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ABSTRACT

“Thematic, Axiological, and Rhetorical Formations: A Discourse and Intertextual
Analysis of Jude and 2 Peter”

Cynthia S. Y. Chau

McMaster Divinity College

Hamilton, Ontario

Doctor of Philosophy, 2022

Scholars have proposed that Jude and 2 Peter are literarily dependent. However, there is
no definitive conclusion among scholars concerning which one is literarily dependent on
the other. There are arguments for and against each of the literary dependency theories.
It is difficult to define what is meant by literary dependency and how to measure it. By
utilizing Lemke’s notion of intertextuality, this study examines the thematic formations,
axiological stance, and rhetorical formations of Jude and 2 Peter. This study
demonstrates that there are significant intertextual relations that can account for the
similarities between these two texts. There is substantial evidence which suggests that
their differences are significant. Jude and 2 Peter do not provide essential intertextual
background information to understand each other. Through the analysis of other
intertexts, this study reveals a significant number of intertexts, like the LXX, Old
Testament Pseudepigrapha, and contemporary literature, that can account for the

meaning formation of the two books. These texts can be considered as more significant

intertexts for Jude and 2 Peter.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

The Epistle of Jude and the Epistle of Second Peter have always been seen as two
interrelated books.! The exact way of how they are related, however, is still in dispute.
Among the different hypotheses, the hypotheses of literary dependency are the most
popular ones.> We have to ask, however, a few questions in order to tease out the most
probable relationship between the two books. First, does the theory of literary
dependency have a profound way to evaluate the linguistic data in order to say that two
texts are dependent? Is there enough linguistic data to support the criteria of literary
dependency? Second, if there is not any conclusive and sufficient hypothesis to evaluate
literary dependency, or if there is not enough linguistic data to support the hypothesis,
how can we account for the similarities that people sensed from the two books? In order
to examine these, this chapter will first evaluate the arguments for literary dependency
and the related hypotheses and will show that the hypotheses about literary dependence
in themselves are inconclusive and insufficient to explain the relationship between Jude
and 2 Peter. In view of this, this study proposes to utilize Jay L. Lemke’s concept of
intertextuality and the model of Systemic Functional Linguistics to study the two books,

in order to examine the relationship between them.

! For instance, Bauckham, Jude—2 Peter; Bigg, Peter and Jude; Davids, Letters of 2 Peter and
Jude; and Mathews, “Literary Relationship,” 47—66. For more examples, please see the discussion below.

2 Two leading scholars are Bigg (Peter and Jude) and Bauckham (Jude—2 Peter) who find Jude
uses 2 Peter and 2 Peter uses Jude respectively.



This chapter will first provide a concise description of the different hypotheses
concerning the relationship between Jude and 2 Peter, as well as other intertexts.
Afterwards, the importance and limitations of the study will be presented. At the end of

this chapter, there will be an introduction concerning the structure of this study.

Hypotheses Concerning the Relationship Between Jude and 2 Peter
In the last century, the majority of scholars saw the Epistle of Jude and the Epistle of
Second Peter as having a literary dependence. There are three main streams of
hypotheses: Jude uses 2 Peter, 2 Peter uses Jude, and they use a common source.® The

following subsections will portray these three main streams of hypotheses.

Jude Uses 2 Peter
The hypothesis that Jude uses 2 Peter was the most popular one before the twentieth

century.* Charles Bigg’s work in 1901 has been portrayed as the “most thorough defense

3 There are a total of five hypotheses that have been advocated. Other than the three that are
mentioned, the other two hypotheses are that the two books have a common author and that one book was
interpolated by the author of the other. See Knight, Second Peter and Jude, 20-22; McDonald and Porter,
Early Christianity, 541; and Hultin, “Literary Relationships,” 3140, especially 31. Concerning the
hypothesis that the two books have a common author, Knight thinks that it is an unlikely explanation
because of literary and stylistic differences (Knight, Second Peter and Jude, 20-21). Hultin concludes that
this hypothesis is not widely accepted because there are differences in Greek style (Hultin, “Literary
Relationships,” 31). Concerning the hypothesis that one book was interpolated by the author of the other,
according to Hultin (Hultin, “Literary Relationships,” 31), it is not very likely that there is an
interpolation. The reason is that the whole of 2 Peter is believed to be a literary unity. Moreover, there is
no manuscript evidence supporting this hypothesis. As a result, most scholars tend to reject this
hypothesis.

4 Some major works before the twentieth century which have this view include Zahn, Einleitung
in das Neue Testament, 2:43—111; Spitta, Zweite Brief des Petrus, 381-470. Gilmour points out that the
defence of 2 Peter’s priority is often related to the defence of Petrine authorship. An early dating of 2 Peter
would allow Jude to borrow from 2 Peter. Moreover, it is more likely that Jude would borrow from an
apostle than the other way round. See Gilmour, Significance of Parallels, 86—87. Donelson has also
mentioned that 2 Peter’s probable dependence on Jude causes problems when discussing authorship
(Donelson, “Apostolic Voices,” 21).



of Petrine priority in English.”> However, it has now become a minority view. Not many
scholars are still arguing for this view.°

In his commentary, Bigg says that it is certain that one of the writers of 2 Peter
and Jude has borrowed from the other.” However, he does not state the reason for saying
this. Based on the presupposition that a type of borrowing exists, he approaches the
question concerning the relationship of the two books by defending the priority of 2
Peter.® He points out that style is the most popular criterion for deciding the priority of
two works. However, he also admits that points of style will always give different
impressions to different people. For instance, if one writing is more logical and clearer
than the other, it may be thought that either the second has spoiled the first, or the first
has improved upon the second. Therefore, apart from further evidence, this criterion is
highly subjective.” He then provides several arguments that he considers to be strong.
For instance, he says that Jude 6 deapois didios (in eternal chains) is most probably a
paraphrase of 2 Pet 2:4 geipalis {6dov taprapwoag (cast them into hell and [committed
them] to chains of deepest darkness),!? and it is unconvincing that the two writers are
drawing independently from the Book of Enoch. Moreover, Jude 9 has also destroyed
the parallel of 2 Pet 2:11.!! The second argument that Bigg offers to support Petrine

priority is that Jude has used words that are Pauline, not Petrine. He argues that it is

5 Hultin, “Literary Relationships,” 32n4.

® For instance, in the twenty-first century, only Mathews (Mathews, “Literary Relationship,” 47—
66) is still arguing for the hypothesis that Jude uses 2 Peter.

" Bigg, Peter and Jude, 216.

8 See Bigg, Peter and Jude, 216-24.

° Bigg, Peter and Jude, 216. “Spoiled” is the original wording Bigg uses.

10 The English translation used here is NRSV.

1 Bigg, Peter and Jude, 216—17. Concerning these two examples, Gilmour points out, however,
that both cases involve textual variants thus weaken the argument (Gilmour, Significance of Parallels, 87—
88).



more natural to suppose the author of Jude, who has the habit of using Pauline language,
has slipped the words in rather than inferring that the author of 2 Peter to have cut them
out.'? The third argument that Bigg provides is concerned with the prophecy in 2 Pet
3:3-4 and Jude 17-18. He says that in 2 Pet 3:3—4, Peter gives the warning as his own,!3
while in Jude 17-18, Jude uses the words as a quotation and that this particular form of
the prophecy is found in 2 Peter only.!* For this reason, he believes that it is a strong
argument to think that Jude is quoting 2 Peter.!® Bigg further says that even though his
argument is a presumption, this presumption should not be set aside unless there is some
weightier evidence on the other side.!® However, he thinks that no such evidence can be
adduced. The other arguments depend upon points of arrangement and style, which can
only establish a more or less vague argument.!” Since Bigg admits that his argument is a
presumption, we have to consider the question as to why Bigg’s presumption is
weightier than the other arguments.

In addition to the points that Bigg considers as strong evidence to support Petrine
priority, he has also listed several points that are about arrangement and style in support
of his argument.'® For instance, Bigg notices that 2 Pet 2:1 uses a future tense form and
he thinks that it is used to show that there will be false teachers. However, throughout 2
Pet 2, future and present tense forms are both used to speak of the false teachers. Thus,

the meaning is uncertain as to whether it means that the false teachers are already at

12 Bigg, Peter and Jude, 217.

13 Bigg writes as if he has assumed the authors of the two books are St. Peter and St. Jude. See
Bigg, Peter and Jude, 218. The topic of authorship is outside of the scope of this paper.

14 Bigg, Peter and Jude, 217-18.

15 Bigg, Peter and Jude, 218.

16 Bigg, Peter and Jude, 218. “Presumption” is the original wording that Bigg uses.

17 Bigg, Peter and Jude, 218.

18 Bigg, Peter and Jude, 218-23.



work in other places and will soon invade the particular churches, or that “there are and
always will be” false teachers. While in Jude 4, the author uses the present tense form to
show that certain men have already slipped in. Thus, Bigg suggests that the future tense
form in 2 Peter is “practically a present” with reference to time and Jude was written
very shortly afterwards.!” Moreover, Bigg points out that in 2 Peter, the instances of
God’s judgements on the impious are arranged in strictly chronological order while
Jude’s are not.?? Bigg also refutes the point that 2 Peter should be dated later because it
is comparatively reticent to quote the apocrypha. He points out that we have to infer that
2 Peter abbreviated Jude in order to make this argument. In addition, Enoch was not
“absolutely rejected” before the fourth century.?! However, as Bigg himself admits,
points of style will always give different impressions to different people.?? Arguments
concerning style involve subjective interpretation and different people may come up
with different conclusions, including the points presented by Bigg.

Apart from Bigg, Mark D. Mathews has also discussed the issue and holds the
view that 2 Peter is prior to Jude. He applies the arguments employed in Synoptic
studies to the parallel material of 2 Peter and Jude.?* He provides empirical evidence by
examining the Greek grammar, structure, and vocabulary between the two epistles. He
concludes that several factors point to the possibility that 2 Peter is earlier and that Jude
made corrections and adaptations. First, he shows that individual parallels demonstrate

that 2 Peter contains grammatical difficulties that are absent in Jude.?* Second, the

1 Bigg, Peter and Jude, 220-21.

20 Bigg, Peter and Jude, 221.

2 Bigg, Peter and Jude, 222.

22 Bigg, Peter and Jude, 216.

23 Mathews, “Literary Relationship,” 47-66.
24 Mathews, “Literary Relationship,” 53—58.



structure of 2 Pet 2:4—10a is loosely constructed while Jude 5-82° is tightly constructed
and grammatically cohesive.?® Finally, 2 Peter consistently uses difficult and even
obscure terms that Jude does not use.?” Mathews hopes that “a more objective argument
for the direction of literary dependence can now be advanced.”?® However, as Bigg
points out, if one writing is more logical and clearer than the other, it may be thought
that either the second has spoiled the first, or the first has improved upon the second.?
Therefore, even though Mathews has presented a decent discussion utilizing arguments
employed in Synoptic studies and applied to the discussion of Jude and 2 Peter, the
arguments can be interpreted in opposite ways, as Bigg has described.

Jeremy F. Hultin has commented on why the hypothesis that Jude uses 2 Peter
has not drawn more supporters. He asks questions concerning the content of 2 Peter and
Jude and points out that those are questions that are difficult to answer if Jude uses 2
Peter. For instance, Hultin points out that it is hard to explain why Jude only draws from
the middle section of 2 Peter and has left out the “theologically rich material” in 2 Pet 1
and 3.3° To conclude, as mentioned earlier, the arguments that Jude uses 2 Peter mainly
are based on evidence that can be interpreted in the opposite way and thus cannot answer

the kind of questions that Hultin has asked.

25 Jude 5-8 and 2 Pet 2:4—10a are generally considered to be two similar passages.

26 Mathews, “Literary Relationship,” 58-61.

27 Mathews, “Literary Relationship,” 61-64.

28 Mathews, “Literary Relationship,” 64.

2 Bigg, Peter and Jude, 216. “Spoiled” is the original wording Bigg uses.

30 Hultin, “Literary Relationships,” 33-34. Also see Davids, Letters of 2 Peter and Jude, 141-42;
among others. These questions are also the arguments that 2 Peter uses Jude (see the next subsection).



2 Peter Uses Jude
Another hypothesis is that 2 Peter uses Jude.’! We may say that many scholars who
support this hypothesis go through a process of elimination. Usually, they consider the
three mainstream hypotheses and eliminate the common source hypothesis, and then
they use a type of literary criticism as their methodology to make their decision. Richard
Bauckham is one of the scholars who has used this kind of approach. He first eliminates
the common source hypothesis.>? After that, he explains that the most important reason
to support the hypothesis that 2 Peter uses Jude is that Jude 418 has a detailed structure
and wording, while the corresponding parts of 2 Peter are loosely structured. Hence, it is

easier to imagine how 2 Peter rewrites Jude than the other way round. Therefore,

31 Apart from Bauckham, Davids, and Watson that we are going to introduce in this subsection,
there are also other scholars who have contended for 2 Peter using Jude. For instance, Aichele has used
one chapter of his book to show how 2 Peter rewrites Jude (Aichele, Jude and 2 Peter, 40-63). Callan
points out that 2 Peter has not quoted Jude directly. Instead, 2 Peter has used two clauses of Jude with little
change. They are 2 Pet 2:17b using Jude 13b and 2 Pet 3:2-3 using Jude 17-18. He sees 2 Peter’s use of
Jude as free paraphrase. Despite there being no direct quotation, Callan provides statistics of the
percentage of words that is the same in the two epistles within a particular paragraph. He shows that in
Jude 4-18 and 2 Pet 2:1—3:3, 2 Peter has used 28 percent of the vocabulary of Jude, and the words taken
from Jude constitute 20 percent of the words in 2 Peter. He concludes that it indicates how completely 2
Peter has reworded Jude. He also discusses the way how 2 Peter has used Jude in five particular passages
(Callan, “Use of Jude,” 42—64). Coblentz Bautch’s essay mainly concerns the apocalyptic features of the
epistles and she agrees that 2 Peter follows Jude when discussing angels (Coblentz Bautch, “Awaiting
New Heavens,” 70). Green argues that 2 Peter is using Jude in his commentary. To explain this borrowing
of material, he introduces the ancient literary practice of imitatio (Green, Jude and 2 Peter, 161-62). Later
in another essay, he focuses on the discussion of the practice of imitatio and provides a focused yet
detailed discussion on 2 Peter’s imitatio of Jude (Green, “Second Peter’s Use of Jude,” 1-25). Jones
compares the syntax, vocabulary, and grammar of 2 Pet 2:4 and Jude 6. He concludes that there are “little,
if anything, in common” in syntax. However, the vocabulary is quite similar. He points out that the use of
rare vocabulary, together with the obscurity of the event in question, leads one to conclude that one of
these authors has probably used the other. He thinks that the most probable case is that 2 Peter may have
relied on Jude (Jones, “Apostate Angels,” 24-29). For VanBeek, even though his work mainly focuses on
the use of 1 Enoch, he sees that 2 Peter uses Jude 6 to allude to 1 Enoch in 2 Pet 2:4 (VanBeek, “1
Enoch,” 100). Other scholars who hold the view that it is more probable that 2 Peter uses Jude include
Billings (Billings, “Angels Who Sinned,” 533), Brosend (Brosend, James and Jude, 9—12, and 166-93,
especially 12), Donelson (Donelson, Peter and Jude, 208), Frey (Frey, “Judgement,” 503—4), Harvey and
Towner (Harvey and Towner, 2 Peter & Jude, 157-58), Kostenberger (Kdstenberger, “Use of Scripture,”
241-43 and 247-49), Pittman (Pittman, “Epistolary Tradition,” 254-80), Reese (Reese, 2 Peter and Jude,
118), and Saarinen (Saarinen, Pastoral Epistles, Philemon & Jude, 215—18, especially 217), among others.

32 Bauckham, Jude-2 Peter, 141-42. For a description of Bauckham’s arguments to eliminate the
common source hypothesis, please see the next subsection concerning that hypothesis.



Bauckham assumes the priority of Jude and applies redaction criticism to explain 2
Peter’s redactional treatment of Jude. Nevertheless, he admits that even if he (or
someone else) produces a convincing interpretation of 2 Peter using Jude, no one can be
sure that there will not be an equally convincing interpretation of Jude using 2 Peter.>?
As a matter of fact, his argument concerning Jude 4—18 having detailed structure and
wording, while the corresponding parts of 2 Peter are loosely structured, is exactly the
same argument Mathews has used to support Jude using 2 Peter. This phenomenon
reminds us of what Bigg has mentioned: If one writing is more logical than the other, it
may be thought that either the second has spoiled the first, or the first has improved upon
the second.** Bauckham and Mathews are interpreting this same piece of evidence with
opposite conclusions.

Likewise, Peter H. Davids first eliminates the common source hypothesis,* and
then he states that if 2 Peter has used Jude, it has clearly adapted it. And then he says
that this hypothesis can explain the differences between 2 Peter and Jude by his showing
the consistency in 2 Peter’s editing. He believes that this appears to be the best
explanation of the data in Jude and 2 Peter.*¢

Duane F. Watson also goes through a similar process to support this hypothesis.
As the first step, he eliminates the common source hypothesis.’” As the second step, he

rejects the hypothesis that Jude uses 2 Peter.>® He points out, first, that if Jude borrowed

33 Bauckham, Jude-2 Peter, 142-43.

34 Bigg, Peter and Jude, 216. “Spoiled” is the original wording that Bigg uses.

35 See Davids, Letters of 2 Peter and Jude, 142-43. Davids uses similar reasons as Bauckham has
used. For a description of Bauckham’s arguments and Davids’s additional arguments to eliminate the
common source hypothesis, please see the next subsection concerning that hypothesis.

36 Davids, Letters of 2 Peter and Jude, 142-43. See also Davids, Theology, 203-8.

37 See Watson, Invention, 161. For Watson’s argument to eliminate the common source
hypothesis, please see the next subsection concerning that hypothesis.

38 See Watson, Invention, 161-62.



extensively from 2 Peter, there is no need to write.>* Second, the tense form of the false
teachers in Jude is a reference to tradition in general while the future tense form of 2
Peter is “not a real future tense” with reference to time but a facet of the testament genre
which employs the future tense form as a standard feature.*® As the final step, he applies
rhetorical criticism to examine the question of literary dependence between Jude and 2
Peter. He proposes that in order to advance redaction criticism (which examines word
choice, grammar, style, situation, purpose, and audience), rhetorical conventions
(consisting of invention, arrangement, style, situation, audience, and exigence) should be
utilized.*! Watson’s conclusion for the question of literary dependency between 2 Peter
and Jude is that the results of redactional-rhetorical criticism are mixed. The priority of
neither of the books can be asserted using this methodology. Occasionally, the priority
of 2 Peter is indicated, while “by a considerable margin, the priority of Jude is strongly
affirmed.”*? Even though Watson believes that there is stronger evidence to support the
priority of Jude, he has to admit that using redactional-rhetorical criticism to analyze the
texts shows that some evidence points to other conclusions.

Among the different main arguments used to support the hypothesis that 2 Peter
uses Jude, Michael J. Gilmour has provided a brief summary with some evaluation.
First, the length of the epistles is considered relevant since source-critical studies assume
that authors tend to expand their sources. Gilmour points out, however, that this rule is

not conclusive in itself. Second, the sequence of the examples in 2 Pet 2:4-8 is arranged

3% Watson, Invention, 161. However, this same argument that rejects the common source
hypothesis has been refuted by Bauckham himself, see footnote 64 of this chapter.

40 Watson, Invention, 161-62. However, Watson has not provided supporting evidence for the
proposed usage of the tense forms.

41 'Watson, Invention, 163—64.

42 Watson, Invention, 189.
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in chronological order while Jude not. Thus, it is easier to imagine 2 Peter correcting
Jude. Third, the vague statement in 2 Pet 2:10b—11 has to be understood with Jude 8-9.
This phenomenon corresponds to the criterion “awkward editing.” Gilmour maintains,
however, that it is not a normal case since, usually, the earlier reading is the more
difficult one. Fourth, since the quotation and allusions to noncanonical writing in Jude
are lacking from 2 Peter, it is argued that a later stage in the development of the church
is implied. Fifth, 2 Pet 3:3—6 mentions those who deny the Parousia, but Jude has not
mentioned the problem. Thus, 2 Peter points to a later period than Jude. Gilmour refutes,
however, that it is an argument from silence. Sixth, Jude 4—18 has detailed structure
while 2 Peter is structured loosely. With these six arguments in mind, Gilmour
concludes that it is hard to imagine the need of Jude if 2 Peter already existed.** Thus,
Gilmour believes that it is more convincing that 2 Peter uses Jude as its source.** As we
have discussed earlier, we can see that this kind of argument does not lead to definitive
conclusion and scholars are only choosing a conclusion that they consider more
convincing.

As it is shown earlier, Hultin has raised queries concerning the hypothesis that
Jude uses 2 Peter. He has also raised queries concerning the hypothesis that 2 Peter uses
Jude. An important query is: If 2 Peter uses Jude, why would 2 Peter skip the example of
Cain in Jude 11?7 He points out that some ancient Jewish tradition has portrayed Cain as
a skeptic who doubted God’s authority to judge the world. As 2 Peter is probably written

to combat this kind of skepticism, then why would the author not include this

43 Gilmour, Significance of Parallels, 83—86, especially 85.
4 Gilmour, Significance of Parallels, 90.
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example?* This question is what the proponents of 2 Peter using Jude may need to
consider.

P. H. R. van Houwelingen argues that the reasoning that proves the priority of
Jude is faulty.*¢ First, Jude may have compiled the material of 2 Peter and made it into a
compact unit. Second, Jude may have ignored the eschatological elements of 2 Peter
because eschatology was no longer a controversial issue at the time of Jude. Third, Jude
can also add the other examples that 2 Peter does not have to the argument.*’” Therefore,
van Houwelingen has shown that reasons derived from literary criticism consists of

subjective opinion. Using the same evidence can come to opposite conclusions.

Jude and 2 Peter Use a Common Source
The third hypothesis is that Jude and 2 Peter have used a common source. This
hypothesis has two theories: that the common source is a written one, or that the
common source is oral.*8 Many of the scholars who reject the common source

hypothesis are thinking of a written common source and thus reject the idea. However,

45 Hultin, “Literary Relationships,” 36. Another query is about authorship. Hultin states that the
view that 2 Peter uses Jude implies that 2 Peter is pseudepigraphical (According to Hultin, the
presupposition behind this claim is that an apostle would not use non-apostolic writing as source. See
Carson, Moo, and Morris, Introduction, 436 as Hultin’s source). However, Hultin also points out that there
are some defenders of Petrine authorship do not see that 2 Peter using Jude will definitely lead to the
conclusion of 2 Peter is pseudepigraphical. See Hultin, “Literary Relationships,” 37. Since this query does
not have a strong argument, this study is not adopting it as a query for the hypothesis that 2 Peter uses
Jude.

46 Van Houwelingen, “Authenticity,” 123.

47 Van Houwelingen, “Authenticity,” 123.

48 Similar to the idea of having an oral common source, there are scholars who have proposed
that the similarities between Jude and 2 Peter stem from a Petrine community. For instance, Chatelion
Counet proposes a revised version of the hypothesis of a Petrine school. He explains the similarities and
differences between the Petrine epistles and Jude by assuming several authors from a particular Petrine
community. These authors share the same interest in the same apocryphal texts and the same biblical
paradigms (Chatelion Counet, “Pseudepigraphy,” 403—24, especially 409).
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major proponents of the common source hypothesis are usually pointing to an oral
common source.

