athlone Press,
1981), 6.

122 See, Jacques Derrida, Positzons (trans. Alan Bass; Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1981), 41.

123 See Derrida, Positions, 41—42.
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writing’,14% so as to allow both to operate in the text, albeit in mutually excluding acts as
each opposite continuously effaces and is effaced by the presence of the other.

Deconstruction must therefore, through this bifurcated writing or

double gesture . . . double science . . . practice an overturning of the
classical opposition and a general displacement of the system. It is only on
this condition that deconstruction will provide itself with the means with
which to mrzervene 1n the field of oppositions that it criticizes, which is also
a field of non-discursive forces. . . . Deconstruction does not consist in
passing from one concept to another, but in overturning and displacing a

conceptual order, as well as the non-conceptual order with which the
conceptual order is articulated.125

It 1s also important to note here that Derrida’s desire for deconstruction i1s not born of
malice. Derrida understands his use of Heidegger’s Abbau and Destruktion as not
referring to a destruction, and characterizes his relationship to the texts he deconstructs as
‘loving jealousy and not at all . . . nihilistic fury’.120 In fact, Derrida actually sees
deconstruction as a positive and ‘not a negative operation’. 127
3.b. Austin’s Deconstruction of Constative/Performative

To 1nscribe Derrida’s point, we must note Austin’s own deconstructive behaviour
which Derrida mimics in a classic display of deconstruction.1?® In his well-known book,
How to do Things with Words—an outworking of the William James Lectures—Austin
attempts to account for the meaning of utterances, when he discusses his distinctions
between locution (actual utterance), illocutionary force (the performance of the
utterance) and perlocution (the consequences of illocutionary force).!?° As Culler points
out, Austin makes similar moves to those of Saussure. In the same way that Saussure

sought to account for acts of signification, his parole, by describing the system which

124 Derrida, Positions, 42.

125 Derrida, SEC, 329.

126 Jacques Derrida, Ear of the Other: Otobiography, Transference, Translanon (trans. P.
Kamuf and A. Ronell; ed. C. V. McDonald; New York: Schoken Books, 1985) 86—87.

127 Jacques Derrida, ‘Letter to a Japanese Friend’, in Derrida and Différance (eds. David
Wood and Robbert Bernasconi; trans. David Wood and Andrew Benjamin; Evanston, 1L.:
Northwestern University Press, 1988), 3.

128 T introduce Austin here, but I take up Derrida’s interaction with him later, see pp. 39ff.

129 1. L. Austin, How to do Things with Words (2nd ed.; Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1976), 98ff. He also presents a discussion on the distinction between meaning and force, since
there is already a question about the relationship of meaning and force set up in this description of

his goals.
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makes parole possible, his langue,!13° Austin poses a system of speech acts to account for
illocutionary force.13! But Austin’s arguments are also in the vein of the later
Wittgenstein. Both Austin and Wittgenstein sought to untie the knots that logical
positivism had tangled, not only around meaning and language but also around the very
investigation of meaning and language. Indeed, Austin is specifically contrasting his work
with the logical positivists when he suggests that ‘it was for too long the assumption of
philosophers that the business of a “statement” can only be to “describe” some state of
affairs, or to “state some fact”, which it must do either truly or falsely’.132 Such a
programme did not provide much, if any, space for the philosophical or critical
discussions of aesthetics, religion, and ethics which were thought to contain an ‘emotive
meaning as opposed [to] cognitive or scientific meaning, and were held therefore as
unamenable to a (further) philosophical assessment’.133 Austin disagreed with the idea
that if an utterance did not come under the category of ‘statement’—that which can be
verified either truly or falsely—then 1t was somehow less rational.

After pointing to the dogmatic practice of Western philosophers to exclude
anything that was not classed as ‘statement’, Austin set about developing an argument for
a distinction between what he termed the ‘constative’ and the ‘performative’, and then
later for a deconstruction of the distinction.13* However, during the course of the
lectures, or, in our case, the re-citation of the lectures in book form, Austin repeatedly
comes up against the problem—of which he was not unaware!>>—of not being able to
draw effectively a line of distinction between performatives and constatives. The trouble

lay in the fact that the distinctions kept disappearing, since either one of the oppositions

130 See Ferdinand de Saussure, Course in General Linguistics (eds. Charles Bally and Albert
Sechehaye, with Albert Reidlinger; trans. Wade Baskin; New York: Philosophical Library, 1959;
repr. New York: Mcgraw-Hill, 1966), 7-17.