Bo Reicke argues that it is not probable that 2 Peter is literarily dependent on
Jude.* Instead, Reicke proposes that a sermonic pattern had been formulated to resist
the dangerous teachers of heresy at that time. Both of the epistles relied on this common
sermonic pattern.’® He points out that there are arguments that support either of the
dependent hypotheses. However, there are also numerous differences that cannot be
explained by simply literary variations on motifs. Therefore, the best assumption is that
both epistles are derived from an oral tradition. A sermonic pattern can explain both the
similarities and differences of the two epistles.>!

Anthony E. Harvey points out that the two epistles have a number of themes in
common, share unusual words or phraseology, and express some ideas in a verbally
similar way, but there are no verbatim repetition of a whole phrase or sentence to prove
literary dependence. Thus, he thinks that other than the possibility of literary
dependence, there could be other possibilities. For instance, the two authors may have
been in close association, using similar models and expressions in similar ways. Hence,
he thinks that we are not compelled to assume that one epistle is the reworking of the
other.>? He further points out that when we compare the two epistles with the Testaments
of the Twelve Patriarchs, we can see that Test XII Patr has become evidence for a

literary milieu that provided the style, the examples, and the vocabulary to address a

4 Reicke, James, Peter, and Jude, 148—49 and 189-93.
30 Reicke, James, Peter, and Jude, 148.

3! Reicke, James, Peter, and Jude, 189-90.

52 Harvey, “Testament of Simeon Peter,” 341-43.
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similar situation in the church.’® Harvey’s idea is not exactly the same as an oral
common source, but these theories are in some ways similar.>*

More recently, van Houwelingen points out that there is no literal resemblance
between 2 Peter and Jude except the point concerning the apostolic warning.> For this
reason, he proposes, “the most satisfactory explanation is that both letters have a
common source.”® He agrees with Reicke’s idea and further suggests that the source is
an oral source, and “2 Peter and Jude both originate from a common tradition of the
apostolic proclamation with fixed elements. Those fixed elements functioned as
reminders and warnings, with a series of examples from history at hand for
illustration.”’

Jeremy F. Hultin summarizes the general ideas of supporting a common source.’®
He points out that in Jude and 2 Peter, some passages suggest 2 Peter redacted Jude, and
others suggest Jude redacted 2 Peter. A common source for the two epistles resolves the
problem.>® Moreover, the special vocabulary the epistles used also points to a non-
Greek-language common source. Hultin has a written source in mind and shows that it is

generally accepted that Christians used collections of “proof texts.”®® Finally, he states

that a common source can explain why neither of the epistles mentions the other.!

53 Harvey, “Testament of Simeon Peter,” 343-44.

5% Gerdmar has a similar conclusion as Harvey’s in his book. See Gerdmar, Rethinking the
Judaism-Hellenism Dichotomy, 323.

55 Van Houwelingen, “Authenticity,” 123. “Literal resemblance” is the original wording that van
Houwelingen uses. He thinks that both 2 Peter and Jude have chosen several examples from history but
these similar examples are developed independently (see van Houwelingen, “Authenticity,” 123).

56 Van Houwelingen, “Authenticity,” 123.

57 Van Houwelingen, “Authenticity,” 123.

58 Hultin, “Literary Relationships,” 37-40.

59 Hultin, “Literary Relationships,” 37.

60 Hultin, “Literary Relationships,” 39.

6! Hultin, “Literary Relationships,” 37-40.
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As we have mentioned in the previous subsection, some scholars have provided
arguments to eliminate the common source hypothesis during the process of arguing for
the hypothesis that 2 Peter uses Jude. Bauckham thinks that the common source
hypothesis is a “somewhat more attractive possibility.”®? He says that if parallels are
limited to Jude 5-19, this hypothesis would have some plausibility because this portion
is explicitly based on traditional material with which readers were already familiar.
However, the problem of the common source hypothesis is mainly concerned with the
relationship between Jude 4 and 2 Peter 2:1-3.9> Moreover, if there is a common source,
it would have covered most of Jude’s content and Jude’s contribution would have been
small and thus it is hard to understand why the author bothered to write Jude.®*
Furthermore, the common source hypothesis is more complicated than that of literary
dependence. One must have good reason to argue for it. In addition, to suppose the
author of 2 Peter rewrote Jude is as easy as rewriting the common source.® For this
reason, he eliminates the common source hypothesis.

Peter H. Davids states that the common source hypothesis is a hypothesis that we
cannot disprove because we do not have the common source.%® If it is a written source,
we do not have it; if it is an oral tradition, it would be impossible for us to recover. He

thinks that this hypothesis adds a third work to Jude and 2 Peter and thus is more

2 Bauckham, Jude-2 Peter, 141.

6 Bauckham, Jude-2 Peter, 141.

4 Bauckham, Jude-2 Peter, 141. Despite this, Bauckham doesn’t completely rule out the
possibility of the common source theory with this argument. He points out that the most important part of
Jude that fulfills the author’s main purpose is the appeal in vv. 20-23 and these verses are precisely the
verses that Jude would have added to the hypothetical source and thus this is an intelligible procedure (see
Bauckham, Jude-2 Peter, especially 141-42).

%5 Bauckham, Jude-2 Peter, 142. Apart from the arguments like those Bauckham has proposed,
Watson also points out that Reicke’s common sermonic pattern theory cannot explain the rare vocabulary
of Jude and 2 Peter. See Watson, Invention, 160n40.

% Davids, Letters of 2 Peter and Jude, 142.
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complex than the other two hypotheses. Therefore, this hypothesis should only be
accepted if no other solution is less problematic. Furthermore, he thinks that if the
hypothetical common source turns out to be identical to Jude, there is no reason to have
written Jude.5’

To conclude, the proponents of the common source hypothesis have to answer a
few questions. For instance, what does the common source look like and what kind of
genre does it have? How do we explain the rare vocabulary that is shared by Jude and 2

Peter?

Summary
According to the discussion above, it is shown that even the most popular hypothesis has
questions that cannot be easily answered. Even though the majority of scholars support
the hypothesis that 2 Peter uses Jude, the debate has not yet been settled. On the one
hand, the proponents of the common source hypothesis cannot identify the common
source and the question concerning the rare words that they shared still have to be
answered. On the other hand, even if one epistle is literarily dependent on the other one,
many questions remain concerning why some material is kept and other material is not
kept in the process. Moreover, some scholars have assumed their conclusions and then
show that the two epistles make sense by assuming their conclusions.®® To conclude,
hypotheses about literary dependence in themselves can be said to be inconclusive and

insufficient to explain the relationship between Jude and 2 Peter.

7 Davids, Letters of 2 Peter and Jude, 142.
% For instance, Bauckham (Jude—2 Peter) and Davids (2 Peter and Jude).
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Jude, 2 Peter, and Other Intertexts
Other than the relationship between Jude and 2 Peter, many scholars, including those
who hold the view that Jude and 2 Peter are literarily dependent, have also investigated
the relationships between the two books and other intertexts. Many studies have done in-
depth research on the intertexture of 2 Peter and Jude, showing plenty of other intertexts
that may have influenced the writing of the two books. Among those works, Watson’s
essay has unfolded many intertexts of Jude and 2 Peter.®® The following will provide a

concise introduction of possible intertexts of Jude and 2 Peter.

Jude and Its Intertexts
Duane F. Watson, as well as other scholars, have written on the intertexts of Jude.”®
Even though Watson focuses on the apocalyptic discourse, he has covered the whole
Book of Jude except the first four verses which are the introductory part and the main

proposition of Jude. Watson points out that Jude has utilized materials from 1 Enoch”!

%9 See Watson, “Oral-Scribal and Cultural Intertexture,” 187-213. We may say that Watson has
covered most, if not all, the intertexts that other scholars have proposed. As a result, the following is going
to use Watson’s work as the starting point to introduce the possible intertexts of Jude and 2 Peter. For
more discussion concerning the possible intertexts of Jude and 2 Peter please see Chapter 6 of this study.

70 Studies that have proposed possible intertexts for Jude include: Bateman, Jude; Bauckham,
Jude-2 Peter; Charles, “Those and These,” 109-24; Charles, “Use of Tradition-Material,” 1-14; Charles,
“Angels Under Reserve,” 39-48; DeSilva, “Jude,” 175-227; Coblentz Bautch, “Awaiting New Heavens,”
63-82; Davids, Letters of 2 Peter and Jude; Donelson, Peter and Jude; Gerdmar, Rethinking the Judaism-
Hellenism Dichotomy; Giese, 2 Peter and Jude; Green, Jude and 2 Peter; Keating, Peter, Jude; and
Mason, “Biblical and Nonbiblical Traditions,” 182—-90; among others.

" Concerning 1 Enoch, many other scholars have also pointed out that it is one of the intertexts
of Jude. For instance, Anderson disagree with Green that Jude is only using 1 Enoch as an illustrative
argument. Instead, he agrees with VanBeek that Jude considered 1 Enoch as authoritative. He further
suggests that Jude, the recipients of the letter, and the opponents were all devoted to 1 Enoch (Anderson,
“Jude’s Use of 1 Enoch,” 48-51). Callan has also mentioned the use of 1 Enoch in Jude during the
discussion of how 2 Peter uses Jude (Callan, “Use of Jude,” 49 and 59). Jones points out that Jude has
used 1 En. 1:9 nearly verbatim in Jude 14—15, but he maintains that it is very likely that there is
connection between Jude 6, 1 En. 6, and Gen 6:1—4 (Jones, “Apostate Angels,” 26). Mazich suggests that
Jude has used an Aramaic version of 1 Enoch (Mazich, “Lord Will Come,” 277-81). VanBeek illustrates
that Jude uses 1 Enoch as if it is authoritative (VanBeek, “1 Enoch,” 103—6). Winninge points out that
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and Testament of Moses.”?> However, even though Jude has made use of many materials
in the Hebrew Bible, he was unfamiliar with the LXX.”> Moreover, some motifs of Jude
can also be found in Sirach, the Cairo Genizah copy of the Damascus Document, 3
Maccabees, Testament of Naphtali, Mishnah tractate Sanhedrin, 2 Peter,’* Testament of
Benjamin, 1 Clement, Targum Pseudo-Jonathan, Targum Neofiti, Liber antiquitatum
biblicarum (Pseudo-Philo), Philo’s De vita Mosis, Josephus’s Jewish Antiquities,
Jerusalem Talmud tractate Sanhedrin, Babylonian Talmud tractate Sanhedrin, Numbers
Rabbah,”> Wisdom,”® and Philo’s Posterity.”” Therefore, Watson shows us that in Jude,
“Intertextual connections to the Old Testament and Jewish tradition, both oral and
written and emerging Christian tradition lend Jude’s argumentation the authority
associated with these texts and traditions.””® The Jewish apocalyptic works, 1 Enoch and
the Testament of Moses, reflect that Jude is situated within Palestine among Jewish-

Christian circles that are highly apocalyptic.”

Jude has modified and used 1 Enoch, while it resembles an Aramaic fragment from Qumran (4Q204) and
a Greek fragment (Winninge, “Reception,” 18—19).

72 Watson, “Oral-Scribal and Cultural Intertexture,” 188—89. Watson believes that Jude knows the
Testament of Moses including its extant portion and its now-lost ending (especially see 189). Other than
Watson, many other scholars have also mentioned Jude’s use of the Testament of Moses. For instance,
Winninge points out that Jude has used the Testament of Moses, even though the text quoted or alluded to
is lost (Winninge, “Reception,” 18).

73 Watson, “Oral-Scribal and Cultural Intertexture,” 189. There are also other scholars who have
mentioned similar idea. For instance, Donelson, Pefer and Jude, 165, among others.

74 Watson, “Oral-Scribal and Cultural Intertexture,” 189.

75 Watson, “Oral-Scribal and Cultural Intertexture,” 191-92.

76 Watson, “Oral-Scribal and Cultural Intertexture,” 193.

"7 Watson, “Epistolary Rhetoric,” 61.

78 Watson, “Oral-Scribal and Cultural Intertexture,” 196.

79 Watson, “Oral-Scribal and Cultural Intertexture,” 196-97.



18

2 Peter and Its Intertexts
Duane F. Watson also states that 2 Peter has used a variety of intertextural
connections,® including connections with the Old Testament, Jewish apocalyptic and
Jewish-Christian apocalyptic sources, extrabiblical Jewish haggadic traditions, Gospel
tradition, and the Epistle of Jude, but connections to Jewish pseudepigraphical works are
lacking.3! The LXX is often utilized, but there are also many connections which do not
come from the LXX.%? Watson suggests that in 2 Pet 1:16-19, the Old Testament and the
oral Gospel tradition are utilized.®> Moreover, the materials in 2:3b—10a are recited from
Jude 6-8 with modifications, together with some materials from the Old Testament,
Jewish and early Christian tradition, like 1 Enoch,®* Thanksgiving Hymns, Matthew,
Wisdom, and Genesis Rabbah.> Furthermore, in 2:10b-22, only one of Jude’s nature
metaphors has remained. However, the author does retain verbatim Jude’s reference to
the wandering stars. Watson also points out that Jewish tradition often refers to darkness

as the eschatological fate of the wicked. For instance, the motif can be found in Tobit, 1

80 Other works like Bauckham, Jude-2 Peter; Callan, “Second Peter,” 129-219; Charles, “Angels
and Asses,” 1-12; Charles, “Angels Under Reserve,” 39—48; Coblentz Bautch, “Awaiting New Heavens,”
63-82; Davids, Letters of 2 Peter and Jude; Donelson, Peter and Jude; Gerdmar, Rethinking the Judaism-
Hellenism Dichotomy; Giese, 2 Peter and Jude; Green, Jude and 2 Peter; Keating, Peter, Jude; Mason,
“Biblical and Nonbiblical Traditions,” 190-97; and Ruf, Heiligen Propheten; among others, have also
proposed many possible intertexts for 2 Peter.

81 Watson, “Oral-Scribal and Cultural Intertexture,” 198.

82 Watson, “Oral-Scribal and Cultural Intertexture,” 198.

8 Watson, “Oral-Scribal and Cultural Intertexture,” 199-200.

8 Some other scholars have also presented the possible relationship between 2 Peter and 1
Enoch. For instance, VanBeek lists out the paraenetic tradition that Bauckham presents and argues that
most of this paraenetic material “relies on either Jubilees or portion of 1 Enoch” (VanBeek, “1 Enoch,”
101). He disagrees with Bauckham that 2 Peter is unfamiliar with 1 Enoch and proposes that 1 Enoch did
underlie the text of 2 Peter (VanBeek, “1 Enoch,” 101-2).

85 Watson, “Oral-Scribal and Cultural Intertexture,” 201-2. Concerning the lexical item
Taptapéw, Billings argues that the author of 2 Peter has drawn on Greek myths of Zeus and the Titans and
their associated vocabularies which share correspondences with Gen 6:1—4 (Billings, “Angels Who
Sinned,” 535). He points out that early Christian works like Sibylline Oracles, Book of Thomas, the
Apocalypse of Paul, and the Acts of Thomas have also used eschatological terminologies like Tartarus
(Billings, “Angels Who Sinned,” 534-36, especially 534n16).
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Enoch, and Psalms of Solomon. Other than utilizing Jude, Watson also illustrates that
there is a nearly verbatim use of one of Jesus’s saying. The use of this Jesus saying also
appears in Shepherd of Hermas, Mandates.®® Watson remains sceptical concerning
Bauckham’s proposition that the lost book of Eldad and Modad underlies 2 Pet 3:4—13.%7
Instead, Watson assumes that some of the intertextual connections probably preceded
the author in written and/or oral tradition. Watson proposes that the author recites Jude
with some modifications, and that there are many intertextural connections with the Old
Testament. Cultural intertextual allusions from the Old Testament, the Gospel tradition,
the New Testament, Sirach, Shepherd of Hermas, Visions, Wisdom, 4 Ezra, Sibylline
Oracles, War Scroll, Life of Adam and Eve, Josephus’s Jewish Antiquities, 1 Enoch, 1
and 2 Clement, 2 Baruch, Liber antiquitatum biblicarum (Pseudo-Philo), Pesher
Habakkuk, Babylonian Talmud tractate Sanhedrin, Thanksgiving Hymns, Coptic
Apocalypse of Elijah, are also utilized.®® For the exhortation in 3:11-13, Watson also
notices the use of an (unknown) apocalyptic source, and apocalyptic intertexture from
the Old Testament.?® Watson concludes that 2 Peter has used a variety of oral-scribal and
cultural intertextural connections.”® As discussed, even though Watson has portrayed
how 2 Peter utilized the materials in Jude, he also shows the dissimilarities of the use of

the intertextural materials of the two books.

86 Watson, “Oral-Scribal and Cultural Intertexture,” 202-3.

87 See Watson, “Oral-Scribal and Cultural Intertexture,” 204, where he cites Bauckham, Jude-2
Peter, 140.

88 Watson, “Oral-Scribal and Cultural Intertexture,” 204-9.

89 Watson, “Oral-Scribal and Cultural Intertexture,” 209—10.

% Watson, “Oral-Scribal and Cultural Intertexture,” 210.
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Importance and Limitations of This Study

As we have discussed in the above, hypotheses about literary dependence in themselves
are inconclusive and insufficient to explain the relationship between Jude and 2 Peter.
As a way forward, this study will utilize Lemke’s concept of intertextuality®! and the
model of Systemic Functional Linguistics®” to study the two books. By applying
discourse and intertextual analysis, this study will show that there are significant
intertextual relations that can account for the similarities between them, and that there is
substantial evidence showing that their differences are significant. Lemke’s notion of
intertextuality provides a framework that can combine with text-based discourse
analysis. It focuses on linguistic data that can provide evidence that is text-based. It can
avoid the problems that hypotheses of literary dependence have encountered. Thus, it
can provide a possible and yet less problematic way to describe the relationship between
Jude and 2 Peter. Moreover, the discussion and analysis of Lemke’s notion of
intertextuality will also give us a new perspective concerning the interrelated complexity
of the biblical world of discourse. Moreover, the analysis will come up with the
thematic, axiological, and rhetorical-generic formations®® of Jude and 2 Peter and thus
gives us an understanding of the two individual books from a linguistic perspective.

On the other hand, there are also limitations to this study. First, when we try to
talk about the intertextuality of Jude and 2 Peter, what we have are only texts. We

cannot get to the true settings of the production of the two texts. We can only imagine

1 See Lemke, “Ideology, Intertextuality and Communication of Science,” 32-56; Lemke,
“Ideology, Intertextuality, and Register,” 275-94; Lemke, “Intertextuality and Text Semantics,” 85—114;
and Lemke, “Intertextuality and Educational Research,” 3—16; among other Lemke’s essays.

92 See Halliday and Matthiessen, Introduction. This can be said as one of the most widely used
introductory books of Systemic Functional Linguistics. Moreover, Lemke’s works refer to Halliday’s
theory and so the two sets of concepts can work together well.

93 See Lemke, “Ideology, Intertextuality and Communication of Science,” 32-56.
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the scenario with an educated guess. Second, as Michael Hoey says, there is no limit to
the number of possible patterns of organization of texts.”* It means that we do not have a
definite way to study the structure of a text. We can only do our best, using logical and
systematic method, to trace the arguments of a text. The findings are still subject to
interpretation. Third, the intertextual study can only provide a possible and yet less
problematic way to explain the relationships between Jude and 2 Peter. There is no way
that we can prove or disprove the possibility of literary dependency. We have to admit
that literary dependency is still possible but just not provable at this time, as the model
of literary dependency is still inconsistent in itself.

By utilizing Lemke’s notion of intertextuality and examining the thematic,
axiological, and rhetorical-generic formations, as well as other intertexts of Jude and 2
Peter respectively, the purpose of this study is to show that there are significant
intertextual relations that can account for the similarities between them, and that there is

substantial evidence which suggests that their differences are significant.

Structural Organization of This Study
After introducing the methodology used in this study (Chapter 2), this study will first
perform a discourse analysis on Jude and 2 Peter respectively. The analysis will include
the study of thematic, axiological, and rhetorical-generic relationships. Second, this
study is going to compare the results of the analysis of the two books to see the
similarities and differences of the two books from an intertextual perspective. Third, this

study will introduce other intertexts and analyze the intertextual relationships between

%4 Hoey, Patterns, 29.
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them and the two books, in order to examine whether the other intertexts can account for
certain meanings that neither of the two books can provide for each other. By
completing all these procedures, this study will show that there are significant
intertextual relations that can account for the similarities between Jude and 2 Peter, and
that there are substantial evidences showing that neither of the books can function as the
most significant intertext for the meaning formation of the other one.

Chapter 2 of this study will examine the concept of intertextuality and Lemke’s
framework of it. Lemke’s framework of intertextuality includes thematic, axiological,
and rhetorical-generic relationships. The chapter will also introduce the means used to
examine these relationships. It will provide the discussion of the examination of
thematic, axiological, and rhetorical-generic formations in order to examine the three
kinds of relationship respectively. It will also introduce the method used to examine the
intertextual relationships between other intertexts and the two books.

Chapters 3 and 4 will provide a discourse analysis of Jude and 2 Peter
respectively using the method we have discussed in Chapter 2. Chapter 5 will analyze
the data produced in Chapters 3 and 4 in order to evaluate the relationship between Jude
and 2 Peter to determine to what extent either epistle can make sense of the other.
Chapter 6 will trace the other intertexts and examine how they make sense of the two
books respectively. Chapter 7 will include the conclusion and the implications of the

study.



CHAPTER 2: INTERTEXTUALITY—THEMATIC, AXIOLOGICAL, AND
RHETORICAL-GENERIC FORMATIONS

In order to study the intertextual relationships between Jude and 2 Peter, we have to
consider the question concerning what is necessary and sufficient for two texts to be
socially recognized as relevant contexts for each other’s interpretation. Lemke has
provided a daily life example to illustrate the situation. He leads us to imagine that there
are two texts that are the two records of two separate instances of the same kind of
situation. On the same night in two different cities, two unrelated pairs of husbands and
wives argue about whether the husband’s mother should be invited for the long
weekend. We can expect that these two texts will have great similarity and share many
linguistic features. Should we consider these two texts as an intertextual pair?
Considering the situation as legitimate practice of our society, these two texts may
probably form an intertextual set of texts with other similar texts. This kind of situation,
however, is quite different from the intertextual relations between each of these two
records of conversations and other texts that we might imagine: another text concerning
the argument of the same couple the night before, the discourse of a phone call between
the husband and his mother the day after the argument, or a letter written by the wife to
her sister discussing family problems that night. In all these cases, despite the
differences of medium and genre, of role relationships and interactional ploys, and
activity type and overt topic, intertextual relations can be, and often are, built in our

community. These texts may overtly cite one another, may allude to or implicitly invoke

23
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one another. The participants may make these texts in relation to each other and make
meanings through the relations they construe among them that go into and beyond the
isolated meanings of the texts by themselves.! From this illustration, we can see that
even though texts that have similar ideational, interpersonal, and textual meanings can
be seen as texts of the same intertextual set, the texts that help to make sense of the
meanings can be another set of very different texts. A text that shows a lot of similarities
with another text is not necessarily the most relevant intertext for the other. On the
contrary, texts that look very different can be the texts that can be seen as relevant
contexts for each other’s interpretation. There are different types of intertexts that help
us to make sense of a text in different ways. As Lemke notes, “Intertextual connections
are thus matters of degree as well as of kind.” In view of this, we have to look into the
concept of intertextuality before we study texts. According to Stefan Alkier, “The
hermeneutical, methodological, and also ethical problem of the concept of intertextuality
can be formulated with two questions: Which textual relationships should be noted, and
how should they be investigated?”

As intertextuality is a widely used, yet diverse concept, this chapter will first
examine the concept of intertextuality. It will then introduce Lemke’s framework. For
Lemke, the meanings made through texts always depend on the generic, thematic,
structural, and functional relationships with other texts.* In addition, since no text is free

of value-judgements, an axiological analysis is also important while construing any

! Lemke, “Ideology, Intertextuality, and Register,” 279—80.
2 Lemke, “Intertextuality and Educational Research,” 6.

3 Alkier, “Intertextuality and Semiotics,” 3, his emphasis.

4 Lemke, “Ideology, Intertextuality, and Register,” 275.
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text.’ This chapter will introduce the means used to examine these relationships. It will
provide the discussion of the examination of thematic, axiological, and rhetorical-
generic formations.®

Through the process of examination of the texts, this study will show that there is
substantial missing information if either Jude or 2 Peter is the most relevant context for
each other’s interpretation. This study will also trace the other intertexts that can make
sense of the meanings of the two books. This chapter will also explain the rationale of
examining the thematic, axiological, and rhetorical-generic formations of the other
intertexts in order to reflect on what is needed to make sense of Jude and 2 Peter. An in-
depth explanation of the theoretical framework and the procedures of this study will be

provided.

The Notion of Intertextuality
When we talk about intertextuality within the sphere of biblical studies, Richard B. Hays
is probably one of the scholars most people think about. Hays sees intertextuality mainly
as “intertextual relations with Scripture.”” For him, “The phenomenon of
intertextuality—the imbedding of fragments of an earlier text within a later one—has
always played a major role in the cultural traditions that are heir to Israel’s Scripture: the

voice of Scripture, regarded as authoritative in one way or another, continues to speak in

5 Lemke, “Ideology, Intertextuality and Communication of Science,” 39.

® For the sake of the purpose of this study, the functional relationships, which are reflected by
activity structures, will be briefly discussed together with rhetorical-generic formations. And since the
analysis of rhetorical-generic formations has already included generic and structural relationships, this
study is going to divide the discussion into three main area: thematic, axiological, and rhetorical-generic
formations. Moreover, since the examination of thematic formations consists of the study of action
processes already, the examination of axiological stance will focus on interpersonal relationships through
the study of mood system, modality, and value-orientational prosodies.

" Hays, Echoes, xi.
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and through later texts that both depend on and transform the earlier.”® For Hays,
attention to intertextuality compels respect for diachronic concerns.” It is not that Hays
does not realize the complexity of the notion of intertextuality; in fact, he is fully aware
of it. As Hays says, “The difficulty, though, is that the term intertextuality is used in
such diverse and imprecise ways that it become difficult to know what is meant by it and
whether it points to anything like a method that can be applied reliably to the analysis of
texts to facilitate coherent critical conversation.”!? As a result, in Echoes of Scripture in
the Letters of Paul, he discusses “the phenomenon of intertextuality in Paul’s letters in a
more limited sense, focusing on his actual citations of and allusions to specific texts.”!!
Despite knowledge concerning the complexity of intertextuality, Hays chooses to use the
notion of intertextuality to study citations and allusions within the Bible.!? There are

scholars who follow him and use the term intertextual as allusions to or citations of

Scripture.!3 In recent years, there are other biblical scholars who see intertextuality in a

8 Hays, Echoes, 14.

° Hays, Echoes, xii.

19 Hays, “Forward,” xi.

' Hays, Echoes, 15. In which by “such investigations,” Hays is referring to Kristeva and Barthes’
interest in “describing the system of codes or conventions that the texts manifest.” See Hays, Echoes, 15.

12 Even though Hays says that he is going to study citations and allusions within the Bible, terms
like echo, allusion, and paraphrase are not well-defined within Hays’s own work. See Porter, “Further
Comments,” 99-106, especially 99, and Porter, “Use of the Old Testament,” 79-96.

13 1t would be too long a list to name all the scholars and their works here. Therefore, only a few
scholars will be named to illustrate the point. For instance, Campbell follows Hays and use the term
intertextual as echoes of Scripture (see Campbell, “Meaning,” 189-212). Paulien studies the allusive use
of the Old Testament in Revelation in his dissertation (see Paulien, “Allusions, Exegetical Method,”) and
his other works. Brown also sees intertextuality as “the notion that texts are mutually interdependent” (see
Brown, Scripture as Communication, especially 225).
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sense more than only echoes and allusions of Scripture,'* and some of them also propose
alternative strategies for studying intertextuality within biblical studies. '

Even though some scholars use the term intertextuality to refer to study of
sources, the term, as it was originally coined by Julia Kristeva, is not equivalent to the
study of sources. Kristeva is influenced by Mikhail Bakhtin’s insight into literary theory,
which suggests that a text is constructed as a mosaic of quotations and is the absorption
and transformation of another text.!® However, Kristeva finds Bakhtin’s insight as
lacking rigour. Thus, she coined the term intertextuality.!” A few years later, she noticed
that this term was being misunderstood as the “study of sources.” As a result, she prefers
the term transposition. According to Kristeva, the term intertextuality denotes the
transposition of one or several sign-system(s) into another. She prefers the term

transposition because it puts the emphasis on the notion that the passage from one

!4 The following will only name a few scholars and do not mean to be exhaustive. For example,
Elliott examines intertextuality between the Epistle to the Romans and the “larger rhetorical environment
of Roman imperial ideology contemporary with Paul” (see Elliott, “Blasphemed Among the Nations,”
213-33, especially on 213). See also essays in Brodie et al., eds., Intertextuality, in which some scholars
focus on the use of dialogic ideas. Among these scholars, Moyise sees the idea of dialogical intertextuality
as the alluded text adds a voice to the alluding text, so that there are multiple voices (see Moyise,
“Intertextuality, Historical Criticism,” 24—34 and Moyise, “Dialogical Intertextuality,” 3—15, especially
14). See also essays in Hays et al., eds., Reading the Bible Intertextually, in which there are a variety of
viewpoints concerning the notion of intertextuality including Hays’s. For instance, Grohmann uses
reception-oriented intertextuality as a theoretical framework (Grohmann, “Psalm 113,” 110-35).

15 An example is Ruf’s work on 2 Peter. He uses Genette’s concept of metatextuality (see
Genette, Palimpsests) to examines intertextuality in 2 Peter (Ruf, Heiligen Propheten). Other examples
can be found in the collected essays in Oropeza and Moyise, eds., Exploring Intertextuality. Though some
of these essays are following Hays’s concept of intertextuality, others base the discussion on Bakhtin,
Kristeva, Genette, or Robbins (Exploring the Texture). For instance, Rosenberg applies Genette’s theory
and examines hypertextuality (Rosenberg, “Hypertertextuality,” 16-28). Phillips utilizes Kristeva’s notion
of intertextuality and applies the concept of a theoretical mosaic from a poststructural perspective
(Phillips, “Poststructural Intertextuality,” 106-27). Watson adopted mainly two types of intertexture
concept formulated by Robbins, namely oral-scribal and cultural intertexture (Watson, “Oral-Scribal and
Cultural Intertexture,” 187-213, see especially 187). There are also scholars who use other strategies to
study intertextuality. For instance, Perry uses relevance theory and examines intertextuality in Jude (Perry,
“Relevance Theory,” 207-21). Myers uses the concept of probability to study intertextual borrowing
(Myers, “Probability,” 254-72).

16 Kristeva, “Word, Dialogue and Novel,” 37. Original text “Tout texte se construit comme
mosaique de citations, tout texte est absorption et transformation d un autre texte” in Kristeva, “Mot,” 85.

17 Kristeva, “Word, Dialogue and Novel,” 37.
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signifying system to another demands a new articulation.!® In studying Jude and 2 Peter,
we cannot trace back to the other sign-system(s) that influenced the production of the
two texts as these two texts are from about two thousand years ago. We no longer have
access to other sources except for a limited number of texts. We cannot avoid the reality
of solely studying the intertexts we have access to now. In spite of this reality, we can

still benefit from the notion of intertextuality to understand more about these two books.

Lemke’s Notion of Intertextuality

The notion of intertextuality is complex and the methods used to examine it are diverse.
This study of Jude and 2 Peter uses a linguistic approach. It will utilize the framework of
intertextuality proposed by Lemke.!® Lemke’s notion of intertextuality not only has a
theoretical framework, but it is also developed based on the framework of Systemic
Functional Linguistics (SFL)?® which provides a system network for the study of texts.

For Lemke, an intertextual approach is textual, intertextual, and ideological.
According to Lemke, it “enables us to analyze what goes on in a discourse in terms of its
functions in relation to other discourses, its contribution to systems of discourse

relationships (and non-relationships) that may sustain significant social ideologies, and

18 Kristeva, “Revolution,” 111. Original text: “Le terme d’inter-textualité désigne cette
transposition d’un (ou de plusieurs) systéme(s) de signes en un autre; mais puisque ce terme a été souvent
entendu dans le sens banal de « critique des sources » d’un texte, nous lui préférerons celui de
transposition, qui a I’avantage de préciser que le passage d’un systéme signifiant a un autre exige une
nouvelle articulation du thétique — de la positionnalité énonciative et dénotative.” See Kristeva, Révolution
du Langage Poétique, 59—60, emphasis hers. Even though Kristeva has proposed the term transposition,
which is a good one, this study will continue to use the term intertextuality following Lemke’s usage.

19 Several scholars have already utilized Lemke’s notion of intertextuality in their works. For
instance, Xue, Paul’s Viewpoint, the monograph; Dawson, “Acts and Jubilees,” 9—40; and Porter, “Pauline
Techniques,” 23-55, among others. For some examples of works that examine the overall notion of
intertextuality, see Allen, Intertextuality, and Worton and Still, eds., Intertextuality.

20 For an introduction of SFL, see Halliday and Matthiessen, Introduction.
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its use of text-forming devices that can be characterized in general terms that unite them
with the ways we tie texts to one another.”?!

Lemke, who is also influenced by Bakhtin,?? elaborates the term intertextuality in
a functional linguistic way. For him, the principle of general intertextuality is that
“(e)very text, the discourse of every occasion, makes its social meanings against the

23 Therefore, a

background of other texts, and the discourses of other occasions.
complete account of textual meaning, which describes the sense we make with words,
not only depends on the grammatical and situational contexts of the words, but also
depends on the intertextual contexts in which we place them.?* It echoes what Michael
Riffaterre says: “An intertext is one or more texts which the reader has to know in order
to understand a work of literature in terms of its overall significance (as opposed to the
discrete meanings of its successive words, phrases, and sentences).”?>

Lemke has further illustrated the importance of intertexts. When we make
meaning with a text, we operate in the system of language and the cultural semiotic of
social action to interact in our community through the whole set of texts and action-
texts.2® The social system of intertextuality in a community is defined by the kinds of
relations construed between texts, the texts which are connected, and the strength of the

ties. Speakers and writers may have created only suggestive traces of the meanings they

would communicate, leaving out more than what they say or write. Readers and listeners

2! Lemke, “Ideology, Intertextuality, and Register,” 276.

22 Lemke includes heteroglossic relation (see Bakhtin, Dialogic Imagination, for heteroglossic
relation) as the fourth type of intertextual relation. See Lemke, “Intertextuality and Text Semantics,” 87.

23 Lemke, “Intertextuality and Educational Research,” 3.

24 Lemke, “Intertextuality and Text Semantics,” 85.

25 Riffaterre, “Compulsory Reader Response,” 56.

26 Lemke, “Ideology, Intertextuality, and Register,” 280.
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have to bring to a text a large proportion of what is needed to make sense of it.2” We
need other texts and action-texts to make sense of any text.

Concerning the ways to construe relationships between intertexts, Lemke
indicates that, “The meanings we make through texts, and the ways we make them,
always depend on the currency in our communities of other texts we recognize as having
certain definite kinds of relationships with them: generic, thematic, structural, and
functional. Every text, the discourse of every occasion, makes sense in part through
implicit and explicit relationships of particular kinds to other texts, to the discourse of
other occasions.”8 In addition, evaluative meaning is one of the most important kinds of
meaning we make with language. The axiological position of a discourse is determined
by other voices in the community. Thus, Lemke believes that the combination of
thematic, rhetorical-generic, and axiological analysis can provide a fairly complete
account of the social positioning of a text. If the analysis concerning how text is used in
a social activity structure is added, the account of social positioning of a text will be
essentially complete.?® Concerning social activity structures, Lemke reminds us that
since the system of intertextuality provides an interface between language and social
semiotics generally, it is not satisfactorily described solely by its relations to text
semantics and text structure. Instead, we should also describe how practices of

constructing intertextual relations in a community are used for wider social purposes

7 Lemke, “Ideology, Intertextuality and Communication of Science,” 32.
28 Lemke, “Ideology, Intertextuality, and Register,” 275.
2 Lemke, “Ideology, Intertextuality and Communication of Science,” 39.
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than just making texts.>* In view of this, this study will examine the thematic,

axiological, and rhetorical-generic formations (with activity structures) of the texts.?!

The Analysis of Thematic Formations
Analyzing thematic relationships is an important aspect in examining intertextual
relationships. Thematic relationships reflect semantic relations of a text. According to
Lemke, the thematic coherence of a text depends on the text’s constructing the same
kind of semantic relations among thematically equivalent items again and again. The
repeated pattern can be represented as a thematic formation.** Lemke’s notion of
thematic formations and how this study applies it will be discussed in the following

section.

Lemke’s Notion of Thematic Formations
According to Lemke, thematic meaning does not lie within texts. It is made “through
and with texts as part of social meaning-making practices that construct and contest the
wider patterns of our changing social life.”3* He differentiates between the rext thematic
formation (TTF), which is specific to a text, and the intertextual thematic formation

(ITF), which a text shares with some set of other texts.>*

30 Lemke, “Ideology, Intertextuality and Communication of Science,” 37.

31 The functional relationships, which are reflected by activity structures, will be discussed
together with rhetorical-generic formations.

32 Lemke, “Intertextuality and Text Semantics,” 91.

33 Lemke, “Thematic Analysis,” 159.

34 Lemke, “Thematic Analysis,” 160. Lemke uses the name “thematic system” in that essay to
represent the repeated pattern. In essays that are written later, he changes the name to “thematic
formation” (see Lemke, “Intertextuality and Text Semantics,” 91). In this study, I am using thematic
formation throughout.
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According to Lemke, thematic formation

... can be represented in general as a weblike diagram . . . with thematic items

at the nodes and thematic relations connecting the nodes . . . A thematic item

glosses the repeated semantic features of the lexical items in the texts that realize

a particular Process or Participant role in clause, group, or phrase structure (e.g.,

Actors, Goals, Classifiers, Mental Processes, Ranges, etc. as in Halliday, 1985b).

The thematic relation states the lexicogrammatical semantic relation between two

thematic items (e.g., Process-to-Range, Classifier-to-Thing, Carrier-to-Attribute,

hypernym-to-hyponym, etc.).>
In other words, the relations are the lexical-taxonomic or ideational-grammatical
semantic relations between the nodes. Each node may have several connections. Two
nodes may have more than one connection between them. A node may also be expanded
as a sub-network. In the TTF of a text, it is useful to show whether a connection or node
appears in the text itself or is to be inferred from some ITF.3¢ This point is important for
this study since there are many elements in Jude and 2 Peter which need to be inferred
from some ITF.

Concerning the lexical-taxonomic relations, the typical ones are synonymy,
antonymy, hyponymy, and meronymy. Even though these lexical-taxonomic relations
are available as a semantic resource, thematic analysis considers how they are used. For
the case of synonymy, it is necessary to determine whether two items are locally
synonymous or not. Concerning ITFs, if two terms typically contrast, or are typically co-
hyponymous in some set of texts, then that can be considered a feature of the ITF.’

Thus, thematic meaning relations realized by lexemes (and by more complex

expression) may be valid for a single text (TTF), a set of thematically related texts (ITF),

35 Lemke, “Intertextuality and Text Semantics,” 92, his emphasis.
36 Lemke, “Thematic Analysis,” 162.
37 Lemke, “Thematic Analysis,” 162.
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and a wider set of texts including the domain of a semantic field.*® Since each instance
of the same lexical item, no matter as a repetition or a cognate form, can add to the
impact of the lexical-taxonomic relation towards readers, this study is also going to
factor in repetitions and cognate forms in the formation of lexical-taxonomic relations.

Concerning the ideational-grammatical relations, they are relations of Processes
and Participants at clause rank, relations for nominal groups (Numerals, Deictics,
Epithets, Classifiers, and Things), and relations of the logical relations (relations of the
clause-complex and of nominal and verbal groups as word-complexes).>”

There are two ways that thematic relations enter the thematic formation for the
TTF. In the TTF, a grammatical semantic relation may be made by a grammatical
(multivariate) structure or a covariate structural relation. A relation is considered to be
covariate structural relation when it is typical among texts of the set that there is a
semantic relation between the items, that is, there is a cohesive thematic tie between the
items.*

The situation is a little bit different in the ITF. Since all relations between texts
are based on what is seen as typical, there is no need to differentiate between
grammatical multivariate structural relation or covariate structural relation. What has
been called a collocational cohesive relation, therefore, can be construed as intertextual
thematic relations of the ideational-grammatical type.*!

A TF is instantiated through the recurrent pattern of thematic relations. Thematic

coherence of a text is built up when the text constructs the same kind of semantic

38 Lemke, “Thematic Analysis,” 161.
39 Lemke, “Thematic Analysis,” 162.
40 Lemke, “Thematic Analysis,” 162—-63.
4! Lemke, “Thematic Analysis,” 163.
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relations among thematically equivalent items again and again. This kind of repeated
pattern can then be represented as a TF. Essentially, the TF abstracts from its instances
the common lexicogrammatical semantic relations.*> An example of a TF provided by
Lemke may help us to understand the concept: a certain [Number] of [Electrons] are
[Located] in certain [Types] of [Orbitals]. In the example, Lemke puts principal thematic
items in brackets, and glossed their relations textually, thus writing an abstract but co-
thematic text of the formation.*® In other words, through the summary of repeated

thematically equivalent relations, we could interpret a TF.

Application of the Theory
This study is going to examine the thematic formations of Jude and 2 Peter respectively
and then compare them and tease out the similarities and differences. We will trace
repeated patterns of thematic relations which consists of thematic items and thematic
relations according to Lemke’s framework. The way of identifying thematic items and
thematic relations will employ Halliday’s system network (as Lemke does)** while the
understanding of semantic features of the lexical items will use the semantic domains of
the Louw-Nida Lexicon as the basis.*> However, even though the Louw-Nida Lexicon is
a very helpful tool, we cannot strictly follow its division of the semantic domains to
examine semantic relations since every discourse and every set of intertextual discourses
may reveal their own sets of semantic relations that may involve much broader sense

than the division in the Louw-Nida Lexicon. Thus, the semantic domains in the Louw-

42 Lemke, “Intertextuality and Text Semantics,” 91-92.

43 Lemke, “Intertextuality and Text Semantics,” 93.

“ For Halliday’s system network, see Halliday and Matthiessen, Introduction.
4 Louw and Nida, eds., Lexicon.
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Nida Lexicon are serving as the starting point to examine semantic relations. In this way,
through the analysis of repeated patterns of thematic relations, namely, the thematic

formations, we can find out the semantic relations reflected in the texts.

The Analysis of Axiological Formations
Analyzing axiological positions is another important aspect to consider when examining
intertextual relationships. According to Lemke, evaluative meaning is one of the most
important kinds of meaning we make with language. No text is free of implicit or
explicit value-judgements regarding its own content and views in relation to others.
People construe a text as representing the value-judgements regarding its own content
and views in relation to others. People also construe a text as representing the value
system of its social domain and evaluate its value-judgements in turn in relation to their
own. Therefore, every social voice is positioned not only in relation to every other voice
in terms of its thematic and rhetorical-generic uses of language, but also in terms of its
axiological use of language. The axiological function of language is an extension of the
interpersonal function of the linguistic system into the social and intertextual domain.
The axiological position of a discourse voice is determined by its stance toward itself
and other voices in the community.*® Since the textual patternings of axiological
meanings are related to lexicogrammatical systems associated with the Interpersonal

Metafunction in Halliday’s system network,*’ this study is going to examine the

46 Lemke, “Ideology, Intertextuality and Communication of Science,” 39.
47 Lemke, “Interpersonal Meaning,” 93. The term “Orientational meaning” is used in the original
text.
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axiological stance through the examination of speech functions and value-orientational
prosodies.*®

Concerning speech functions, the Mood system is one of the major
lexicogrammatical resources that realizes it in English according to Halliday.*® Even
though Lemke thinks that the Mood system is merely the most microsocial extension of
the resources of language for establishing social positions, he still sees the Mood system
as a resource for constituting these relations.*® Since the realization of speech functions
is different in the Greek of the New Testament (hereafter Greek) than in English, this
study is going to study speech functions according to the Greek lexicogrammatical
system.!

Concerning value-orientational prosodies, Lemke mainly focuses on “the
deployment of lexicogrammatical resources to construct value orientations towards the
Presentational content of the text and to construct macrosocial relations between social
viewpoints or interest groups.”>? However, Lemke has not provided a framework for the
analysis, thus, this study is going to employ J. R. Martin and David Rose’s appraisal
systems.>® An introduction of speech functions, Martin and Rose’s appraisal systems,

and how this study applies the theories will be in the following.

8 For an example of Lemke performing axiological analysis, see Lemke, “Ideology,
Intertextuality and Communication of Science,” 46—49. Due to the scope of this study, this study will be
limited to examine interpersonal relationships through speech functions and value-orientational prosodies,
provided action processes are already examined through the study of thematic formation.

49 See Halliday and Matthiessen, Introduction, 106-67.

50 Lemke, “Interpersonal Meaning,” 88.

5! For Greek grammar with reference to SFL, see Porter, Idioms, and Porter, “Need for Further
Modeling,” among others.

52 Lemke, “Interpersonal Meaning,” 94.

53 See Martin and Rose, Working with Discourse, 25-71 (Chapter 2).
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Speech Functions
There is a purpose when we tell other people things: we may want to provide
information, get information, explain our own attitudes or behaviour, or influence
others’ attitudes or behaviour, and so on.>* According to Halliday, an act of
writing/speaking might appropriately be called an interact. It is an exchange, which
involves giving and demanding. The nature of the commodity being exchanged is either
goods-&-services or information.> He calls the semantic function of a clause in the
exchange of information a proposition and the semantic function of a clause in the
exchange of goods-&-services a proposal.>® According to these two distinctions, the four

primary speech functions and responses can be summarized as follow:

initiation | response: response:
expected discretionary
give: goods-and-services offer acceptance rejection
demand: goods-and- command | undertaking refusal
services
give: information statement | acknowledgement | contradiction
demand: information question | answer disclaimer

Table 2.1. Speech functions and responses according to Halliday>’
As we can see, responses are not always as expected. There could be expected and

discretionary responses.

5% Thompson, Introducing Functional Grammar, 45.

55 Halliday and Matthiessen, Introduction, 107.

56 Halliday and Matthiessen, Introduction, 111.

57 Table 2.1. is adapted from Table 4(1) “Speech functions and responses” in Halliday and
Matthiessen, Introduction, 108.
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According to Halliday, speech function is realized by the Mood element that
consists of the Subject and the Finite operator in English.® Among the four basic
functions, three of them are closely associated with grammatical structures like
declarative, interrogative, and imperative clauses.>® Another feature which is also an
essential concomitant of finiteness is polarity.®® Polarity can be seen as the opposition
between positive and negative.! Between positive and negative poles, there are
intermediate degrees known as modality and modulation. Two examples that realizes
modality in English are sometimes and maybe, while allowed to and willing to can be
examples of modulation.®? Modality (and modulation) can be seen as the speaker’s
judgement, or request of the judgement of the listener, on the status of what is being
said.®* The major lexicogrammatical resources which realize speech functions may
include exchange structure (mood form), polarity, modality, attitudinal and evaluative
lexis.®

There are two points we should note when we examine speech functions. First,
since the interaction is not face-to-face in written language, the reader’s response cannot
have the same function in contributing to the exchange as in speech.® In view of this,
what we can do is to pay attention to how the writer uses language to lead the readers to

respond as he or she hopes. Second, the speech function of a clause cannot be

58 Halliday and Matthiessen, Introduction, 111.

9 Halliday and Matthiessen, Introduction, 141.

60 Halliday and Matthiessen, Introduction, 116.

6! Halliday and Matthiessen, Introduction, 143.