131 Culler, 111.
132 Austin, 1.

133 Stanley Cavell, Philosophical Passages: Wittgenstein, Emerson, Austin, Derrida (Oxford:
Blackwell, 1995), 50.

134 Austin, 1ff. for the distinction; 135ff. for the blurring of the distinction.

135 Austin, 91, 146f, 152; also see Gordon C. F. Bearn, ‘Derrida Dry: Iterating Iterability
Analytically’, Diacritics 25 (Fall 1995), 4-5.
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could/would masquerade as the other.!>¢ Thus Bearn comments, somewhat nihilistically,
that Austin ‘determined to strip the masks from the masqueraders . . . found behind each
mask another one,’ as ‘the distinction between constatives and performatives vanished
twice, finally disappearing into a hall of illocutionary mirrors’.137 Yet Derrida sees within
these points of impasse the promise of Austin’s work, characterising it as an ‘analysis that
IS patient, open, aporetic, in constant transformation, often more fruitful in the recognition of
its impasses than in its positions’.138

Performatives are utterances which cannot be described as simply true or false,
rather there 1s only a performance—a particularly interesting perspective in light of
Dernda’s own desire to suspend the hierarchical forces operating within binary
oppositions. In this case, the opposing structure true/false is suspended from causing new
hierarchical striations to arise within utterances.!3° An example of a performative
performing 1s the minister officiating at a marriage ceremony saying, ‘I name you husband
and wite’. The minister’s words are an official act and are a part of the action of
marrying. Such an utterance conforms to Austin’s two conditions for performatives: ‘A.
they do not “describe” or “report” or constate anything at all, are not “true or false”; and
B. the uttering of the sentence 1s, or is a part of, the doing of an action, which again

would not normally be described as, or as “just”, saying something’.}4% That is,

136 See Bearn, 4-5. Bearn does not include the possibility that Austin came to see that a
blurring of the distinction, a deconstruction of the two opposing categories, was in fact an
appropriate conclusion to the project.

137 Bearn, 23, 5. Bearn’s article is concerned with analytically defending the basic premise
of Derrida’s SEC. The article suggests that Bearn relies on a success/failure oppositional structure
remaining intact in the argument of SEC, whereas it seems to me that such a structure 1s precisely
the sort of structure upon which Derrida 1s not relying and indeed 1s interested 1in deconstructing in
SEC. Since Bearn’s entire article presumes this structure, 1t ends up being a logocentric overlay
which exposes the contours of the surface argument of SEC but which glosses over the cracks in
which Derrida’s argument really takes place.

138 Derrida, SEC, 322 (emphasis added).

139 See Austin, 9-11 for a discussion on the relationship of performative statements to the
true/false structure. He uses a quote from Euripides’ Hippolytus, 1| yYAd00 6 puwpoy’, | o€ Gpnv
avwpotoc, which he translates “‘my tongue swore to, but my heart (or mind or other backstage
artiste) did not’, to imply a metaphysical disjunction ‘between saying and intending’ (Cavell, 62).
Interestingly, Cavell, in an essay generally suspicious of Derrida’s SEC, points to the fact that this
‘classic expression’, as Austin calls 1t, 1s also cited 1n both Plato’s Symposium and Theatetus, as well
as in Aristophanes’ The Frogs, thereby highlighting the operation of citationality or iterability. For
Derrida on the suspension of hierarchical forces, see Henry Staten, Wittgenstein and Derrida
(Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1984), 114.

140 Aystin, 5.
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performatives do things; they are 1n themselves actions and not reports of actions or of a
given state of affairs. According to the philosophers against whom Austin wrote, such
utterances did not have the same rational value as ‘constative’ statements which report on
actions or a given state of affairs.

Austin further suggests that constatives, namely ‘historical references’,14! are
merely abbreviated forms of performatives.!4* That is, a constative is supposedly a
statement 1n which one describes a state of affairs. For example, the statement ‘my
computer i1s made by Compaq’ 1s a constative statement on the surface, but Austin shows
that 1t 1s really an abbreviated performative statement implying a performative verb, such
as ‘I affirm,’ or ‘I tell [you)’.

By moving away from the positivistic notion that statements are only valid if they
state a fact or describe something Austin began to dismantle the metaphysical structures
ensnaring the Western philosophy of language—inadvertently deconstructing the
traditional philosophical hierarchy which privileged constatives over all other kinds of
statements (‘pseudo-statements’143). He demonstrates, on the one hand, that the
opposite 1s actually the case (‘reversal’), insofar as these constatives are dependent upon
or derived from the category of pseudo-statements, or his ‘performatives’. On the other
hand, he prevents a new hierarchy developing (‘displacement’), by preventing the
true/false opposition from participating in the 1llocutionary force of performatives by
showing that constatives are a special case of performatives. Thus, Wolfgang Iser was later
led to call for a general doing-away with these structures and ‘replace ontological
arguments with functional arguments, for what i1s important to readers and critics alike, is
what literature does, and not what it means’.14* Iser maintains an oppositional dichotomy
between meaning and function here which may not be altogether confluent with his own
desire for a functional approach, but the point is that Austin opened up a crack in the wall

which many have tried clambering through 1n order to escape the oppression of the

metaphysical in language and the question of meaning.