62 Halliday and Matthiessen, Introduction, 147.

%3 Halliday and Matthiessen, Introduction, 143. We will come across the discussion of modality
again when we introduce Martin and Rose’s appraisal theory below.

% See also Thibault, “Interpersonal Meaning,” 71. Among which, the last point, attitudinal and
evaluative lexis, is related to appraisal (see the next subsection).

85 Thompson, Introducing Functional Grammar, 79.
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understood only through grammar. Instead, we have to compare grammar to its intended
role in the interaction. For instance, a question may be expressed as an interrogative,
while a declarative clause may also be intended and interpreted as a question.®® As a

result, speech function cannot be determined solely through grammar.

Martin and Rose’s Appraisal Theory
Since Lemke has not provided a framework for the analysis of value-orientational
prosodies, this study will employ Martin and Rose’s appraisal systems. According to
Martin and Rose, the resources of appraisal are used to negotiate our social relationships,
by telling others how we feel about things and people. We tell others what our attitudes
are.’” There are three main appraisal systems: attitude, amplification, and source.®® The
following chart summarizes the appraisal systems.

Affect

— Attitude Judgement

Appreciation

Force
Appraisal — Amplification {
Focus

Monogloss Projection
Source —|:
— Heterogloss Modalization

Concession

Figure 2.1. Appraisal systems according to Martin and Rose®

8 Thompson, Introducing Functional Grammar, 79-80. Since there is still an unresolved debate
among SFL scholars concerning this problem, this paper is not trying to solve the problem but will
consider special cases of speech function case by case with reference to their co-text respectively.

67 Martin and Rose, Working with Discourse, 26.

%8 See Martin and Rose, Working with Discourse, 25-71, especially 59.

% Figure formatted according to Martin and Rose, Working with Discourse, 26-59. It has
different labels than the one they provided on p. 59.
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There is one point that we should note concerning this figure: the network
consists of three simultaneous systems for the three regions of appraisal. We can choose
from all of the three systems at the same time.”® A great deal of appraisal is realized
through lexis.”! However, attitudes can also be realized in various grammatical niches
such as qualities, processes, and comments.” Thus, lexis and grammar are both
involved.

Concerning attitude, Martin and Rose have identified three main kinds: affect,
judgement, and appreciation. Affect is concerned with the expression of feelings. They
vary in two general ways. Since there are good and bad feelings, affect can be positive
or negative. Some examples of negative affect are pain and worry. Some examples of
positive affect are feeling satisfied and loved. Affect can also be expressed directly or
implicitly. Direct expressions include expressions of emotional states and physical
behaviour. Implicit expressions include the description of unusual behaviour and
metaphor. These resources generally work together and reinforce each other. The
accumulative effect over a phase of text forms a prosody of attitude.”® Judgement can
also be positive or negative. It may also be judged either explicitly or implicitly. Unlike
affect, judgement can be further differentiated between personal judgements of
admiration or criticism and moral judgements of praise or condemnation.”* Appreciation
includes our attitudes about different things. Things can also be appreciated positively or

negatively. Abstract things like relationships and quality of life can also be evaluated as

70 Martin and Rose, Working with Discourse, 59.

"I Martin and Rose, Working with Discourse, 63. For a more advanced system to analyze
interpersonal metafunction applying to biblical Greek, see Dvorak, Interpersonal Metafunction. This
study, however, is going to use lexis as the main reference of appraisal.

2 Martin and Rose, Working with Discourse, 63. See also Lemke, “Resources,” 33-56.

73 Martin and Rose, Working with Discourse, 29-32.

74 Martin and Rose, Working with Discourse, 32.
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things. It is important to take co-text into account when analyzing appraisal. The
analysis should not be done item by item.”> Even though Martin and Rose admit that
their framework concerning attitude represents a western construction of feeling that
may not represent different cultures,’® this study will continue to utilize their framework
as a starting point for analysis.

Concerning amplification, Martin and Rose have identified two kinds of
resources: force and focus. Force is concerned with the degree of intensity. Words that
intensify meanings (e.g., very/really/extremely) and those that distinguish degrees of
intensity (e.g., happy/delight/ecstatic) are included in this category. Metaphors like ice
cold is also included in this category. Focus is concerned with sharpening or softening
categorical distinctions. Examples are about/exactly and real/kind of. It is about
resources that make the inherently non-gradable gradable.”’

Source is about identifying from whom the evaluations come from. Martin and
Rose use the term monogloss when the source of an attitude is derived from the author,
and heterogloss when the source is other than the writer.”®

Heterogloss can be further divided into projection, modalization, and concession.
Projections may quote the exact words or report the general meaning. Through
projection, additional sources of evaluation are introduced.” As previously discussed,
modality is a resource that sets up a semantic space between yes and no, a cline between

positive and negative poles. Polarity is heteroglossic since negation places a voice in

75 Martin and Rose, Working with Discourse, 37-40. “Things,” contrasting people, is the original
wording that Martin and Rose use.

76 Martin and Rose, Working with Discourse, 42.

77 Martin and Rose, Working with Discourse, 42-47.

8 Martin and Rose, Working with Discourse, 48—49.

79 Martin and Rose, Working with Discourse, 49-50.
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relation to a potential opposing one. Therefore, two voices are implicated. Negation is a
voice acknowledged but denied. Modality also acknowledges alternative voices around a
suggestion or claim. It opens up a space for negotiation.? Therefore, it is also
heteroglossic. Concession is also considered heteroglossia in discourse since it reflects
counterexpectancy. Common conjunctions used to signal concession include but,
however, although, in spite of, and others. Continuatives like still, only, just, and even

can also signal concession .%!

Application of the Theories

To analyze the axiological stance of Jude and 2 Peter, this study will examine speech
functions and appraisal. Through the evaluation of speech functions, we can identify
whether the authors are providing or demanding information/goods-&-services. Thus,
we can understand how the authors balance between giving and demanding. Through the
evaluation of appraisal, we can understand the social positions of the two authors in
relation to other possible voices in their respective community. In this way, a
comparison of the two can help us see how close or far away the two books’ axiological
stance are.

When applying these theories, English and Greek cannot be seen as having direct
equivalence. Since the Mood systems are different for English and Greek, this study will
analyze mood forms and modality in Greek®? instead of the Mood system in English. We

will use the concept of speech functions but not the Hallidayan Mood system.

80 Martin and Rose, Working with Discourse, 53—54.

81 Martin and Rose, Working with Discourse, 56—58.

82 For how Greek mood forms and modality function, see Porter, Idioms, and Porter, “Need for
Further Modeling,” among others.



43

The analysis of appraisal involves a great deal of the analysis of lexis. Thus, an
understanding of the lexical system within the Greek system is important. Therefore,
positive and negative connotations will be determined according to the definition
provided by the Louw-Nida Lexicon.®® Since attitudes can be realized in various
grammatical niches,?* each occurrence may need its own explanation. Therefore, the
analysis may encounter more difficulties to justify the case and need to be more cautious

to avoid being too subjective.

The Analysis of Rhetorical-Generic Formations
Analyzing rhetorical-generic relationships is also important when examining intertextual
relationships. According to Lemke, a genre® is an activity-type (as social semiotic
formation) in which successions of action construct participant roles with specific social
relations to one another and to the action processes in which they participate.’® When
analyzing a text, in addition to the analysis of lexicogrammatical choices, Lemke
proposes that an analysis in terms of the socially repeated genre-rhetorical co-patternings
is also needed. We need to analyze language use not only in terms of the semiotic
resource system of language, but also in terms of the socially repeated semiotic
formations (a co-patterning of semiotic features) in which those resources are habitually

deployed in a community.®’

8 Louw and Nida, eds., Lexicon.

8 Martin and Rose, Working with Discourse, 63. See also Lemke, “Resources,” 33-56.

85 The discussion of genre study is beyond the scope of this study. This study will simply employ
the terminology and usage concerning genre according to the way Lemke uses it.

8 Lemke, “Interpersonal Meaning,” 90.

87 Lemke, “Ideology, Intertextuality and Communication of Science,” 33-34.
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Lemke uses the term rhetorical-generic formations of a community to describe
the shared and repeated patterns of organization for the exposition of thematic
formations in a text in terms of sequences of functionally defined parts. These
formations derive from the more general semiotic formations, activity structures. A
genre organizes the use of language in a manner specific to a particular social activity.
As Lemke describes, that kind of activity can be as simple as “writing a haiku.”®® With
this in mind, we are going to discuss the activity-type—Iletter writing—of Jude and 2
Peter as the starting point of the analysis of rhetorical-generic formations.

According to Lemke, a genre element is always specific to some activity
structure, but its realization is usually in terms of what Lemke calls a rhetorical
formation (RF). A RF is formally like a mini-genre, but is not specific to a particular
activity structure and occurs in essentially the same form in many different activity
structures (e.g., Question-Answer, Problem-Solution, and Cause-Effects). RFs are
realized by lexicogrammatical constructions. Clause-complexes lie on the boundary
between lexicogrammar and RFs.*

In order to examine the rhetorical-generic relationships of Jude and 2 Peter, this
study will divide the process into three steps. First, this study will compare the structure
of the two letters with the general letter-writing format at the time of the New
Testament. Second, this study will examine the structural boundaries within the main

body of each of the letters.”® During this process, this study will trace the use of

88 Lemke, “Ideology, Intertextuality and Communication of Science,” 35.

% Lemke, “Ideology, Intertextuality and Communication of Science,” 35-36.

%0 As we can see from Lemke’s illustration (Lemke, “Ideology, Intertextuality and
Communication of Science,” 49-51), each RF is not a very long section of text. Therefore, even though
the two letters we are studying, Jude and 2 Peter, are not long letters in the New Testament, they are in
fact quite long when compared to each RF as Lemke has identified. As a result, this study has to identify
the structural boundaries within the main body before we examine the RF of each small section.
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discourse markers to tease out structural boundaries.”! Since structural boundaries and
cohesiveness are interrelated, this study will utilize Hoey’s theory to help with the
process.”? Third, this study will examine the RFs of each small section within the main
body of each letter to identify the activity structures of the texts. The following section
will explore the letter-writing format at the time of the New Testament, the way of

examining structural boundaries, RFs, and activity structures.

Activity-Type: Letter Writing

Letters in the New Testament resemble ancient letters in a very general way. A typical
Greco-Roman letter consists of an opening address and greeting, a body, and a closing
address. The staying-in-touch aspect of letter writing is conveyed primarily through
conventions which open or conclude the letter, while the more specific occasions of the
letter are conveyed primarily through conventions in the letter’s body.”* There is a
regular and repeated discourse pattern in the letters at the time of the New Testament.

The authors of the New Testament letters may have introduced divergence into
the format due to the situation and purpose of their writing. For instance, New
Testament letters are generally longer than ordinary Greek letters. Their combination of

parts also tends to be more diversified.”* In spite of the differences, it is helpful to divide

°! For the importance of discourse markers, see Porter and O’Donnell, Discourse Analysis, 116—
17.

92 See Hoey, Patterns, especially 26-48. See the following respective subsection for how it is
used.

93 White, “Ancient Greek Letters,” 88-96, especially 96. White has used specific epistolary types
as examples to illustrate the purposes and general formal features of letters. For each of the epistolary
types, he has identified the three major divisions in a letter as the opening, body, and closing.

%4 White, “Ancient Greek Letters,” 96. Due to the divergence in the formats, some scholars have
argued for a division of four or five parts instead of three. For some examples and more discussion, see
Exler, Form of the Ancient Greek Letter, 23—68; Funk, “Letter,” 250-74; Porter, “Functional Letter
Perspective,” 9-31; Weima, Neglected Endings, which focus on the study of the letter closings; and
White, Body of the Greek Letter; among others. However, the discussion concerning the number of parts
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Jude and 2 Peter into the three main parts according to a typical Greco-Roman letter

before analyzing the structure of the letters” main body.

The Examination of Structural Boundaries
For Lemke, the structural organization of a text is related to the hierarchy of genre,
rhetorical, and grammatical structures. Structural and thematic organization work
together in a way that there is a strong tendency for an inverse correlation between the
rank in the hierarchy of a structural boundary and the number of formations that are
continuous across that boundary.?® This opinion echoes Hoey’s theory concerning
structural boundaries.”® This study will utilize Hoey’s theory as an aid to help identify
structural boundaries.”’

According to Hoey, analyzing a text in terms of the repetition links within it may
help us know more about the relationships holding among the sentences of which it was
composed.”® The categories of the various types of the repetition links include simple
lexical repetition, complex lexical repetition, simple paraphrase, complex paraphrase,
co-reference, substitution, and ellipsis.”® Hoey calls a connection made between any two
sentences which have a sufficient number of links between them a bond. Lexical items

form links, and sentences sharing three or more links form bonds.!?’ The interconnection

in New Testament letters is outside of the scope of this study. This study is going to use the basic three
parts as reference, following the general case of typical Greco-Roman letters.

% Lemke, “Text Structure and Text Semantics,” 167—68.

% See Hoey, Patterns, 118-24.

7 Due to the scope of this study, a full-scale analysis using Hoey’s theory will not be performed.
Hoey’s theory will be the background theory when determining structure boundaries.

%8 Hoey, Patterns, 76.

% Hoey, Patterns, 51-75.

100 Hoey, Patterns, 91.
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of bonded sentences form a net.!! We will use Hoey’s theory as one of the criteria to
determine structure boundaries.

The characteristics of the Greek language must be taken into account in
determining structure boundaries. Therefore, it is important to trace the use of discourse
markers when doing so. Through examining discourse markers and the repetition links,
the discourse boundaries within the texts can be identified.

Practically speaking, before we can start to examine the structural organization
of the texts, we have to determine the unit for analysis. Since ancient Greek texts do not
have punctuations, we do not have the original sentence division like English. We have
to divide the discourse into clauses instead. We are going to count either an independent
or a dependent clause as one separate clause for the sake of examining overall
organization of the discourse.!’> Having determined the unit for analysis, we are going to
group the clauses into meaningful clause complexes according to logico-semantic
relations proposed by Halliday.!® As a result, we will have clusters of clause complexes

which will form the basic units used to determine structural boundaries.

Activity Structures and Rhetorical Formations
After we have identified the structural boundaries within the main bodies of the two

books, we are going to examine the rhetorical formations of each section and in turn

101 Hoey, Patterns, 92.

102 The reason for not counting embedded clauses is, according to Halliday, the “tactic” relations
of parataxis and hypotaxis is different from embedded relationships. Parataxis and hypotaxis are relations
between clauses, while embedded clause functions in the structure of the group, and the group functions in
the structure of the clause. See Halliday and Matthiessen, Introduction, 426. As this section is examining
structural organization, the relation between clauses is what matters. There is no way that we will assign
structural boundary between an embedded clause and the clause in which it is embedded.

103 See Halliday and Matthiessen, Introduction, 373-482.
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identify the activity structures. Concerning the analysis of the RFs, this study will use
the types of relationship between clauses according to Halliday. For Halliday, there are
two basic types of logico-semantic relations: projection and expansion. Projection can be
further divided into idea and locution. Expansion can be divided into elaborating,
extending, and enhancing.!®* With the help of these references, we will determine the
RFs (e.g., Question-Answer, Problem-Solution, and Cause-Effects)!% within the text.

After the identification of the RFs, this study will examine the activity structures
(and their respective genre elements) of each sub-section of the main body of each book
according to the RFs and TFs. According to Lemke, structural organization and thematic
organization work together. The organization of meaning in a text is a complex function
of the hierarchy of structures and the interconnection of thematic formations instanced in
it.!% This study will consider TFs as an important component during the examination of
activity structures.

Concerning the examination of the activity structures and their genre elements,
we have to note that it could be subjective and different people could assign them with
different labels. It is not like the activity-type that we can identify from real-life activity.
It is also not like the RFs that are realized by lexicogrammatical constructions. It is akin
to assigning labels with experience and general consensus among a community. We can
think about the illustration given by Lemke. When he uses classroom activity for his
analysis, he has identified a Student-Teacher Debate and a Teacher Summary as two

examples of classroom activity structures, and Teacher Assertion, Student Challenge,

104 For a detailed description of the system, see Halliday and Matthiessen, Introduction, 373-482.
105 See Lemke, “Ideology, Intertextuality and Communication of Science,” 36.
196 [_emke, “Text Structure and Text Semantics,” 168.
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Teacher Response, as genre elements.!?” From this example, we can see that there is not
a specific set of labels that we can choose from, but we have to come up with labels
from experience and community consensus. Despite this, the result will still be valid as
long as the whole study has a consistent way of assigning labels to similar elements.

To sum up, through the analysis of structural boundaries of the two books, we
can divide each text into meaningful subsections. Through the analysis of RFs, and with
the information provided by the TFs, we can come up with possible suggestions of
activity structures and their genre elements. With this information, we can understand

the rhetorical-generic formations of the two books.

Examination of the Other Intertexts

Concerning the examination of the other intertexts, this section will introduce the
sources and its method of examination. Regarding the sources of other intertexts, they
are limited to sources that are prior to, or at the same period of time, as the New
Testament period. Some scholars, like Duane F. Watson, have already identified some
possible intertexts of the two books.!%® This study will use Watson’s findings as the
foundation to identify the possible intertexts of Jude and 2 Peter.

This study will use a similar method to examine TFs as has been done with Jude
and 2 Peter. However, since the literary genre of each source is not the same as Jude and
2 Peter, a little adaptation is needed. The same structural relations as Jude and 2 Peter

may not be found in one clause in the source text. We may need to gather thematic items

107 emke, “Ideology, Intertextuality and Communication of Science,” 49.
108 See Watson, “Oral-Scribal and Cultural Intertexture,” 187-213, and Ruf, Heiligen Propheten,
among others.
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from different clauses in the source text and piece the information together. For
axiological stance and the rhetorical-generic formations, this study is not going to
perform an analysis for the other intertexts. This is because the function of the other
intertexts in this study is to show the other material that is needed to make sense of Jude
and 2 Peter, but not to show all the similarities and differences between those sources
and the two books. Therefore, analyzing TFs will be enough for the purpose of this

work.

Procedure of the Study
First, this study will perform discourse analysis on Jude and 2 Peter. The analysis will
include the study of thematic, axiological, and rhetorical-generic relationships according
to the descriptions above. Second, this study is going to compare the results of the
analysis of the two books to see the similarities and differences of the two books from an
intertextual perspective. Third, this study will introduce other intertexts and analyze the
intertextual thematic formations between them and the two books, in order to examine
whether the other intertexts can account for certain meanings that neither of the two

books can provide for each other.



CHAPTER 3: A DISCOURSE ANALYSIS OF JUDE

This chapter will provide a discourse analysis of the Book of Jude.! We first look at the
structural organization of Jude. We will divide the text according to the typical Greco-
Roman letter format, which consists of an opening of address and greeting, a main body,
and a closing address. We will further divide the main body into meaningful subsections.

After that, we will examine the thematic formations (TFs), axiological stance, and

! The text used in this study follows the text in Codex Sinaiticus (&). The first thing to consider
concerning this choice is about whether we should choose an eclectic critical text (like NA27 or UBSS) or
a single manuscript. The purpose of textual criticism is to sort out those variant readings that should be
regarded as original (see Metzger, Textual Commentary, 1*—11%*) and the eclectic texts that we now have
are the fruits of such studies. On the one hand, however, major codexes are the basis of the manuscripts
that are actually used in our extant critical texts, while readings from some earliest papyri are rejected (see
Porter, How We Got the New Testament, 72—74). It leaves us with the fact that the extant critical texts do
not reflect a text that is as old as possible. On the other hand, despite all the hard work that textual critics
have put into the discipline, there are still relative degree of uncertainty when deciding which variant
reading to place in the critical text. According to the system in UBS4, if a set of textual variants is marked
{C}, it means that it “indicates that the Committee had difficulty in deciding which variant to place in the
text,” and {D} means that it “indicates that the Committee had great difficulty in arriving at a decision”
(see Metzger, Textual Commentary, 14%*). Practically speaking, when we consider the texts of Jude and 2
Peter in this study, we find 4 instances of {C} and | instance of {D} in Jude (Metzger, Textual
Commentary, 656—61) and 7 instances of {C} and | instance of {D} in 2 Peter (Metzger, Textual
Commentary, 629-38). It means that if this study takes the eclectic critical text approach, we still need to
make a certain number of difficult decisions in the process, but the outcome is still up for debate. As a
result, considering the two perspectives mentioned, this study makes one single decision (in opposition to
making several difficult decisions if taking the eclectic critical text approach) to take the single manuscript
approach. In this way, the text we use at least reflects a manuscript that had been used by a given Christian
community at a certain timespan within early Christian history, even though it cannot claim to be the
original text (see also Porter, How We Got the New Testament, 74). Another question to consider is
concerned with which text we should use. If we only take the texts of Jude and 2 Peter into account, the
earliest extant manuscript is P2, This study, however, chooses to use a codex over P7? because this study
is concerned with intertextuality and would like to use a manuscript that covers more biblical Greek text.
The earliest codexes are & and B. It is just a matter of choice to choose between the two and R is chosen.
Finally, we have to consider how the decision of using one single manuscript may affect the result of this
study. Though there are variant readings that are difficult to choose when doing textual criticism, we can
foresee that there is no great impact on the result of this study, since in this study, thematic, axiological,
and rhetorical-generic relationships are considered throughout the whole discourse. Thus, several changes
in word choice (which do not differ drastically in meaning) will not change the whole picture.

51
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rhetorical formations (RFs) of each section according to the structural organization.?
After that, we will gather all the information and discuss the Book of Jude as one whole

discourse again.

Structural Organization of Jude

The Book of Jude can be divided into 37 clauses (see Appendix 1 for the division of the
clauses). The first two clauses are the opening of address and greeting, and the last
clause is the closing address. The rest of the text belongs to the main body of the book.

Concerning the opening of address and greeting, and the closing address, we can
separate them out from the main body through the content with reference to the format
of typical Greco-Roman letters. The first clause (v. 1) lists the author with a nominative
noun phrase and the recipients of the letter with a dative noun phrase. The second clause
(v. 2) includes nouns of nominative and dative forms, and a verb of optative form which
grammaticalizes the greeting.> These two clauses together form the opening part of the
letter, similar to the format of a typical Greco-Roman letter.* The last clause (vv. 24-25)

includes a closing address, which honours God and expresses a wish for the recipients’

2 See Appendix 2 for the analysis of each lexical item of Jude with respect to the areas of
discourse marker/conjunction, process type, participant, semantic domain, speech function,
polarity/modality, and appraisal. The discussion in the following is mainly based on the analysis there.

3 Exler proposes that the basic type of the opening phrase of a Greek letter can be expressed as:
writer—to addressee—yaipew (Exler, Form of the Ancient Greek Letter, 23—68, especially 23). Jude 1
consists of the sender and the recipient. Jude 2 consists of the greeting. Using a verb of optative form as
the verb of the greeting is different from the typical Greco-Roman letters normally using xaipetv, but they
are both used to greet. The question about implied author/recipients and real author/recipients is outside of
the scope of this study. Therefore, when we talk about the author and recipients of the letter, we are
talking about the implied ones.

4 See White, “Ancient Greek Letters,” 88-96.
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well-being as a closure. It also conforms with the format of a typical Greco-Roman
letter, even though the content is not exactly the same.’

Apart from the opening and the closing, the rest of the letter is the main body,
which includes clauses number 3 to 36 (vv. 3-23. See Appendix 1). The discourse
boundaries within the main body may not be as clear-cut as the opening and closing
parts and they may vary according to different interpreters. In this study, we are going to
use the two markers 8¢ and dyamyroi to help identify discourse boundaries in Jude.® The
lexical item 0¢ is a quite common discourse marker in the New Testament, while a
nominative case for direct address, dyamyrol in this case, sometimes can also function as
a marker of a new subsection.” In addition to these, we can also regard the woe oracle
(vv. 11-13) as a separate subsection of the main body. The form of the woe oracle here
is one form of the Old Testament woe oracles® and thus we may see it as a separate
subsection.’

In view of these, we can divide the Book of Jude into the following subsections:

Opening of Address and Greeting: vv. 1-2
Letter Body I: vv. 34

5 See White, “Ancient Greek Letters,” 88-96 for the format. Concerning the content, Porter
points out that the typical Hellenistic letter consists of a health wish, a word of farewell, and the word
“good-bye” (see Porter, Apostle Paul, 151). In addition to the content, we can also examine the lexis used
and see that the opening and closing have used unique lexical items that do not occur in the main body of
the letter. Among the 24 lexemes in the first two clauses, there appeared instances of four sematic sub-
domains which do not appear in other parts of the letter, while among the 41 lexemes in the last clause,
there appeared seven new sematic sub-domains (see Appendix 2, especially Table of Domains). The
appearances of different sematic sub-domains imply the decrease percentages of repetition links across the
parts. It thus implies that it is highly probable that there exist discourse boundaries between them. This
finding agrees with the division made by looking at the content.

¢ During the process, we are also going to consider the flow of identity chains. For those explicit
contrast between identity chains which compares two (or more) groups of participants, this study will keep
them in one subsection in order to study the contrast.

7 Clark has studied the discourse structure in Jude and he has also proposed that dyammtol is a
marker of a new unit. See Clark, “Discourse Structure,” 127.

8 Davids, 2 Peter and Jude Handbook, 17.

? Clark has also proposed that oVai can be an opening marker. See Clark, “Discourse Structure,”
127.
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Letter Body II: vv. 5-10'°
Letter Body III: vv. 11-13
Letter Body IV: vv. 14-16
Letter Body V: vv. 17-19
Letter Body VI: vv. 20-23
Closing Address: vv. 24-25

Opening of Address and Greeting: Verses 1-2
The opening section of the letter consists of two clauses.!! The first clause complex
consists of the address and the second clause consists of the greeting.
v. 1 (cl.1)Tovdag Tyool Xptotod dodhos, GdeAdos 0t TaxwPov, Tois év Bed

matpl Ryamnuévols xal Inool Xpiotéd TeTnpnuévols xAnTois:
v.2  (cl.2) ékeog bulv xal elpnvy xal ayamy mAnbuviely.

[Jude, Jesus Christ’s slave, and brother of James, to the chosen ones, who are
beloved by God Father and guarded for Jesus Christ. May mercy, peace, and love
be multiplied to you.]

In this section, we can find two sets of thematic relations. First, the lexical items
Nyamyuévors (v. 1) and dyamy (v. 2) form some kind of lexical-taxonomic relation of
synonymy between them. As the text continues to unfold, we will see that this lexical-
taxonomic relation, we label it as [Love],'? extends to different subsections of the
discourse.

In addition to the thematic relation mentioned above, we could also construe a

pattern of Medium-Process relations between v 0gé matpt yamyuévors and Incol

10 There are two occurrences of 0¢ at the beginning of a clause within this subsection (vv. 9 and
10) but these two occurrences are used to denote contrast rather than used to denote the joining of two
subsections. We will discuss the two instances in the subsection it belongs and see how the writer
compares the two groups of participants.

' See Appendix 1 for the division of the clauses.

12 For the way of putting principal thematic items in brackets, see Lemke, “Intertextuality and
Text Semantics,” 93.
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XploTé Tetnpnuévols in v. 1. 13 These two multivariate structural relations are not
completely parallel, but we could still see their relationship. First, the Mediums of the
two Processes both point to xAntols. Second, both of the ergative instances are linked to
nouns of dative case.!'* Moreover, though the two processes are mental and material, we
know that love is frequently tied to actions when mentioned in the Bible.!> Thus, the gap
between these mental and material processes is lessened. We may label the pattern as
[Recipients of Letter-Well Treated-By/For God].!¢ At the beginning of the letter, this TF
is probably a local pattern rather than a global one within the discourse.!” Nevertheless,
though the two structural relations are not completely parallel and the pattern is a local
pattern, the occurrences of synonyms of yyamnuévors and tetypnuévors together in the
text later (v. 21) will form a covariate structural relation as well, and thus give more
significance to this pattern.

Concerning axiological stance, we can see a number of positive appraisals here.

First, in v. 1, the recipients are mentioned as Toig xAnTolg, which can be seen as a

position of esteem. The positive sense is reinforced by #yamnuévors and Tetnpnuévorg,

13 The transitivity system and process types are based upon Halliday’s system, including the
transitive and ergative models (see Halliday and Matthiessen, Introduction, 168-305), unless stated
otherwise. Concerning the formation itself, it is a weak formation, however, as the structural relation only
occurs twice. This study is going to count multivariate structural relation that occur twice as weak
formations, while a lexical-taxonomic relation needs to have three items or above in order to be counted.

!4 Though one of them has the preposition év.

15 This can be seen as using information from a wide-ranging ITF, which is the pattern of the
thematic relation [Love] within the whole Bible. Since the topic is out of the scope of this study, and the
concept that love is linked to actions is quite obvious in the Bible, we are not going into detail about it.

16 In Lemke’s work, he only puts thematic items in brackets but glosses their thematic relations
textually. This study is going to put a whole multivariate structure relation in brackets to highlight it as
one whole structure.

17 For the concept of local patterning and global patterning, see Lemke, “Ideology, Intertextuality,
and Register,” 283-86. Simply speaking, local patternings are concerned with the kinds of meanings that
are made in short stretches of a text, while global patternings are concerned with meanings that are made
over longer stretches of discourse.
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which reflect positive affection and action of positive appreciation towards the
recipients. In addition, as the recipients have relationship with 6@ matpt and Xpiotd, it
also builds up the positive sense. The author mentioned himself!® as dodAog, which has a
negative connotation in a normal sense. Since the relation is related to ‘Incod Xpiotod,
the term may in fact have a positive overtone.'® Finally, in the greeting (v. 2), é\eog,
elpvy, and dyamy are wished for the recipients. All these items reflect positive feelings.
With all these elements of positive axiological stance joining together, it reflects the
positive relation between the author and the recipients.

Concerning rhetorical-generic formation, since this part is the opening section of
a letter, we could call the activity structure as Letter Opening. We could label the RF as

Discourse Opening, while Address and Greeting are the genre elements.

Letter Body I: Verses 3—4
The first subsection of the letter body starts with the lexical item dyamytol. It consists of
two clause complexes. Clause 1.4 states the reason of ¢1.3.2°

v.3  (cl.3) Ayamyrol, méoav omoudiy motolpevos 7o ypddew Ouiv mepl T
xowiic &V cwtnpias xal {wic avdywny Eoyov ypdpery iy Tapaxadév
émaywvilesbal T§ dmak mapadobeioy Tols aylow mioTel.

v.4  (cl.4) mapeigédvoay ydp Tives dvBpwmot, of maAat Tpoyeypapuévol &g
TolTo 6 xpiua, doefeis, ™ Tol Oeol A&V ydpry uetatibévteg i doédyeiay xal
TOV wévov deaméTyy xal xVptov Nuiv Ingolv Xpiotov dpvoiuevot.

[Beloved, while making every effort to write to you concerning our salvation and
life in common, I felt the necessity to write to you, appealing you to struggle for

18 This study is going to use masculine pronouns for the author of the Book of Jude as the implied
author is ‘Tovdac.

19 See Louw and Nida, eds., Lexicon, §87.76.

20 This study will refer to clause numbers only when clausal relations are concerned. Otherwise,
verse numbers will be used.

2! Lexemes in the Greek text that are italicized denote instances that are different from the text of
NA27.
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the faith that was once and for all handed over to God’s people. For certain
people have slipped in, who were long ago designated for this condemnation, the
ungodly ones, who turn our God’s favour into licentiousness and deny our only
master and Lord Jesus Christ.]

In this subsection, we can find three new thematic relations and one thematic
relation linking to the previous section (letter opening). First, in v. 3, the multivariate
structure ypadetv Ouiv occurs twice. The structure is a Sayer-Verbal Process-Recipient
structure with same process and participants. We may label it as a [Author-Writing-
Recipients] formation.?? It is not surprising because the author is giving an introduction
to what he is going to write about. This TF is a local pattern as well.

Second, the lexical item mpoyeypayuévot in v. 4 forms some kind of lexical-
taxonomic relation of synonymy, [Writing], with the lexical item ypadew which occurs
twice in v. 3. This thematic relation provides another link for v. 3 and v. 4 apart from the
logical relationship between them. This relation is also a local pattern concerning the
process and reason of writing.

Third, the two partial clauses v ToU Ogol Nudv xdpv pnetatifévres and Tov pwovov
deamoTnY xal xOptov Nuidv Tnooliv Xpiotov dpvoduevol in v. 4 both have the multivariate
structure Actor-Material Process-Goal with the same Actor. Though the Goals are
different, they are both related to God. The first one is about God'’s favour and the
second one is concerned with only master and Lord Jesus Christ. The actions of the
Processes are not closely related, but they both have negative connotations. We may
label the pattern as [Certain Ones-Doing-Evil-Towards God]. As the text continues to

unfold, we will see that this pattern is actually a part of a bigger structure. This pattern

22 This is a weak formation as well.
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also links v. 4 back to v. 1 through the two indirect participants God and Christ, creating
a weak contrast between Tiveg Gvlpwmot and the recipients, Tols ¥Antols. The chosen ones
have good relationships with these two indirect participants, while Tives &vBpwmot are
doing evil things towards them.

Finally, the lexical item dyamntol (v. 3), which refers to the recipients, also
entered into some kind of synonymy relation with the lexical items Yyamyuévors and
dyam in the letter opening, strengthening the lexical-taxonomic relation [Love]. The
author is reassuring the relationship between them as he starts the letter body.

Concerning axiological stance, v. 3 is full of positive appraisals while negative
appraisals start to appear in v. 4. In v. 3, first, the author calls the recipients dyamyrot. It
shows the affection of the author towards the recipients and the good relationship
between them. Second, the author uses the partial clauses méioav omoudny motovpevos and
avayxny ayov to describe his attitude towards the process of writing. It shows that he

was trying hard, and he felt the importance of doing so. Third, both the content of what
he was trying to write and what he is writing have a positive sense. He was trying to
write about cwtypiag and {wijs, which are things that are good for the recipients. He is
now mapaxaA@v the recipients to do something, and we usually only appeal to people to
do good things. The content of the appeal, émaywvilecbat T§ mioTer, while the faith is
something dmaf mapadobeioy Tols dylows, shows that it is something worth struggling for.
In v. 4, the author’s tone starts to change. First the author’s comment concerning

Tiveg @vBpwmot shows negative evaluations towards them. The lexical items doefeis and

napetoeéduoay show their behaviour are against God and have evil intent. The author also
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uses a heteroglossic comment??

to show that these people are eig ToliTo T0 xpiuna, while
the kind of condemnation will be unfolded later in the text.?* Second, the actions of these

people are also problematic. The author describes them as ycapw petatifévres eig
acéryeiav and 'Inooliv Xpiotov dpvoduevor. Though we can see lexical items bearing good
connotations here (like yaptv and Xpiotov), the action of the two participles has turned
the implication to the opposite direction. These people are refusing good things such as
God'’s favour and Christ. They even turn God'’s favour into d¢oéAyeiav, showing that they
are immoral.

In addition to the change of appraisals, the author has also put forward the first
request, asking the recipients to do something.?> Having reassured the good relationship
between them in the letter opening and the first part of v. 3, the author asks the recipients
to take action, to struggle for faith. It shows that the author is not only writing to provide
information for the recipients, he is also writing to ask them to act.

Concerning rhetorical-generic formation, the activity structure could be labelled
as Introduction to Letter Body. Since c1.4 states the reason of c1.3, we are using the
label Result-Reason as the RF of this subsection. The genre elements can be labelled

Introduction and Writing Reason.

23 We will discuss the origin of this comment in Chapter 6 of this study. We are only focusing on
the text in this chapter. Similarly, all the ITFs needed to make sense of the text will not be discussed in
this chapter, we will examine them in Chapter 6.

24 See Davids, 2 Peter and Jude Handbook, 6.

25 It is called “command” in the categories of speech functions, in opposition to offer, statement,
and question.
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Letter Body II: Verses 5-10
The second subsection of the letter body is joined to the previous subsection with the
discourse marker 0¢. It consists of fourteen clause complexes. In c1.5, the author states
that he wants to remind the recipients of something, while c1.6 to c1.9 is the Projection:

Idea of what he is reminding them.?® From ¢1.10 to c1.12 is the comparison of o0tot
(referring to Tveg dvlpwmot, v. 4) with the examples mentioned in c1.6 to ¢1.9. In ¢1.13
to c1.16, the author continues with the topic Aacdnuolio (which he brings up in c1.12)

by comparing with the act of Michael the archangel (with c1.14 as a subordinate
temporal clause of c1.13, and c1.16 as Projection: Locution of ¢1.15). Finally, c1.17 to
c1.18 pronounces the destruction of o0tot who slander. Since c¢1.13 to ¢1.16 is
contrasting with c¢1.12, so as ¢1.17 to ¢1.18 with c1.13 to c1.16, the d¢ in c1.13 and
c1.17 are in fact conjunctions rather than discourse markers. Thus, c1.5 to c1.18 belongs
to one subsection.

v.5  (cl.5) Ymouvijoat 0t Oudg Povopat, eiddTag Huds mavta
(c1.6) 811 &7 xpiog dmaf Aadv éx yijs AlydmTov ocwoag T debTepov Tolg
W) mMOTEVTAVTAS ATIWAETEY,
v.6  (cl.7) dyyéhoug Te Tovg W) THPNTAVTAG THY EQUTEY ApYNY GAAa
amoAtmovTag To 10tov oixnThplov eig xploty peydAns nuépag deapois didlotg Hmo
{bdov TeTrpnxey,
v.7  (cl.8) &g Zédopa xal I'époppa xal ai mept adtag moAELS TOV Suotov TpoToY
ToUTolg Exmopvevoacal xal amelbolioat émicw oapxds ETépag, mpoxevTal Oelypua
(c1.9) mupds aiwviou dtxny dreyovary (*oux gyovory).”
v.8  (cl.10) ‘Opolws uévror xal obror évumvialduevol odpxa utv waivouaty
(c1.11) xvptdryras ot dbetoloy
(c1.12) d6&ag 8¢ Pracdyuodow.

26 Since the majority of logical-semantic relations in the Book of Jude are Extension: Addition
relations, this study is not going to list them out one by one.

27 The symbol J means that there is an omission when compared with NA27.

28 The text in Codex Sinaiticus reads odx éxovotv, which does not make much sense in the
context. The reading dméyouaty is from the corrector of the Codex.



61

v.9  (cl.13)°O 0¢ Miyan 6 dpyayyeros . . . ox ETOAUNTEY xploly Emeveyxely
Bracdnuiag

(c1.14) e 6 drafédw dtaxpvéuevos dteréyeto mept Tol Mwicéws
TWUATOS,

(c1.15) &GAAG elmev-

(c1.16) émTipnoat oot J Geck.
v.10  (c1.17) Obot 8¢ 8o v odx oldaawy Bracdnuodow, Soa 0t duoinds dg T&
Groya {Ga emioTavral,

(c1.18) év TovToig Ppheipovrat.
[I would like to remind you, though you already know all these things, that the
Lord, having once delivered the people out of the land of Egypt, later destroyed
those who did not trust; and guarded the angels, who did not keep their own
dominion but abandoned their own dwelling, under darkness with eternal chains
until the judgement of the great day; likewise, Sodom, and Gomorrah, and the
cities around them, which in the same manner as these angels, committed sexual
immorality, and went after strange flesh, exist as an example, by undergoing the
punishment of eternal fire. Nevertheless, in the same way also, these people,
dreamers, defile the flesh, reject authorities, and slander the glorious ones. But
Michael the archangel, when arguing about the body of Moses as he disputed
with the devil, he did not dare to bring upon a condemnation of slander, but said,
“Let God rebuke you.” But these people slander whatever they do not know, and
whatever they know by instinct, like animals unable to reason, by these things
they are destroyed.]

In this subsection, we can find some new and recurring thematic relations. First,
within the projection of the reminder, v. 5b and v. 6, there is a multivariate structural
relation. We may summarize the structure like this: The Lord (x0ptog) punished
(dmwheoey, Omd {ddov TeTpyxev) certain people/angels (Tols wi) moTebTAVTAS, Y YELOUS)
who do not act properly (un motedoavtag, Tovg uy TpRoaVTAS TV EQUTEY GpX)V AAAL
amoAtmovtag T6 10tov oixnthptov). These two structures form a complex pattern of Actor-
Material Process-Goal (Process) relations, we may label the pattern as [The Lord-
Punishing-Evil Doers]. [Evil Doers] is in fact a repeated pattern of relation (thus a TF)
itself, featuring the multivariate relation of [Certain Ones-Doing-Evil]. This TF is
functioning like a thematic item within the larger multivariate structural relation

mentioned above. Concerning the two structures here in v. 5b and v. 6, the subordinate
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structure concerning the [Evil Doers] varies a little. The process wy) motedoavtag is
formally a Mental Process, but since this mental process has led to actions,?” we may
construe it as some kind of Material Process. Concerning these two structures, the letter
does not explain the situation behind the two incidents. We cannot fully make sense of
them through the letter itself. We need information from the intertextual thematic
formation (ITF) to understand what are being talked about.

In addition to these two structural relations, a similar but indirect and not
completely parallel structural relation also appear in v. 9. Michael, the archangel, said to
the devil, “Let God rebuke you.” Though the Process points to modality of contingency,
and it is a Verbal Process, we can construe from the context that it only reflects that
Michael did not dare to claim the right to pronounce condemnation, rather than his
uncertainty of the event. Concerning what was done by the devil, we cannot find it in the
quoted locution of Michael, but we could infer it from the description made by the
author, that the evil things that the devil had done was BAasdnuins. When we add all
these things together, the structure is completed: God is going to rebuke the devil for
slandering. This structural relation strengthens the TF [The Lord-Punishing-Evil Doers].

We can also find the ergative instance of the above TF in the passage. The
ergative instance can be labelled as [Evil Doers-Being Punished] with the Agent being

implicit or explicit. In v. 7, the cities are the Medium, éxmopveioagat xai ameAfoloat
bmiow capxds éTépag are what they had done, and mupdg aiwviov dixny vméxouaty shows

that they were being punished. Though the Process here does not have the passive form,

29 Again, the ITF of the relation [Not Believing] in the Bible always lead to actions. Concerning
this particular example, we know that the situation behind this also involves actions. We will examine the
ITFs in Chapter 6.
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we know that they did not actively put themselves into the punishment.?® They were
being punished. Though the Agent is implicit, it is understood that the Lord was the
Agent. In order to fully make sense of this example, we also need information from ITF.

A similar ergative structure also appears in v. 10, where odtot are the Medium
and ¢Beipovrar shows that they are punished, while fAacdnuolow is the evil thing they
have done. Even though, explicitly, they are punished by the things they understand, we
can construe that the things do not carry out the punishment. The implicit Agent of the
punishment is the Lord. These two multivariate structures also reinforce the TF in an
ergative manner.

As vv. 5-10 unfolds, the pattern [Certain Ones-Doing-Evil-Towards God] in v. 4
can be seen as one part of the variation of the TF [Evil Doers-Being Punished]. In v. 4,
Tiveg dvBpwmot are the Medium, being doef3eis, xdptv puetatibévres eic doédyetay, and
Xptatov apvodpevor are the evil things that they have done, and the clause of maAat
mpoyeypapuévol eig ToliTo TO xplpua pronounces that they will be punished. We can also
see v. 4 as strengthening the TF.

Concerning the thematic relation [Doing-Evil] which has a broad sense, there are
some patterns of subtypes. First, the partial clause wy ™pnoavtag ™v éaut@v dpxny in v.
6 and the clause xvplétyrag 0t dBetoliow in v. 8 form a pattern with the partial clause
0eamoTNY Xl xVptov NV . . . dpvovyevot in v. 4, linking back to the previous subsection.

We can label the pattern as [Opposing-Authorities] with dpynv,*! xvptétyTag, and

301t is arguable that the evil doers achieve the punishment through their actions, but we may still
see the Lord as the ultimate judge, or else evil doers tend to prosper in the world.
31 Though this authority is the dominion assigned to the angels themselves.
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deoméTny sharing the same semantic sub-domain concerning rule and govern.*? This
pattern helps compare Tweg @vbpwmot with the angels. The lexical items éxmopvedoacal in
v. 7 and paivouaty in v. 8 also form a pattern with dgélyelay in v. 4, thus forming the
thematic relation [Being-Immoral], as another subtype of [Doing-Evil]. This pattern
compares Twes dvlpwmot with Sodom and Gomorrah, and the cities around them. The
lexical items PAacdnuolow in v. 8, BAacdnuias in v. 9, and BAasdnuolow in v. 10 also
form a lexical relation [Sinning-Verbally],*® also acting as a subtype of [Doing-Evil].
This pattern compares oOtot with the devil. With the above three subtypes of [Doing-
Evil], we can see that the author is comparing Tives &vBpwmot with the ancient examples
that he listed.

Relating to the TF mentioned above, we can also construe the lexical-taxonomic
relation of hyponymy [Condemnation/Punishment]. We can construe the synonymic
relation [Condemnation] in xpipa (v. 4), xpicw (v. 6 and v. 9), and émtipioar (v. 9)3*
which links this subsection with the previous one. The two punishments from the Lord,

amwiesey (v. 5) and 0o (bdov TeThpnxev (V. 6), also forms hyponymic relations with

xplpa in v. 4. Though they do not belong to the same semantic domain, amwecev and

¢ 1 14 A 4 .
7o {6dov TeTHpnxev can be seen as hyponyms of xpiua, as punishment can be seen as

one kind of action of condemnation. There is lexical-taxonomic relation of hyponymy

[Condemnation/Punishment] between the three terms, while drwAecey and vmd {8dov

32 Louw and Nida, eds., Lexicon, sub-domain 37D.

33 We do not choose the label [Slandering] since there are more other kinds of verbal sins in the
discourse and thus the label [Sinning-Verbally] may help to relate more synonyms into the relation.

34 It does not belong to the same semantic domain, however.
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TeTrpnxev are co-hyponyms and xpipe is the hypernym. In addition, dixny in v. 7°% and
dBeipovtat in v. 10 also have synonymic relation with amwAeaey, thus strengthening the
thematic relation [Punishment]. Furthermore, dmwAeaey (v. 5) also enters into an
antonymic relation [Punishment/Save] with gwoag (v. 5), thus linking cwoag with the
thematic relation.

Other than the typical kind of lexical-taxonomic relations, in v. 6, the author has
a deliberate word play using different forms of the lexical item Tnpéw, the angels are
described as not keeping their own dominion and thus were guarded under darkness.*¢
Though the two occurrences have different usages and belong to different semantic
domains, the tie between them can still be construed. We can still see it as a weak tie.’’
In addition to the weak tie here, the lexical item TeTypnuévois has already appeared in v.
1, forming a synonymic relation [Guard] with v.6, and thus strengthening this thematic
relation of [Keep/Guard] in the discourse. This relation shows the contrast of what are
happening to the angels and the recipients.