141 Aystin, 6, n. 2.
142 Aystin, 135ff.
143 Austin, 2, 3.

144 \Wolfgang Iser, The Act of Reading: A Theory of Aesthetic Response (Baltimore: Johns
Hopkins University Press), 53.
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3.c. Derrida’s Deconstruction of Austin: Serious/Non-Serious

But Austin, like Saussure, in offering a critique of the logocentric moves typically
made by Western philosophy, and upon which traditional Western philosophy
relies—acts of excluding and privileging elements of binary oppositions which thereby
create violent hierarchies—does not himself move beyond logocentrism, rather he
(necessarily) stays within 1t. Every critique of logocentrism will, at the same time, rely
upon it; ‘even a theory based on difference does not escape logocentrism but finds itself
appealing to presence, not only because some concepts of analysis, demonstration, and
objectivity involve such reference but also because in order to identify differences
responsible for meanings one needs to treat some meanings as if they were given, as if
they were somewhere ‘present’ as a point of departure’.14> And we find Derrida affirms
this when, 1n preparing to argue his case against Austin’s text, he says that ‘I must take as
known and granted that Austin’s analyses permanently demand a value of context, and even
of an exhaustively determinable context’.14¢ That is, in order for Derrida to critique an
argument he must acknowledge that there actually 1s an argument which can serve as the
point of reference for a deconstruction of the text. Thus, Derrida does not himself claim
to be beyond the problems of logocentrism. He necessarily works within logocentric
structures in order to critique them. This has been a common misconception of Derrida.
Lionel Abel thinks that because Derrida uses logic to question truth and logic, his
deconstructive project is consequently invalidated.!4’ But, as Sherwood points out,
Abel’s criticism i1s ironic since ‘by exposing the double logic at work 1n Derrida’s texts . . .
[he affirms] with him the universality of deconstruction’.148 This is a part of the reason
why deconstruction always employs the existing structure of the text to operate, and why
Derrida is always having problems with his critics not remaining within the text.14°

Derrida discusses Austin’s How to do Things with Words in SEC and, 1n the second

section of the essay, deconstructs the difference between serious and non-serious, the

145 Culler, On Deconstruction, 110
146 Derrida, SEC, 322 (the first emphasis is added).

147 See Lionel Abel, ‘Jacques Derrida: His ‘Difference’ with Metaphysics’, Salmagundi 25
(Winter 1974): 3-21.

148 Yvonne Sherwood, The Prostitute and the Prophet: Hosea’s Marriage in Literary-
Theoretical Perspective (JSOTSup 212; Gender, Culture, Theory 2; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic
Press, 1996), 153-54.

149 See Derrida, Of Grammatology, 24; also Derrida, Ear of the Other, 86-87.
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original and the citation. Derrida repeats or mimics Austin’s attack on logocentrism.
That 1s, Derrida rigorously pursues the logic of Austin’s text in its own terms, which
causes his own argument to mimic or cite the turns of Austin’s text as he pushes the logic
of that text to its limits.!1°? ‘The movements of deconstruction do not destroy texts from
the outside. They are not possible and effective, nor can they take accurate aim, except
by inhabiting those structures. . . . Operating necessarily from the inside, borrowing all
the strategic and economic resources of subversion from the old structure’.!>! Indeed,
‘deconstruction is . . . an activity of reading which remains closely tied to the texts it
interrogates, and which can never set up independently as a self-enclosed system of
operative concepts’.122 We could summarise Norris by saying that deconstruction is a
part of, or participates 1n, the text and 1s not a discussion about the text. The
deconstructive argument 1s often the same argument operating within the text, and is
performed 1n terms of the text, which is to say that it takes place within the text, but in
order, as Culler says, ‘to breach it’.1°3 Interestingly, in an exchange with Searle, who
criticised Derrida’s reading of Austin, saying that Derrida was not being true to Austin’s
text,1°4 Derrida points out that Searle is not offering a serious critique because he does
not work within the terms of the text.!°> In contrast, note that in the course of Derrida’s
reply to Searle, Limited Inc, Derrida eventually cites Searle’s argument 1n its entirety.