Another new thematic relation is concerned with synonymic relation of [Eternal].
The lexical items are @idiots (v. 6) and aiwviou (v. 7). These two occurrences are both
related to the relation [Punishment], creating a covariate structural relation of
collocation. The relation of [Eternal] is linked to vmd {8dov Tetpyxev and dixny, thus
increasing the degree of intensity of the punishment. This thematic relation of [Eternal]

is going to appear again as the discourse continues to unfold.

35 Though it does not belong to the same semantic domain.
36 See Davids, 2 Peter and Jude Handbook, 11.
37 See Lemke, “Thematic Analysis,” 163, for the concept of weak ties.
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There is another new synonymic relation, [Know]. The lexical items eiddtag in v.
5, oldaowy, and émiotavrat in v. 10 form this relation. Though the three lexical items
belong to the same sematic domain, the choice of the lexical form is worth noticing.
First, eid6tac and oidaaty are from the same lexical form oida. The situation in v. 5 is
about the recipients knowing, while the situation in v. 10 is about o0tot not knowing. It
seems to be making a contrast between them. When o0tot know something, the author
adds the adjective ¢uaxdis and chooses to use émiotavtat which is from another lexical

form. It seems to be creating a sense that even if they know something, the case is
different from the recipients’ knowing. Thus, this synonymic relation is in fact creating a
contrast between ottot and the recipients.

Finally, in v. 9, the lexical items dpydyyehos and otféAw form a lexical-
taxonomic relation of [Supernatural Beings] with dyyélous in v. 6.3 While épydyyetog
is believed to be the chief angel, diz30Aw is like the representative of the evil
supernatural beings, creating a contrast between good and evil.

Concerning axiological stance, this subsection is full of negative appraisals
except at the beginning of the reminder (v. 5). This positive appraisal is about the
deliverance of the people by the Lord. It acts as a comparison to what the people did
later. After that, the text unfolds a series of negative appraisals.

The negative appraisals involve two main areas: negative judgements on people
and negative appreciations on things. Negative judgements on people includes the

people saved from Egypt who are described as uy) motevcavtag (v. 5); Sodom,

38 We are not counting God, the Lord, and Jesus Christ, here.
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Gomorrah, and the cities around them are described as éxmopvetoacar and gapxds éTépag
(v. 7); obrot are described as évumvialuevor, odpxa piatvouatv (v. 8), duaiés and droya
(v. 10); and the devil (v. 9) while the name ¢ otef3dAw itself has already included
negative judgement. Negative appreciations on things include punishments and the evil
behaviours. Punishments include dmwieoev (who did not trust, v. 5), deopois didiotg Omd
{odov TeTrpnxev (the angels, v. 6), Tupds aiwviou dixny (the cities, v. 7), and dbeipovra
(o9tot, v. 10). Evil behaviours include wi) tpyjoavtas Ty éautév dpyy and dmolmévrag
76 11ov olxnTipiov (angels, v. 6), xupiétytas dBetoliow and dékas PAacdnuotiow (obTot, v.
8), Bracdnuoliow (obtot, v. 10), and Pracdnuias (devil, v. 9).

In addition to the negative appraisals by the author, he also quotes from Michael
the archangels, saying émtiunoat aot 6 feog (v. 9). The use of this heterogloss has helped
to confirm the appraisals given by the author, thus strengthening the credibility of his
own appraisals.

Concerning rhetorical-generic formation, the activity structure can be seen as
Denounce with Examples, as the subsection is full of negative appraisals. The RF in this
subsection can be labelled as Examples-Comparison while vv. 5-7 and v. 9 are examples
and v. 8 and v. 10 are the comparisons. The genre elements are Examples, Specification

of Sins, and Denunciation.

Letter Body III: Verses 11-13
The third subsection of the letter body begins with odai adtois, which resembles Old
Testament woe oracles in the prophetic books. The basic form of woe oracles has three

components: “Woe!” as the opening, specification of the sins, and pronouncement of
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judgement.’* We can find the three components in v. 11 which has four clauses. The
opening “Woe!” is in ¢1.19. The specification of the sins is in ¢1.20 and c1.21,
providing the reason for c1.19. After that, c1.22 can be seen as the pronouncement of
judgement, stating the result of their behaviour. The clause complex c1.23 in vv. 12-13
comprises the description of odtot, that is, adTols in ¢1.19, whom the woe oracle is
directed to.

v. 11 (c1.19) odal adtois,

(c1.20) 8t T4 606 ToU Kdiv émopetbnoay

(c1.21) xal T§ mAavy Tol Badady wobol égexvbnoay

(c1.22) xal T4 avridoyla Tol Képe amwAovro.
v.12  (c1.23) Obrol elow yoyyvoral ueuiuoipor xard tas émbyuias avrdy
mopevduevor & &v talg dyamals Hudv omdddes cuvevwyovuevol apoPuwg, EauTols
motpuaivovteg, vepédal dvudpol mavrl dvéuw Tapadepdueval, 0evopa Gvomwpva
Gxapma dig amobavévra expiiwdévra,
v. 13 (cl1.23) dypra xiuara Bardoons émadpilovra Tag tautdy aioyivas, GoTépes
mhavijTa olg ¢ {ddos Toll oxdroug els albva TeTHpyTAL

[Woe be to them, for they live Cain’s way of life, and devote themselves to
Balaam’s error for reward, and perish in Korah’s rebellion. These people are
grumblers, constantly blaming, behaving according to their own lust, hidden
dangers in your love-feast, while feasting together without fear, people taking
care of themselves, waterless clouds carried along by any wind, fruitless late
autumn tree, twice dead, uprooted, stormy waves of the sea, causing their own
shameful deeds to foam up, wandering stars, for whom the gloom of darkness
has been kept forever.]

There are some recurring and new thematic relations in the third subsection of
the letter body. In v. 11, there is a new multivariate structural relation, concerning a
structure of Actor-Material Process-Scope: Entity. The pattern is about ottot (adtois in v.
11) following the evil behaviours of an ancient example. We may label it [Certain Ones-
Following-Bad Example]. This TF helps us to compare the evil behaviours of odtot and

that of the ancient examples.

3 Bauckham, Jude-2 Peter, 77-78.
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Inv. 11, we find the pattern [Evil Doers-Being Punished] by joining the three
clauses together. The Actor of the clauses is adtois in v. 11 (or o0tot in v. 12). What they
have done are described in the clauses Tfj 606 ToU Kdiv émopetfnoav and t§j mAdvy Tol
Baaap piobol égextbnoav, while the clause tfj dvridoyia Tod Képe dmwovto describes
the way they are being punished. The implications of these descriptions are not clear
here. We need information from ITF to help us fully understand.

We can construe the same pattern from vv. 12—13. Although the main clause
consists of a Relational Process rather than a Material Process, we can find the thematic
items in the main clause and the downranked clauses. In the clause complex, oot are
described as yoyyvortal and pepiporpor, which reflect that they are [Sinning Verbally],
émbuplag and aioydvag, which reflect [Being Immoral], as well as éauTovg motpaivovTeg.
These characteristics reflect their wicked behaviour. Though sometimes implicit or
figurative, the punishments are reflected by mavtt avéuw mapadepdueval, dxapma, ot
dmobavévta, éxpilwdévta, and ois 6 {ddos To axbTous els alfiva TetipyTal. Most of the
description of the punishments are in the form of imagery. Their semantic domains are
not explicitly linked to punishment. We can only discern from the content that these
imageries imply punishment. Though the structure and lexis used are not typical, we can
still perceive the pattern and relate it to the TF.

Other than the multivariate structural relation, there are some recurring and new
lexical-taxonomic relations in this subsection. The thematic relation concerning

[Eternal] appears again in v. 13 (gi¢ ai@va). This occurrence also collocates with the

relation [Punishment], linking to 6 {édog Tol oxdrous . . . TetipnTal, thus increasing the
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degree of intensity of the punishment. This occurrence also strengthens the covariate
structural relation of collocation already formed in the previous subsection.

Related to the above thematic relation, there is a new lexical-taxonomic relation
in this subsection which is concerned with [Darkness]. In v. 13, the two lexical items
{édbog and oxdToug can both be understood as darkness. Connecting these two with the
phrase 6 {édog Tol oxdrous may have the effect of emphasizing the punishment. In
addition to these two occurrences, the lexical item {édov has already appeared in v. 6. In
v. 6, the angels were guarded under {d¢dov, while in v. 13, oot are the people that 6
{8dos Tol oxdToug has been kept for. The synonyms help compare the angels with od7ot
and show that they both have to face a similar punishment.

Another recurring thematic relation is [Keep/Guard]. In v. 13, tetyjpytat appears
and forms a synonymic relation [Keep] with mpioavtag in v. 6. The thematic relation of
[Keep/Guard] is further strengthened. This [Keep/Guard] relation helps us to see the
comparison between ottot (v. 13), for whom darkness has been kept, and the angels (v.
6), who are guarded under darkness.

Concerning the above two recurring thematic relations and the new relation, we
can observe the collocation of the three thematic items, namely, [Keep/Guard],
[Darkness], and [Eternal]. These three thematic items together form a covariate
structural relation of collocation. In v. 6, the angels were guarded under darkness with
eternal chains, while in v. 13, the gloom of darkness has been kept for ottot forever. The
two uses of Tpéw are different. The two combinations of the multivariate structures are

different. Yet, the two structures create a large degree of resemblance between them. It
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is highly probable that the author wants his audiences to relate the final ending of odTot
with the angels.

Another new lexical-taxonomic relation is concerned with [Live/Die]. The
lexical items, dmwovto in v. 11 and amofavévra in v. 12, form a synonymic relation
concerning [Die]. The synonyms help highlight the bad ending of odtot. In v. 3, the
lexical item {wfjs, which belongs to the same semantic sub-domain, forms an antonymic
relation with them and thus form the thematic relation [Live/Die]. This antonymic
relation helps contrast o0tot, who are going to perish, with the recipients, who have (w3
life.

Concerning axiological stance, this subsection continues to have a series of
negative appraisals and all of them are related to oOtot. The first lexical item odal in v.
11 already started to show negative appreciation. The use of “Woe!” either implies the
announcement of divine judgement,*® or shows an expression for a misfortune or
expression of pity.*! It shows that what the text is going to unfold is not desirable. The
example of Cain follows the lexical item odai. Though the things that Cain has done is
not clear in the letter, we know from the ITF material*? that Cain committed evil things.
We know that the case of Balaam was about money and the case of Korah was about
rebellion. All these situations reflect evil behaviours. Verses 12—13 is about the evil

behaviours and judgements of odtot. The comments of o0tot from the author are all on

the negative side.

40 Bauckham, Jude-2 Peter, 78.
4! Davids, 2 Peter and Jude Handbook, 17.
42 We will examine them in Chapter 6.
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Concerning rhetorical-generic formation, the well-known label of Woe Oracle
can be used to name the activity structure. The RF can be labelled as Reason-Result, as
the woe oracle states the evil behaviours as reason and the judgement as result. The

genre elements are Examples, Denunciation, and Specification of Sins.

Letter Body IV: Verses 14-16
The fourth subsection of the letter body is joined to the previous subsection with the
discourse marker 0¢. It consists of five clauses. Starting with an introduction concerning
a prophecy in c1.24, c1.25 and c1.26 are the Projection: Locution of it. After that, the

author introduces the sins of oot as a comparison to the sins described in the prophecy.

v. 14 (c1.24) ITpoedyrevaey 0¢ xal TovTolg ERdopos amd Adau Evivy Aéywv-:

(c1.25) idob

(c1.26) "NA\Bev xbplog v wypidary dyiwy dyyélwy
v. 15 (c1.26) motfioar xpiotv xate mavtwy xal éAéy§al méoav Yuyny mept mAVTWY
TGV Epywv D @v NeéPnoay xal mepl mvTwy TEY axANp&Y Adywy v ENdAneay xat’
abTol apaptwlol doepels.
v.16  (c1.27) Obrol elow yoyyvoral pepdiporpor xatd tag émbuplas avrdy
TOPEVGLEVOL,

(c1.28) xai 7o oTépa adTdv Aadel Omépoyxa, Bavualovres mpbowma
woeelag xaptv.
[And Enoch, in the seventh generation from Adam, also prophesied about these
people saying, “Look! The Lord is coming with ten thousand of holy angels to
make judgement upon all and to rebuke every person concerning all the deeds
which they have done in an ungodly manner and concerning all the harsh words
which impious sinners have spoken against him.” These people are grumblers,
constantly blaming, behaving according to their lust, and their mouths speak
boastful things, flattering people for the sake of benefit.]

In this subsection, there are new and recurring thematic relations. In v. 14, there
is the multivariate structure Sayer-Verbal Process-Target, while v. 14b and v. 15 contain
the Verbiage. Since Enoch mpoedrrevaev about oot concerning judgement and rebuke,

we may label the relation as [Someone-Foretelling-Evil Doers-Condemnation/
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Punishment] with the new thematic item [Foretelling]. We may compare this structure
with v. 4, which says that Twveg dvlpwmor were mpoyeypapuévot for this condemnation.
We may see this as the ergative instance of the above relation, featuring [Evil Doers-
Being Foretold-Condemnation/Punishment]. In this way, v. 4 and vv. 14-15 form a new
TF. It is highly probable that this pattern leads us to further understand v. 4. In v. 4, it is
not yet clear what condemnation Tolito T6 xpiua is pointing to. If the two structures of
this pattern are referring to the same incident, the content of vv. 14b—15 is what v. 4 is
referring to.

In order to verify the possibility of v. 4 referring to vv. 14-15, we can compare
the evil behaviours listed and see whether Teg @vlpwmot in v. 4 can match the
descriptions in v. 15. There are mainly two characteristics described in v. 15. First, the
people being judged are described as foéfByoav and doefeis, which belongs to the same
semantic domain as ¢oefels in v. 4, thus forming a new lexical-taxonomic relation of

[Ungodly] and showing that the two groups of people share the same characteristic of
ungodly. Second, the people being judged have spoken harsh words against the Lord.

We cannot find direct parallel in v. 4 but we can compare it with Tov wévov deaméTyy xal
xUptov Nu&v Inaoliv Xpiotov apvodyevol deny our only master and Lord Jesus Christ.
Though dpvoipevor in v. 4 probably refers to the action of denying the relationship, it is
still possible that the action involves verbal actions as well. If so, we may say that Tiveg
dvBpwmot in v. 4 have also spoken harsh words against the Lord. We can conclude that
Tives &vBpwmot in v. 4 shares one part of the characteristics of the people being judged

and possibly have indirectly share another part of the characteristics. Combining the

shared multivariate structural relation and the partially shared lexical-taxonomic
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relations between the two, it is plausible that the condemnation mentioned in v. 4 is
referring to the prophecy in vv. 14-15.

In addition to the new structural relation, the relation [The Lord-Punishing-Evil
Doers] occurs again in vv. 14b—15. In the locution of the projected prophecy, it states
that the Lord is going to punish (mofjoat xpiov and éAéy&al) every person that shows
wicked behaviour (see the discussion above). It strengthens the TF again. In v. 14, the
lexical dyyélwv strengthens the relation of [Supernatural Beings]. This lexical-
taxonomic relation also collocates with the multivariate structural relation [The Lord-
Punishing-Evil Doers] in v. 6. In v. 6, &yyéloug are the ones being punished, while in v.
14, dyyéwy has the adjective ayiwv, and they are the ones coming with the Lord during
the judgement, thus differentiating them with &yyéloug in v. 6 and creating a contrast. In
v. 15, the relation [Condemnation] is reinforced by xpiow and e éygar. Though éréyEa
does not belong to the same semantic domain (but it has the same semantic domain as
¢mmiw)oat in v. 9, which we have considered as one of the lexical items forming this
relation), we can see it as some kind of verbal judgement and thus strengthen the
relation.

Verse 16 features a Relational Process very similar to that of vv. 12—13, stating
the evil behaviours of odtot. These clauses reflect the recurring thematic relation [Evil
Doers] but have expanded it to the clause level and can be seen as [Certain Ones-Doing-
Evil]. There are also other relations that occur again and strengthening the respective
thematic relation. The relation of [Sinning-Verbally] has been reinforced. Related lexical

items/phrases include t6v axAnpév Aéywv Qv ExdAnaav (v. 15), yoyyvatal, uepbipotpot,



75

el vmépoyxa, and Bavpdalovres (v. 16). The lexical item émbupiag (v. 16) also
strengthen the relation [Being-Immoral].

Finally, in v. 16, o0to1 are described as flattering people for the sake of ddeleiag.
Though there is no other lexical item bearing the same semantic domain, we can
construe the similarity between it and wigbol in v. 11 concerning Balaam’s error. We can
consider ptofol as the hyponym of wdeAeiag. The relation can be labelled as [Benefit].
Though this relation only consists of these two lexical items, it could be important as
these two lexical items are the only hint in the discourse that relates the evil deeds of
obrot with the error of Balaam, thus illuminating the implication of the woe oracle.

Concerning axiological stance, there are mainly negative appraisals except at a
couple places within the heteroglossic projection. In v. 14, when the projection begins, it
talks about the Lord and the holy angels coming to pronounce punishment. The angels
are defined by the adjective holy, showing that these are the good ones and contrast with
the angels (without adjective) in v. 6. In v. 15, when the prophecy talks about the
judgements that those who have evil behaviours will face, the text is full of negative
appraisals (as we have examined above). In v. 16, when the author talks about o0tot
again, the text is again full of negative appraisals as all the descriptions are about their
sins.

The heteroglossic projection in this subsection functions in two ways: it provides
more information about the judgements that evil doers will face, and it supports the
author’s proclamation that those who do evil things will be punished by the Lord, thus

making the author’s claims more convincing.
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Concerning rhetorical-generic formation, the activity structure of this subsection
can be seen as Quoting Prophecy as it uses a prophecy as the starting point of the
discussion. The RF can the labelled as Quotation-Comparison. The genre elements are

Prophecy and Specification of Sins.

Letter Body V: Verses 17-19
The structural organization of the fifth subsection of the letter body is very similar to the

previous one. It is joined to the previous subsection with the discourse marker ¢ and
lexical item dyamytol. It consists of four clauses. The introduction of the prophecy is in
c1.29 and c1.30, while c1.31 is the Projection: Idea of it. The author describes the sins of

obtot in c1.32 as a comparison.

v. 17 (c1.29) bueis 0¢, dyamyrol, uviolyte TGV prudTwy TGV TPOEIPYUEVWY UTO
TV amoaToAwy Tol xuplov Nuiv Ingol Xpiotol
v. 18 (c1.30) 67t EXeyov yiv-

(c1.31) @ ém’ éoyatov Tol xpovou Erovtal éumainTal xata Tag EAVTEY
émbupiag mopevdpevol T@Y doefetddv.
v. 19 (c1.32) Otrol elow of dmodiopilovres, Yuyucol, mvedua wn Exovres.

[You, beloved, remember the words that were predicted by the apostles of our
Lord Jesus Christ, that said to you, at the end of time there will be mockers
behaving according to their own ungodly lust. These people are the ones causing
divisions, worldly, and do not have the Spirit.]

In this subsection, there are recurring thematic relations. The author addresses
the recipients as dyamytol again, showing their positive relationship, and strengthening
the relation [Love] in the discourse. When the author mentions [Love] in the discourse,

it is all directed towards the recipients.
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The lexical item mpoetpnuévwy in v. 17 strengthens the relation [Foretelling]. In
vv. 17-18, we can construe the pattern of [Someone-Foretelling-Evil Doers].** The
author mentions that the apostles have predicted that there will be mockers. This
structure strengthens the multivariate structural relation. It shows that the author values
the use of well-known prophetic material to support his standpoint and make his
discussion more convincing.

Inv. 18b and v. 19, the relation [Certain Ones-Doing-Evil] appears again. The
structure of v. 19 features a Relational Process like that of vv. 12—-13 and v. 16. Verse
18b is different, but it still consists of the structural relation in its downranked clause.
The éumaixtal are said to be xata Tag éavtdv mbupias mopeudpevol T@v doePelédv. In
this way, this subsection strengthens the TF [Certain Ones-Doing-Evil] again.

Concerning the evils that they have done, there are recurring relations. First,
éumaixtat in v. 18 strengthen the relation [Sinning-Verbally]. The lexical item émbupiag
(v. 18) is strengthening the relation [Being-Immoral]. The relation [Ungodly] is
reinforced by doefetdv in v. 18. The lexical item Yuyixol in v. 19 may be seen as a kind
of synonym of ungodly, as world is always considered opposing God. Thus, it also
strengthens the relation. When we compare the characteristics mentioned in v. 18b and
v. 19, doefetév is comparable to Yuyixol. If people do not have the Spirit, they can only
behave according to their own will. These two descriptions enable the comparison
between the two groups of people.

Concerning axiological stance, there are both positive and negative appraisals in

this subsection. When the author is addressing the recipients directly as ayamytot, he

43 This pattern does not include the thematic item concerning [Condemnation/Punishment].



78

shows positive emotion towards them. When he mentions the apostles and the Lord,
these terms show positive judgement. When the author started talking about the apostles’
words, the text is full of negative appraisals. It is said that there will be mockers, and
they do evil things. Odrol are also described as being evil. The heteroglossic projection
is also used to support the author’s discussion. Furthermore, we can find the second
command made by the author to the recipients. He tells them to remember the words of
the apostles concerning the emergence of evil doers. It seems that the author wants to
make sure that the recipients will remember so that they will believe and react according
to what he says.

Concerning rhetorical-generic formation, this subsection resembles the previous
subsection a lot. Thus, we may assign the same labels to this subsection. The activity
structure is Quoting Prophecy. The RF is Quotation-Comparison, and the genre elements

are Prophecy and Specification of Sins.

Letter Body VI: Verses 20-23

The last subsection of the letter body is joined to the previous subsection with the
discourse marker 0¢ and lexical item dyamnTol. It consists of four clause complexes.
These are a series of commands the authors made towards the recipients. The first clause
complex is a command, with dependent clauses of additional descriptions, concerning
the recipients themselves. The other three clause complexes are a series of commands
concerning how they should deal with the others.

v.20 (c1.33) Uuels 0¢, dyamyrol, émoixodopolvres auTols T aytwTaty YUy

TIOTEL, &V TVELUATL Ayl TPOTEUYOMEVOL,

v.21 (c1.33) éavutovg év dydmy Beol Tnproate mpoodexSuevot TO EAeog Tol xuplov
&y Inool Xpiotol eis {wny aiwviov.
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v.22 (c1.34) Kai ol uév eAedte daxpivopévous,
v.23  (cl.35) olg ¢ owlete éx mupds apmalovres,

(c1.36) olg 0t éXedite v doPw woolvreg xal TOV Ao THs oapxds
EoTIAWUEVOY XLTGVA.

[You, beloved, by building up yourselves in your most holy faith, by praying in
the Holy Spirit, keep yourselves in the love of God, waiting for the mercy of our
Lord Jesus Christ until eternal life. And have mercy on some who doubt, rescue
others by snatching away from fire, have mercy on others with fear while hating
even the clothing that has been stained by the flesh.]

There are some recurring and new thematic relations in this subsection. They are
mainly lexical-taxonomic relations. The direct address dyamytoi towards the recipients
bring out the relation [Love] again. It reassures the relationship between the author and
the recipients before the author starts to make a series of commands. In v. 21, the
thematic relation is further strengthened as the author command the recipients to keep
themselves in the dyamy of God. Another recurring relation is [Keep]. In v. 21, the main
command of the author is asking the recipients to Tpnoate themselves in the love of
God. It contrasts with the angels who did not tpnoavtag their dominion (v. 6), and the
gloom of darkness which has been tetjpytat for odtot (v.13). The collocation of the
relations [Keep/Guard] and [Love] here also echoes with v. 1, which says that the
recipients are loved and guarded. Thus, [Keep/Guard] and [Love] form a covariate
structural relation of collocation. Another recurring relation is [Live]. The lexical item
{wnv occurs in v. 21 and strengthen the thematic relation of [Live/Die]. Moreover, it
collocates with aiwviov, which strengthens the relation [Eternal]. This collocation
contrast with another collocation of [Eternal] and [Punishment] as we have discussed
earlier and strengthens the collocation relation. The recipients are waiting for eternal

life, while the evil doers are destined for eternal punishment.
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14

There is a new relation concerning [Holy]. The lexical items aytwtaty and ayiw

in v. 20 form a new synonymic relation with ayiots in v. 3 and aylwv in v. 14. They are
used to describe the faith, the Spirit, and the angels respectively. This thematic relation
can be seen as some kind of antonyms to the lexical items featuring the relation [Being-
Immoral]. The two relations on the one hand form an even stronger relation, on the other
hand contrasts the recipients, who are referred as the holy ones and have the holy faith,
and the evil doers who are immoral. Another new relation is concerned with [Believe].
The lexical items mioTet in v. 20, and Otaxptvopévous in v. 22, acting as an antonym, are
forming a new relation with miotet in v. 3, and miotevoavtas in v. 5. The usage in v. 3
and v. 20 points to the faith of the recipients, while v. 5 is pointing to the unbelief
(negative polarity) of the people coming out of Egypt and v. 22 to the uncertainty of
some people. The thematic relation helps to create a contrast between the recipients and
the others who do not believe or are uncertain. Another new relation is concerned with
[The Spirit]. Though the lexical item only has occurred twice, it is worth noticing since
it contrasts the recipients, who can pray in the Holy Spirit (v. 20), with odtot, who does
not have the Spirit (v. 19). Another new relation is [Mercy]. In v. 21, the author tells the
recipients to wait for the ZAeog of the Lord. In v. 22 and v. 23, the author told the
recipients to é\edte twice. While back in v. 2, the author has already wished &\eog for the
recipients. All the occurrences are related to the recipients, either receiving or giving out
mercy. From the above recurring and new relations, we can see that the author is
constantly reinforcing his own relationship with the recipients, reassuring the recipients

about the goodness from God, and contrasting the recipients with the evil doers.
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In vv. 22-23, the direction of the commands has changed: the recipients are
asked to help other people. The author has divided those who need help from the
recipients into three types. First, the author asks the recipients to have mercy on those
who doubt. This command is related to the relation [Mercy]| and [Believe], as we have
discussed above. The relation [Believe] is linked to the people coming out of Egypt but
ToUg wn moTevoavtas did not trust in v. 5. However, there is no direct reference to Tiveg
&vBpwmot. When we consider the two lexical items, dtaxptvouévoug shows that the people
are not certain while motedoavtas used with wi in v. 5 shows negative polarity. Though
the two lexical items belong to the same semantic domain, their implications direct to
different degrees of disbelief. It is possible that the two are not referring to the same
group of people.

Second, the author asks the recipients to save some people from fire. The lexical
item otd{eTe strengthens the relation [Punishment/Save]. This lexical-taxonomic relation
also collocates with the lexical item mupog here and in v. 7. Thus, [Punishment/Save] and
[Fire] form a covariate structural relation of collocation. In v. 7, Sodom and Gomorrah,
and the cities have to undergo the punishment of eternal fire, while in v. 23, the
recipients are asked to rescue some people from fire. It probably infers that the author
hopes that the recipients may rescue some people who might have to undergo the
punishment of fire mentioned in v. 7 but who can still repent.

Concerning axiological stance, this subsection has a very different exchange
structure than the others. This subsection is filled with commands in the dominant
clauses, while the first one has a few dependent clauses to specify the means. In this

case, we may consider these means as part of the command as well. This change shows
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that, by the end of the letter body, the author has finished describing the evil doers and
now wants the recipients to take action. He wants them to do several things in order to
keep themselves in the love of God. Then, he wants them to help other people who are in
trouble. They have to treat different types of people differently.

The appraisals in this subsection are divided into two categories. The first
category is about the recipients themselves and the things that they need to do to
themselves. The people involve and the things to do all have positive appraisals. These
are the right things to do. The other category consists of the people that the recipients
should help. Those people are probably involving in different levels of undesired
activities. Thus, the descriptions concerning these people and the things they do have
negative appraisals.

Concerning rhetorical-generic formation, we may say that the activity structure is
Exhortation. The RF can be labelled as Commands-Means and the genre elements as

Commands.

Closing Address: Verses 24-25
The last section of the letter is the closing address. This section is also joined to the
previous subsection with the discourse marker d¢. It consists of one clause complex as a
closing address, honouring God and expressing a wish for the recipients’ well-being.

v.24  (c1.37) T§ 8¢ duvauéve duldiar Duds dmtalotous xal oTiical xaTevwmiov
THis 06&ns adTol duwpous év dyadlidae,

v. 25 (c1.37) pévw 86 cwtiipt Huév dia Inood XpioTol Tod xupiou nuidv 56
neyadwaivy xpatos xal égouaia mpd mavtds Tol alévos xal viv xal el & Tolg
ai@vag, auny.

[To the one who is able to guard you from stumbling and to make you stand
blameless in the presence of his glory with great joy, the only God our Saviour,



83

through Jesus Christ our Lord, be glory, majesty, power, and authority, before all
the ages and now and forever, amen.]

Concerning the formation of this clause complex, it consists of exaltation of God
and a wish for the recipients’ well-being. We may say that even though it has a different
form, it still belongs to the same activity structure as the closing address of a letter.*

Concerning lexical-taxonomic relations, there are a few recurring relations. In v.
24, first, the lexical item ¢puAdéar strengthens the relation [Guard]. The wish that the
recipients to be guarded by God echoes with v. 1 saying that they are guarded for Christ.
Another lexical item apwypoug (v. 24) strengthens the relation [Holy]. The recipients
being auwpovg also forms a contrast with the evil doers who are immoral. In v. 25, the
lexical item €£ouaia also strengthens the relation [Authority]. It emphasizes the authority
of God and revealing the evil nature of those who reject authorities (v. 8). Finally, the
phrase ei¢ ToUg aidvag also strengthens the relation [Eternal].

Concerning axiological stance, since the closing address is a wish and exaltation,
this subsection is full of positive appraisals, including the praise to God and the wish for
the recipients.

Concerning rhetorical-generic formation, since this part is the closing section, we
could call the activity structure as Letter Closing, the RF as Discourse Closing, while

Wish and Exaltation are the genre elements.

4 For the closing address of a typical Greco-Roman letter, see White, “Ancient Greek Letters,”
88-96.
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Thematic Formations, Axiological Stance, and Rhetorical Formations of Jude
The above sections have examined each subsection of the discourse of Jude. The
following will provide a summary of the areas of thematic formations, axiological
stance, and rhetorical-generic formations according to the analyses in the above

sections.®

Thematic Formations of Jude

There are several TFs that we can find in the discourse of Jude. Other than the two local
TFs in v. 1 and v. 3,* we may say that the other TFs that we found are in some way
interrelated.

The TF that occurs most frequently is concerned with [The Lord-Punishing-Evil
Doers] and its ergative instance [Evil Doers-Being Punished]. The two models together
have occurred nine times in the discourse.*’ It is probably the main concern of the
author. Relating to this TF, there are several sets of lexical-taxonomic relations that
directly or indirectly related to the thematic item [Punishing] of the TF.*® First, the
synonymic relation of [Punishment] is directly related to [Punishing]. While its
hypernymic relation of [Condemnation], antonymic relations of [Save] and [Live], and

hyponymic relations of [Darkness], [Keep], [Guard], and [Die] are indirectly related.

45 See Appendix 3 for the charts of the summary of multivariate structural relations, lexical-
taxonomic relations, covariate structural relations, and rhetorical-generic formations of Jude.

46 Those two local TFs are [Recipients of Letter-Well Treated- By/For God] and [Author-
Writing-Recipients].

47 Throughout the discussion in this section, see Appendix 3 for the verses where multivariate
structural relations occur, the lexical items and verses that form lexical-taxonomic relations, and the verses
where collocations occur.

48 Sometimes, there are only some, not all, of the lexical items that form a lexical-taxonomic
relation is related to the thematic item in the TF. This study is still counting this kind of relations as related
to the thematic item since when one of the lexical items enter the formation of the TF, the other lexical
items are tied to it and form the weblike diagram as Lemke has described.
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The relation [Eternal] collocates with [Punishment] and thus form a covariate structural
relation.

The thematic item [Evil Doers] is in fact a multivariate structural relation
[Certain Ones-Doing-Evil] functioning as a thematic item in a larger thematic relation.
Concerning this TF, there are several lexical-taxonomic relations that relate to one of the
thematic items of it. First, the relation [Supernatural Beings] has a hyponymic relation
with [Certain Ones (that do evil)]. Moreover, there are several relations that have
hyponymic relations with [Doing-Evil], including the multivariate structural relation
[Opposing-Authorities] and the lexical taxonomic relations [Being-Immoral], [ Sinning-
Verbally], [Authorities (opposing)], [Know (not)], [Ungodly], [Benefit], [Believe (not)],
and [The Spirit (not having)]. Furthermore, the relation [Holy] also has antonymic
relation with [Evil].

Another TF, [Certain Ones-Following-Bad Example], is also closely related to
[Certain Ones-Doing-Evil]. The first two clauses of this TF actually fit the TF [Certain
Ones-Doing-Evil], only the third [Bad Example] is concerned with Korah being
punished rather than focusing on the evil things he has done. The final multivariate
structural TF, [Someone-Foretelling-Evil Doers], is linked to the other TFs through the
thematic item [Evil Doers]. The lexical-taxonomic relation [Foretelling] is one of the
thematic items, while the relation [Writing] has a hyponymic relation with [Foretelling].
Finally, the lexical-taxonomic relations [Love] and [Mercy] have hyponymic relations
with the thematic item [Well Treated] in the local TF of [Recipients of Letter-Well
Treated- By/For God].

One thing worth noticing is that the most frequent TF of [Evil Doers-Being

Punished] does not occur in the final subsection of the letter body, which is, vv. 20-23.
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Instead, the author is asking the recipients to have mercy on those who doubt, to rescue
others by snatching away from fire and to have mercy on others with fear (v. 23). We
may say that he is asking them to rescue Tweg @vbpwmot (v. 4), who engage in a different
level of evil, from being punished. It may infer that although the author thinks badly
about them, he still thinks that there is a chance that they might be saved.

Other than the multivariate structural relations that form TFs, there are also some
covariate structural relations that have formed some TFs. These relations include the
collocation relations between [Eternal] and [Punishment/Live]; between [Keep/Guard],
[Eternal], and [Darkness]; between [Supernatural Beings] and [The Lord-Punishing-Evil

Doers]; between [Keep/Guard] and [Love]; and between [Punishment/Save] and [Fire].

Axiological Stance of Jude
The axiological stance is quite clear in the Book of Jude. The author has positive
evaluations concerning the recipients and is evaluating the evil doers and their behaviour
in a negative way. The heteroglossic quotations are all used to support his opinions and
make his opinions more convincing.

The discourse consists of mainly statements, in which the author is providing
information to the recipients. The author has also made several commands. The first
command is given after he has introduced the content of the letter body, asking the
recipients to struggle for the faith. Since it is the purpose of the letter, we may consider it
an important command. There are two commands in the middle of the letter body as

well, which are used to draw attention rather than issue a true command.*® Another set of

4 They are “look” in v. 14 and “remember” in v. 17.
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commands which is probably important is at the end of the letter body. It is a series of
commands concerning the recipients themselves and how they should help the others.
This set of commands is like the concluding words of the author. Even though Tiveg
dvBpwmot (v. 4) may have slipped in and do evil things, the recipients should focus on
keeping themselves in the love of God and do the right things that evil doers do not do
(v. 20-21). These commands are echoing the command in v. 4, which asks the recipients
to struggle for faith. Moreover, the recipients should also rescue those people who are
about to be punished, but still may repent, hoping that they would not continue doing

evil and be punished at the end.

Rhetorical Formations of Jude
The Book of Jude has the format of a Greco-Roman letter with letter opening, letter
body, and letter closing. The letter body can be divided into several subsections by
identifying the discourse marker ¢ and lexical item &yamyTol.

Among the RFs of Jude, the most frequent pattern is Examples/ Quotation-
Comparison. The RF of one subsection is Examples-Comparison and the RFs of two
other subsections are Quotation-Comparison. The author is trying to make his case by
using examples and quotations.

There are also several recurring genre elements. Examples, Specification of Sins,
Denunciation, and Prophecy have filled up the majority of the letter body. Nevertheless,
the commands at the end of the letter body should not be overlooked as they are directed

to avoid the mistakes that evil doers do and to help them.



CHAPTER 4: A DISCOURSE ANALYSIS OF 2 PETER

This chapter will provide a discourse analysis of the Book of Second Peter.! Similar to
the analysis of Jude, we will first examine the structural organization of 2 Peter. The text
will be divided into an opening address, a main body, and a closing address. It will
further divide the main body into meaningful subsections. The thematic formations
(TFs), axiological stance, and rhetorical formations (RFs) of each section according to
the structural organization will also be examined.? Finally, we will sum up the

information and discuss 2 Peter as one whole discourse again.

Structural Organization of 2 Peter
The Book of Second Peter can be divided into 100 clauses.® The first two clauses are the
opening, and the last clause is the closing address.* The rest of the text belongs to the

main body of the book.

! The text used in this study follows the text in Codex Sinaiticus (X). Concerning the reasons of
choosing a single manuscript rather than an eclectic critical text and using R as the text, and the question
of how the decision of using one single manuscript may affect the result of this study, we have already
discussed in Chapter 3 (see fn. 1 in Chapter 3), thus, we are not going to repeat it here.

2 See Appendix 5 for the analysis of each lexical item of 2 Peter with respect to the areas of
discourse marker/conjunction, process type, participant, semantic domain, speech function,
polarity/modality, and appraisal. The discussion in the following is mainly based on the analysis there.

3 See Appendix 4 for the division of the clauses. It includes 33, 34, and 33 clauses (downranked
clause is considered as an element filling one slot within a clause, thus, not counted as a clause) in the
three chapters respectively.

4 There is a discussion concerning whether 1:3—4 belongs to the opening section, as an
elaboration of the salutation or belongs to the main body (see Bauckham, Jude-2 Peter, 173). This study
agrees with Bauckham and sees that the connection between 1:3—4 and 1:5-7 is fundamental to the flow of
argument. Thus, this study considers 1:3—4 as the start of the main body of the letter.

88
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Concerning the opening and the closing address, we can identify them through
their content. The first clause (in 1:1) introduces the author (nominative noun phrase)
and the recipients (dative noun phrase).’> The second clause (in 1:2) grammaticalizes the
greeting by a verb of optative form and nouns of nominative and dative forms. These
two clauses form the letter opening. The last clause (in 3:18b) is the closing address of
doxology.

There are 100 clauses in the main body of the letter (see Appendix 4). The
locations of discourse boundaries within the main body may vary according to different
interpretations of different interpreters. Since 2 Peter is relatively longer than Jude, and
its use of discourse markers is not as obvious, discourse boundaries cannot be
determined solely by discourse markers. This study will track the change of major
participants, the use of discourse markers, and the logical flow to determine the
discourse boundaries.

The main body of 2 Peter is divided into nine subsections. The first subsection is
1:3—11. There are two major participants: you and these things. The discussion of the
advantages of doing these things finishes at 1:11. The second subsection starts from 1:12
and is joined to the previous subsection with the discourse marker 0é. In 1:12-15, the
major participants are / and you. The discussion is about the author wanting to remind
the recipients something. The third subsection starts from 1:16 and is joined to the

previous subsection with the discourse marker yap. In 1:16-21, the major participants

are we and prophetic word. The subsection is about eyewitnesses and true prophecy. The

5 This study is not going to investigate the question concerning implied author/recipients and real
author/recipients. When we talk about the author and recipients of the letter, we are talking about the
implied ones.



90

fourth subsection starts from 2:1 and is joined to the previous subsection with the
discourse marker 0¢. In 2:1-3, the major participants are the false prophets and the false
teachers. The subsection is about the emergence of these two groups. The fifth
subsection starts from 2:4 and is joined to the previous subsection with the discourse
marker yap. In 2:4-11, the major participants are God and the ancient examples. The
complex conditional structure (and some clarification clauses) forms the whole
subsection. The sixth subsection starts from 2:12 and is joined to the previous subsection
with the discourse marker 0¢. In 2:12-22, the major participant is they. This subsection is
about the evil things they do. The seventh subsection starts from 3:1 and begins with the
nominative case for direct address d¢yamyrol. In 3:1-10, the major participants are you
and the mockers. This section is about the prediction of the coming of the mockers, their
claim, the author’s evaluation of their ignorance, and advice for the recipients in
response to the mockers’ mistake. The eighth subsection starts from 3:11 and is joined to
the previous subsection with the discourse marker otv. In 3:11-16, the major participants
are we and you and the subsection is about what should be done while awaiting. The
final subsection of the letter body includes 3:17—18a and is joined to the previous
subsection with discourse marker odv and the lexical item dyamyrol. It is the concluding
exhortation.

To sum up, 2 Peter can be divided into the following subsections:

Opening of Address and Greeting: 1:1-2

Letter Body I: 1:3-11

Letter Body II: 1:12—15

Letter Body III: 1:16-21

Letter Body IV: 2:1-3

Letter Body V: 2:4-11

Letter Body VI: 2:12-22
Letter Body VII: 3:1-10
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Letter Body VIII: 3:11-16
Letter Body IX: 3:17-18a
Closing Address: 3:18b

Opening of Address and Greeting: 1:1-2

The opening section of the letter consists of two clauses.® The first clause consists of the

address and the second clause consists of the greeting.

1:1  (cl.1) Svpedwy ITétpog dotihog xal dmdaTodos ITngol Xptotol Tois igdTipov
N Aaxolow mioTw el dixatoatyyy Tol xuyplov nuév xal cwtipos Tnaol
Xpiotod,

1:2  (cl.2) xapts vulv xal elpnvn mAnbuvlein év émyvwoet Tol Oeol xat ‘Ingod
Xptorod Tol xuplov Huidv.

[Simeon Peter, Jesus Christ’s slave and apostle, writing to those who have
received a faith same as ours, aiming towards the righteousness of our Lord and
Saviour Jesus Christ. May grace and peace be multiplied to you because of the
knowledge of God and Jesus Christ our Lord.]

In this opening section of the letter, there is no thematic relation formed yet.®

Concerning axiological stance, there are a number of positive appraisals here.

First, the mioTiv that both the author and the recipients have, dixatogtvyy of the Lord, and

xapts and eipnvy are all favourable things. The author is using this address and greeting

to strengthen the relationshsip between himself and the recipients. The author describes

himself® as dofdog and dméaTorog and relating himself to Jesus, who is described as

Xptatol, xuplov, and cwtiipos. All these titles infer high esteem in the Christian realm.

The author is restating his authority in Christ.

NA27.

¢ See Appendix 4 for the division of the clauses.
7 Lexemes in the Greek text that are italicized denote instances that are different from the text of

8 We are not counting the direct and indirect participants in the text.
® Since the implied author is Peter, we are using masculine pronoun for the author.
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Concerning rhetorical-generic formation, it can be considered the same as in
Jude: the activity structure is Letter Opening, the RF is Discourse Opening, and Address

and Greeting are the genre elements.

Letter Body I: 1:3-11
The first subsection of the letter body consists of fifteen clauses. The clauses c1.3 to c1.5
are a genitive absolute construction with an additional result clause. This whole
construction indicates the reason of c1.6. The clauses c1.7 to c¢1.12 indicates a series of
commands in addition to c1.6 with parallel structure. The clauses c1.13 and c1.14
provide reasons for doing the things mentioned in c1.6 to c1.12. The clause c1.15 states
a variation of c1.14, and c1.16 provides a reason. Finally, by means of c1.16, c1.17
becomes true.

1:3 (c1.3) Q¢ 72 mdvra Wiy i Belag duvapews adTod T Tpdg (wny xai
eVoéPelay dedwpnpévns O Tis émyvaoews Tol xaléoavtog Nuds idia 68y xal
apeti,
1:4  (cl.4) 00 av ta tiwa Juiy xal wéviora énayyélpata dedwpnral,

(c1.5) iva 01 TovTwy yévnohe Beiag xowwvol dioews amoduydvres 77y v
TG xoouw Embuuiay dlopds.
1:5  (cl.6) Kal adtd 02 7od70 cTroVdNV TIATAY TAPEITEVEYRAVTES ETLYOPNYNTATE
&v 7] mioTel DUEY TV dpeTHY,

(c1.7) év O¢ Tfj dpetij THY yviaw,
1:6  (cl.8) év 0¢ 7] yvwoet v éyxpdTelay,

(c1.9) év 0¢ Tfj yxpateia T Umopoviy,

(c1.10) év 0¢ Tfj Umopovi TV edaéPetay,
1:7  (cl.11) év o¢ 7fj edoePeia ™V PrAaderdiay,

(c1.12) év 0t Tfj drhaderdla THv dydmyy.
1:8  (cl.13) tadta yap Oulv Omdpyovta xal mAgovalovta odx dpyols o0dE
axapmoug xablatnaw eig ™y Tol xuplov Nu&v Tnool Xpiotol émiyvwaty:
1:9  (cl.14) @ yap un mdpeotv Tadta, TudAS éoTv puwndlwy, ANy Aafov
ToU xalbapiopol Tév maAar adtol duapryudrwy.
1:10  (cl.15) 0td wéAdov, aderdol, amovdacate iva dia 1@y xaldy gpywy
BePatav Oudv ™V xAfjoy xal éxdoyn motelobat-

(c1.16) Talta yap mololvres 00 wy) mTaionTE TOTE.
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1:11  (c1.17) oltwg yap mhouaiwg émtyopnyndnaetar Ouiv % eloodog eis THY
alwviov Bactheiay Tol xupiov Nudv xal cwtijpos Tnool Xpiatod.

[Since his divine power has granted us everything leading to life and godliness
by means of the knowledge of the one who called us by his own glory and
might,!? through these, he has granted us the precious and very important
promises, so that through these you may become partakers of divine nature,
escape the sinful desire in the world. For this very reason, by making every
effort, in your faith add moral excellence, and in moral excellence knowledge,
and in knowledge self-control, and in self-control endurance, and in endurance
piety, and in piety brotherly affection, and in brotherly affection love. For if you
possess these things and in abundance, they keep you from being useless or
fruitless in the knowledge of our Lord Jesus Christ. For the one who do not have
these, is blind, short-sighted, forgetting the purification from his or her past sins.
Therefore, brothers and sisters, be eager instead, to confirm your call and
election through good deeds. For by doing these, you will never stumble. For, in
this way, entrance into the eternal kingdom of our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ
will be provided for you in abundance.]

In this first subsection, there are thematic relations concerning multivariate
structures and lexical-taxonomic relations. First, we can find multivariate structures
Actor-Material Process-Goal-Recipient in v. 3 and v. 4 with the same Actor T Oeiag
duvapews, same Material Process has granted, and same Recipient us. Even though the
Goals in the two clauses are different, both of them are pointing to precious things. The
structural relations can be labelled as [God-Giving-Christians-Precious Things].