Insofar as Derrida does this, 1t could be said that he produces a text more ‘true’ to
Austin’s text than Austin’s own. He does this by first affirming and stabilizing the
argument of the text through a discussion (and praise) of what Austin was attempting to
achieve, but then he goes beyond Austin and shows the way 1n which the logic of this
same text undermines that argument. That i1s, Derrida shows how Austin’s text exceeded

him, not to poke fun at Austin, but to demonstrate a problem of language, to

150 ‘Derrida drives Saussure’s project to its ultimate conclusions and seeing where those
conclusions work to challenge the project’s conventional premises’. Chrnistopher Norris,
Deconstruction Theory and Practice (New Accents; L.ondon: Routledge, 1982), 30.
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155 See Jacques Derrida, Limited Inc (ed. Gerald Graff; trans. Samuel Webber and Jeffrey
Mehlman; Evanston, IL: Northwestern University Press, 1988), e.g., 105.



41
demonstrate that language escapes our attempts to tether it to our intentions and the
presence of our conscious will to communicate. It is the nature of language to have
within it opposing forces and aporiae arising from within the opposition of those forces,
problematising a text’s assertions, turning those assertions against themselves. And these
are what Derrida brings to light in his reading of Austin; again, not to show Austin’s
failures, but those within philosophical discourse in general, since ‘the reading must
always aim at a certain relationship, unperceived by the writer, between what he
commands and what he does not command of the patterns of the language that he
uses’.1°% Thus, deconstruction leads to exposing a problem, not with an author’s logic,
but with the logic of the relationship between what an author does have control over and
that which an author does not, that is, a problem within the logic of language itself.1°7

For Derrida, the discourse of Western metaphysics has always relied on a system
of exclusion and the establishment of violent hierarchies.!”® The history of truth,
according to Derrida, has been a history of maintaining the illusion created by this kind of
oppositional exclusion and suppression; indeed, says he, 1t has been ‘the condition of the

very idea of truth’.15® For example, Derrida argues that

‘the privilege of the phoné [the practice of exclusion] does not depend upon
a choice that could have been avoided. It responds to a moment of
economy (let us say of the “life” of “history” or of “being as self-
relationship”). The system of “hearing (understanding) oneself speak”
[s’entendre parler] through the phonic system . . . has necessarily dominated
the history of the world during an entire epoch, and has even produced the
idea of the world, the idea of world-origin, that arises from the difference
between worldly and the non-worldly, the outside and the inside, 1deality

and nonideality, universal and nonuniversal, transcendental and
empirical’. 160

In this comment, Derrida portrays the structure which has been laid over Western

perceptions of reality and consciousness, and in so doing indicates a problem inherent to

that structure: that the economies of life, history, and perceiving oneself are dependent
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upon a set of oppositions for which the point of reference can be the phenomenon of

s ‘entendre parler, the perceived ability to hear and understand oneself speak with no
mediation. Since they are based on oppositions, such as presence/absence, this economy
has been one of an illusion in which one element in the oppositional structure has been
suppressed. It 1s an economy of exclusion. Moreover, this has not been an unavoidable
structuring of philosophical discourse because these economies were founded—if I may
be permitted to allude to an origin of sorts—on privilege and suppression.

Austin’s deconstruction of the constative/performative oppositton—showing that
the previously privileged constatives were a special class of the previously excluded, or
marginalised performatives—is an insightful critique of the logocentric structures
operating within philosophical discourse by virtue of his reversal and displacement
discussed earlier.1°l However, Derrida shows that Austin himself excludes or
marginalises non-serious language and privileges the serious. Derrida then proceeds to
demonstrate, 1n the manner of Austin, that the serious 1s a special category of, or parasitic
upon, the non-serious, thereby displacing the oppositional structure set up by Austin
through revealing the mutual contamination of the two opposites. To say that the serious
ends up as a special case of the non-serious sounds like the results of one of Zeno’s
reductio ad absurdum paradoxes. But Derrida 1s not saying that everything 1s non-serious,
or that reality is not real, or even, with respect to Austin, that intentionality does not exist.
In fact, Derrida 1s quite sober about the necessity to accept such things as necessary. Itis
only when one attempts to base an entire philosophical system on these oppositional
structures and upon language conventions that a problem arises.!®2 Here I cite Derrida:

Above all, I will not conclude from this [the general graphematic structure
of every ‘communication’] that there 1s no relative specificity of the effects
of consciousness, of the effects of speech (1n opposition to writing 1n the
traditional sense), that there is no effect of the performative, no effect of
ordinary language, no effect of presence and of speech acts. It is simply that
these effects do not exclude what 1s generally opposed to them term by term, but
on the contrary presuppose 1t in dyssemtrical fashion, as the general space
of their possibility.163
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