Second, there is a set of parallel multivariate structures Actor-Material Process-
Goal-Scope: Entity in vv. 5-7. It has occurred seven times with the same Actor you, the
same Process émtyopnynoate (all implied except the first one), and all the Goals and

Scopes are related to good qualities. The structural relations can be labelled as

[Christians-Adding-Good Quality-In Good Quality].

10 For the lexical item dpetfj, this study has chosen a less common usage related to the semantics
of “Power,” (semantic domain 76 in Louw and Nida, eds., Lexicon, §76.14) following the idea of
Bauckham, Jude-2 Peter, 178-79.
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Third, there are multivariate structures Possessed-Relational: Possessive Process-
Possessor in v. 8 and v. 9. The Possessed are both talita (good qualities) and the
Possessors are both Christians. The structural relations can be labelled as [Good Quality-
Belonging-Christians]. The author compares the differences between the positive and
negative polarity of this Possessive Process, in order to encourage the recipients of the
letter to achieve those good qualities. Related to this, the author uses the structures
Carrier-Relational: Intensive Process-Attribute twice to describe the Christians who do
not have those good qualities to be TupAds and pvwnalwy. The structural relations can be
labelled as [Bad Christians-Being-Not Able to Understand].

Other than the multivariate structural relations mentioned above, there are also
some lexical-taxonomic relations in this subsection. First, we can see the relation
[Knowledge]. It includes lexical items émiyvwaoet (v. 2), émyvaoews (v. 3), yvdaw (v. 5),
yvaaet (v. 6), and éniyvwaty (v. 8). The ones in v. 2, v. 3, and v. 8 are explicitly related
to the knowledge of God. The other two are the good qualities that Christians should
pursue and are related to the knowledge of God. Second, the relation [Godly] includes
lexical items ebcéPBetav (v. 3), eboéPBetav (v. 6), and edoefeia (v. 7). They are used to
denote the good moral character of Christians. Third, the relation [Love] includes lexical
items ¢Aadeddiav (v. 7), dthaderdia (v. 7), and dyamny (v. 7). They refer to the good
qualities that Christians should pursue.

Concerning axiological stance, this subsection mainly consists of positive
appraisals. It includes descriptions concerning God and his power, precious things
granted to Christians, the good qualities that Christians should achieve, the effort that

Christians should pay, the knowledge of God, the recipients’ status in the Lord, and the
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good outcome of not stumbling and entrance into the kingdom of the Lord. There are a
few negative appraisals. They include the sinful desire that Christians should escape (v.
4) and the description concerning the Christians who are blind, short-sighted, and
forgetting the purification from their past sins (v. 9).

Concerning speech functions, there are commands and projection statements in
this subsection. In vv. 3—4, the author reassures that the Lord has granted Christians
precious things and thus projects that Christians may become partakers of divine nature.
He makes a series of commands (vv. 5-7) asking the recipients to make effort to achieve
good behavioural qualities. In v. 10, he states the command to do good deeds again and
uses projection statements to present the good outcomes it may bring to the recipients.
We can see that when the author commands the recipients to do good deeds, he makes
sure that there are sound reasons behind the commands.

Concerning rhetorical-generic formation, the activity structure can be labelled as
Exhortation with Reasons. RFs include Reason-Result (c1.3—c1.4 to c1.5), Reason-
Command (c1.3—c1.5 to c1.6—c1.12), and Command-Reason (Projected Result; c1.6—
cl.12 to c1.13—c1.14; c1.15 to c1.16—1.17). The genre elements can be labelled as
Foundations of Christian Life (c1.3—c1.5), Commands (c1.6—c1.12), and Christian

Anticipation (c1.13—1.17).

Letter Body II: 1:12-15
This subsection of the letter body starts from 1:12 and is joined to the previous
subsection with the discourse marker dt6. It consists of three clauses. Based on the

previous subsection of the letter, the author wants to remind the recipients of something
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that they already know well (c1.18). The reason for doing this is that the author knows
that he will die soon (c1.19—c1.20).
1:12 (cl.18) Atd pedMjow Gel Dpbs dmoptuvyoxety mepl ToUTWY xaimep elddTag
xal €oTnpryuévous &v T mapovoy arleia.
1:13  (c1.19) dixatov 0¢ Nyoluat, &’ doov eiul &v ToUTW TG oxNVOUATL
Oteyelpewv Duds év 777 vmouvyoel,
1:14  (c1.19 continue) eidwg 8Tt Ty éaTty %) amobeais Tol oxnvapaTés wov
G Inoolic Xplotds EdMAwaéy pot,
1:15  (c1.20) omovdidlw 8¢ xai éxdatote Exetv Dubs wete TV éuny €5odov Ty
TOUTWY uynuyy motelaba.

[Therefore, I always intend to remind you about these things, even though you
know them and have been strengthened in the truth that you have. I consider it
right, as long as I am in this body, to arouse you with a reminder, since I know
that the removal of my dwelling will be very soon (Jesus Christ has informed
me). [ am eager that you can always remember these things after my death.]

In this subsection, there is one new multivariate structural relation. Though the
structures of the three clauses are not identical, we can still construe the relationship.
The structure is similar to a Sayer-Verbal-Receiver structure. In v. 12, the author shows
that he intends to remind the recipients. The clause features the relation [ Author-
Reminding-Recipients]. In v. 13, the structure is not formal. The process is a Material
Process concerning arouse with a reminder. The lexical item vmouvroet can be
considered as the Scope: Process of dteyeipetv. In this way, the process can be considered
as [Reminding], while the Sayer and the Receiver are the same as v. 12. The situation in
v. 15 is similar but even more complicated. We have to consider a larger structure &yetv
ORES . . . TV TouTwy uviuny moteichat. Even though dpds is the Actor of motelaBa, it is
the Goal in the larger structure of the process &yetv. We can consider pviuny as the

Scope: Process of moteiofat. In this way, we can again construe the relation [Author-

! The symbol & means word(s) is/are omitted comparing to NA27.
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Reminding-Recipients]. Related to this multivariate structural relation, we can find the
lexical-taxonomic relation [Reminding].!? It includes the lexical items Omopipvijoxetv (v.
12), dmopvyaet (v. 13), and pynquyy (v.15).

Another lexical-taxonomic relation is [Live/Die], featuring an antonymous
relation. The relation includes lexical items {wny (1:3), émdbeois (1:14, which is used
figuratively), and &odov (1:15). The life that results from what is granted by God (1:3)
forms an interesting comparison with the coming physical death of the author. The last
lexical relation we can find in this subsection is [Being Eager]. It includes lexical items
omoudny (1:5), emovddoate (1:10), and omovddlw (1:15). The first two are concerned with
the author asking the recipients to be eager to achieve the good qualities, and the last one
is about the author being eager to remind the recipients about something.

Concerning axiological stance, this subsection does not contain many appraisals.
There are a few things that add to the force and urgency of the wish that the author
wants to remind the recipients. In v. 12, the author describes himself as always intending
to remind the recipients. He says that he considers it right to remind them in v. 13.
Moreover, in v.14, he predicts that he will die soon. He also validates the coming of his
death by saying that it is made clear to him by Christ. It means that the action is urgent
and truly needed. Lastly, he mentions that he is eager to do this (v. 15). Apart from
these, he mentions the truth (v. 12), which is considered good. The final clause that
mentions he is eager to have the recipients always remember is a statement in form but

also implies a command of telling the recipients the importance of remembering.

12 This study regard structures that occur twice and lexical relations that occur three times as
relations that need to be noticed. Thus, there can be structural relations that do not form lexical relations.
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Concerning rhetorical-generic formation, we may label the activity structure as
Urgency of the Reminder, and the RF as Result-Reason. The genre elements can be

labelled as Writing Reason.

Letter Body III: 1:16-21
This subsection starts from 1:16 and is joined to the previous subsection with the
discourse marker yap. It consists of thirteen clauses. After the author has expressed that

he wants to remind the recipients something, he defends the nature of the things that he
is trying to remind them, which are also something that the recipients have already
known. In c1.21, he states that he is being one of the eyewitnesses when he made known
the power of Christ to the recipients. From ¢1.22 to c1.26 is a brief summary of the
content of the testimony. In c1.27, the author claims that the prophetic word, which the
recipients are already holding firmly to (c1.28), is also reliable. The author makes a
comparison of holding to the prophetic word with holding to a lamp in ¢1.29. In c1.30,
the author uses a commanding participle'® to ask the recipients to acknowledge that true
prophecy is from God (c1.31—c1.33). The author reassures the recipients that the things
that they know are true and reliable.
1:16  (c1.21) OY yap cecodiopévols wibors éaxolovbcavtes eyvmplioapey Hplv
v Tod xuplov Nu&v Inaol Xpiotol dbvauy xal mapovaiay GAN émomtat
yevy0évTes TH Exelvou peyaleloTyToS.
1:17  (c1.22) AaPav yap mape 700 beod maTpds TV xal 66Eav
(c1.23) dwviic evexbeions adTé Totdade Umd THg peyaompemolc 065
(c1.24) 007ds éoriv 6 vids pov S dyamyrds
(c1.25) eig dv eyw evddxnoa,
1:18  (c1.26) xal TavTyy ™V dwviv NuEls Arovoauey Ex Tod obpavol éveybeloay
oLV alTE vTes &V TG dper A dyie.
1:19  (c1.27) xat &oupev BePatdTepov TOV TPodNTINOY AdYOV,

13 For the discussion of commanding participle, see Porter, Idioms, 185-86.
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(c1.28) ¢ xahds moteite mpoTéyovTes

(c1.29) w¢ Ayvew datvovtt v abyunpé Témw, Ews ob 7 Nuépa Stavyday xal
Pwaddpos avateidy év tals xapdiatg Hudv,
1:20  (c1.30) ToliTo mp@Tov yWwaKoVTES

(c1.31) b1t méioa mpodnTeia ypadijs idlas emAdoews o yivetal:
1:21  (cl1.32) od yap bedjuatt avbpwmov Wvéxdn moré mpogyreia,

(c1.33) aAda Omo mvedpatog ayiov depouevol Erainoav dyror Oeol
avlpuwot.

[For we made known to you the power and coming of our Lord Jesus Christ, not
by following cleverly contrived myths, but by being eyewitnesses of his mighty
power. For he received honour and glory from God the Father, when a distinctive
voice was brought to him by the sublime Glorious One: “This is my beloved son,
with whom I am pleased.” We also heard this voice came from heaven while we
were with him on the holy mountain. And we consider the prophetic word really
reliable, which you are doing well to attend to; like attending to a lamp that
shines in a dark place, until the day dawn and the morning star rises in your
hearts. Know this, most importantly, that no prophecy of scripture comes into
being by one’s own interpretation. For prophecy was never brought about by
human will, but the holy people of God spoke while led by the Holy Spirit.]

In this subsection, there is a new structural relation [Medium-Material Process-
Agent]. In v. 17, dwviic évexbelons . . . Totdiade Omd T peyarompemods 66Ens. In v. 18,
TAOTNY THY Gwviy . . . éx Tol odpavol éveyleioay. In v. 20 and v. 21a with negative
polarity, méca Tpodyreia ypadijs idiag émAloews od yivetat and ov . . . BeAnpatt
avlpwmov Nvéxdy moTé mpodyTela. In v. 21b, the structure is not formal, but we can still
construe the sense. The clause élaAnoav aytot feol dvbpwmot is a [Sayer-Verbal Process]
with prophecy as the implied Verbiage. In this clause, we can construe prophecy as the
Medium and aytot feoU dvBpwmot as the Agent (although the process is a Verbal Process
and it is not an ergative instance). When this main clause is combined with the
embedded clause Umo mvevpatog aylov depduevot, aytot feoll dvlpwmot can be considered

as the intermediate Agent while mveduatog ayiov is the ultimate Agent. We can label the
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relation as [God’s Message-Happened-By an Agent]. '* This relation happens five times
in this subsection of thirteen clauses. It reflects the fact that it is a very important
message in this subsection. The author wants to make sure that the recipients know that
both the messages from him and the ancient prophecy are genuine messages from God,
not from human will. From the structural relation, we can find the new lexical relation
[God’s Message]. It includes lexical items wpodyTiov Adyov (1:19), mpodyteia (1:20),
ypadijs (1:20), and mpodnteia (1:21). Related to this relation, the lexical items pwvij
(1:17) and ¢wwyy (1:18) also form a new relation [Speak]. Since all these lexical items
are used to represent God’s Message in this context, we can consider these two as
forming a larger relation.

There are other new lexical relations in this subsection. A new lexical relation is
concerned with [Power]. It includes lexical items duvduews and apetfj (1:3), ovauty and
ueyaeotytog (1:16). They are all about God’s power and powerful deeds. Another new
lexical relation is about [Holy]. It includes lexical items ayiw (1:18), ayiov and aytot
(1:21). They are used to describe the holy mountain, the Holy Spirit, and the holy people
of God, which are all related to the happening of God’s message. They also collocate
with the structural relation [God’s Message-Happened-By an Agent], indirectly
reflecting the holiness of God’s message.

The antonymic relation [Light/Darkness] is another new lexical relation. The

relation [Light] includes lexical items ¢aivovtt and diavyasy (1:19) while [Darkness]

14 There is a point worth noting concerning the process [Happening]. It is that, although the
lexical item ¢epopevot in v. 21 is presenting a different semantic connotation than éveyOeions, évexfeioay,
and %véxy, it is possible that their collocation with God’s message is not a coincidence. Concerning this
point, Bauckham actually sees them as “repetition of the verb ¢pépew in the Greek,” See Bauckham, Jude-2
Peter, 233.
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includes avyunpd (1:19). It involves the usage of the simile of a lamp shining in a dark
place. This simile signifies the prophetic word of God.

Another new relation is [Know].!" It includes lexical items eiddtag (1:12), eidwg
(1:14), and ywwoxovtes (1:20). The three occurrences, however, are not pointing to the
same content of knowing. The only common point between them is that the contents are
what the author wants to remind the recipients and what the recipients already know.
These contents may point to anything the author has written in the letter. They include
what the author commands the recipients to know in v. 20.

There are also two recurring lexical relations. The lexical item éyvwploauey (v.
16) strengthens the relation [Knowledge]. The author mentions that he made the
information about the Lord to be known by the recipients. It confirms that the
knowledge of the Lord mentioned in 1:3 and 1:8 are true since the author is one of the
eyewitnesses. Another lexical item dyamytés (v. 17) strengthens the relation [Love]. The
voice from God proclaims that Jesus Christ is his beloved son.

Concerning axiological stance, this subsection shows positive appraisals with a
few negative appraisals. Since this subsection deals with the author’s defence of his own
testimony and ancient prophecy, he speaks positively about these things. Concerning the
content of his testimony, he talks about Jesus Christ’s mighty power, coming, honour
and glory. God is described as the sublime Glorious One. In the quoted words from God,
Jesus Christ is the beloved son and God is pleased with him. The author quotes a well-

known speech from God to support that his testimony is true. In addition, he also

15 1t is closely related to the relation [Knowledge]. But since the appearance of the relation
[Knowledge] in 2 Peter are mostly related to the knowledge of God, this study is considering it a separate
lexical relation although it is closely related to [Know].
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mentions the incident of being with the Lord on the holy mountain while God speaks in
this private setting. All of these arguments help the author in proving that his testimony
is true, and that Jesus is the glorious, beloved son of God. During this process, the only
negative appraisal is at the beginning, concerning what his testimony is not. He says that
his testimony does not follow cleverly contrived myths.

Concerning ancient prophecy, the author uses the comparative form of the
adjective to describe the prophetic word as really reliable. He affirms that the recipients
are already doing well in paying attention to the prophetic word,'® in order to convince
them it is true prophecy. He also praises the recipients and tells them that they are doing
well. The author compares the prophetic word with a lamp shining in a dark place,
turning the unfavourable (dark) into goodness, and shows its importance. The author
also states that prophecy comes from the holy people of God who are led by the Holy
Spirit. It is genuine. It is not based on one’s own interpretation or by human will. The
author uses a positive description to maintain that the prophecy is genuine and refutes
the possibility of the prophecy coming from human will. If the prophecy came from
human will, the prophecy would not be considered genuine.

Concerning speech function, there is a command in 1:20. The author tells the
recipients to know what is said in 1:20b—21 and describes the action to know as most
important. It confirms that the author wants to make sure that the recipients know that
both the messages from him and the ancient prophecy are genuine messages from God

but not from human will.

16 This study follows Davids and sees motelte as an indicative form (Davids, 2 Peter and Jude
Handbook, 61). This interpretation is different from seeing moteite as an imperative form and treating the
clause as a paraenesis (see Bauckham, Jude-2 Peter, 225; among others).
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Concerning rhetorical-generic formation, the activity structure can be labelled as
Defend the Authority of Testimony and Prophecy. The RFs can be labelled as Assertion-
Adversative, Assertion-Quotation, Assertion-Comparison, and Command-Projection.
The genre elements can be labelled as Proofs, Appealing to Authority, Simile as Proof,

and Command.

Letter Body IV: 2:1-3
The fourth subsection starts from 2:1 and is joined to the previous subsection with the
discourse marker 0¢. It consists of eight clauses. It is about the emergence of false

prophets and false teachers. After the author has defended for the trueness of his
testimony and the prophecy that he has taught the recipients, in c2.1, he points out that
there were false prophets in the past. In ¢2.2, he makes a comparison and says that there
will be false teachers as well. He then elaborates the things that these false teachers will
do in ¢2.3. In c2.4—c2.5, the author describes the possible effects of the work of these
false teachers. In c2.6, the author depicts what the false teachers will do to the recipients.
Finally, the author announces the condemnation of the false teachers in ¢2.7—c2.8.

2:1  (c2.1) Eyévovro 0¢ xal Yevdompodiitat &v T Aad,
(€2.2) &g xal év Oy Eoovtal Yevdodidaoxadot,
(c2.3) oftives mapeiodéovaty aipéaels dmwlelag xal Tov dyopdoavta adTols
0eaméTYY ApVOUNEVOL. EMAYOVTEG EQUTOIS TV ATWAELQY,
2:2  (c2.4) xal moAdol éaxoloubroovaty abT@v Tals doeAyelaig
(c2.5) o’ olg %) 6006 THjg aAnbeiag PAacdnunbdnoetat,
2:3  (c2.6) xal év mheovebla mAaaTols Aéyols Duds éumopeloovTal,
(c2.7) ol T xplpa Exmadal odx dpyel
(c2.8) xal 1 amAela adTGY 00 vuoTdlel.

[But there were also false prophets among the people of God, likewise, there will
also be false teachers among you, who will bring in destructive heresies, even
denying the master who purchased them, thus bringing upon themselves swift
destruction. And many people will follow their licentiousness. Because of them,
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the way of truth will be defamed. Because of greed, they will exploit you with
false words. For them, the condemnation pronounced long time ago is not idle,
and their destruction is not asleep.]

In this subsection, there are three new structural relation. First, in 2:1, the
structure [Existential Process-Existent-Circumstance] occurs twice. The lexical items
gyévovto and €oovtat are the processes, Yevdompodijtat and Pevdodidaaxarot are the
existent, and év 7@ Aa and év Uulv are the circumstance. This structural relation can be
labelled as [Exist-False Leaders-Among People]. These two clauses introduce the
existence of false prophets and false teachers.

The structure [Actor-Material Process-Goal] reflecting the relation [Certain
Ones-Doing-Evil] occurs four times in this subsection. The false teachers and moA)ol are
the Actors, Tapetgaovoy aipéoels dmwlelas (2:1), Tov . . . deamdryy dpvolpevol (2:1),
égaxolouboovaty . . . Tais doedyelats (2:2), and mhaotoic Adyors . . . umopeboovtal (2:3)
are the evil things they do. We can construe the same sense from the ergative form of the
structure in 2:2b. The clause can be understood as they will have defamed the way of
truth. This repeated structure introduces the evil things that the false teachers and their
followers will do. Relating to [Doing Evil], a new relation, [Being Immoral], is formed
by émbupiav (1:4), dbopds (1:4), doelyeiats (2:2), and mreovegia (2:3).

Another new structural relation has the structure [Carrier-Relational:
Circumstance]. The Carriers are xpiua and @mwleta, and the Circumstances are ovx dpyel
and o0 vugtdlet. The relation can be labelled as [Punishment-Arrive]. This is a rather
special structure. Considering the semantics it conveys, it can be grouped in a more
common relation (which will appear in the next subsection) [Evil Doers-Being

Punished]. The clause émayovtes éautois . . . dmwAetay in 2:1 can also be understood as
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the false teachers will be punished even though it has a different form. Although the
three clauses here have different structures, we can still construe the semantics of the
relation [Evil Doers-Being Punished]. From this structural relation, we can find the
lexical relation [Punishment]. It includes the lexical items amwAeias (2:1), ¢mwAsiay
(2:1), and ¢mwAeta (2:3).

In this subsection, there is another new lexical relation of antonymy [True/False].
[True] includes the lexical items aAnOeia (1:12) and dAnBeiag (2:2), while [False]
includes mAaoTols (2:3). This antonymic relation reflects that the false teachers will
defame the way of truth and will exploit the people with false words.

Concerning axiological stance, this subsection mainly features negative
appraisals except the way of truth which is being defamed by the false teachers (2:2).
The titles Yevdompodijtar and Yevdodiddoxadot are in themselves reflecting negative
judgement towards them.!” The evil things that they and their followers do, and their
destined destruction, are all considered unfavourable. Their destruction is described as
Taxwny (2:1) and éxmadar (2:3). It reflects that the destruction will surely come and will
be swift.

In this subsection, the author uses several future forms to describe the false
teachers. It reflects the events mentioned as prospective,'® and that they carry a higher

degree of expectation for fulfillment than the subjunctive form.!” It means that the

17 Callan describes the false prophets as the negative counterpart of the true prophets in 1:19-21
and the false teachers as the negative counterpart of the apostolic teachers in 1:16—18 (Callan, “Use of
Jude,” 45).

18 See Porter, Idioms, 44.

19 See Porter, Idioms, 45.
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author is telling the recipients that it is quite possible that these events are going to
happen.

Concerning rhetorical-generic formation, the activity structure can be labelled as
Warn Against False Teachers. The RFs are Comparison-Elaboration and Reason-Result.

The genre elements can be labelled as Specification of Sins and Denunciation.

Letter Body V: 2:4-11
The fifth subsection starts from 2:4 and is joined to the previous subsection with the
discourse marker yap. It consists of ten clauses. The complex conditional structure (and

some clarification clauses) forms the whole subsection. The protasis starts from c2.9 and
the apodosis starts from c2.16. Within the complex protasis, c2.9—c2.14 are three pairs
of adversative clauses featuring God spares some people and punishes others. The
grammatical subject changes in c2.15. It is a clarification clause providing more details
concerning what is mentioned in c2.14. After the clarification clause, ¢2.16 is the
apodosis of the conditional structure. Another clarification is in ¢2.17-2.18. It contrasts
the wicked people with the angels. The clauses provide more information about those
who despise authorities mentioned in the last part of ¢2.16.

2:4  (c2.9) Ei yap 6 feog ayyédwv apaptnoavtwy odx épeloato

(€2.10) dAA& gpoic (bdov TapTapwoas mapédwxey eis xplow xolaloudvovs
TIpPELY,
2:5  (c2.11) xat @pyalov x6éauov odx édeloato

(€2.12) dAA& ydoov Néie dixatootivyg wnpuxa ébdAagey xataxAuaudy
wéouw™® doefav émdéa,
2:6 (c2.13) xal méretg Todbpwy xal Toubppag Tedpwoas xataotpodi
XQTEXPIVEY VTIOOELypat LEANOVTWY doefely Tebeixws,

20 This reading is the reading attested by the manuscript’s corrector. The original reading is
xoouov. However, since the original reading does not make much sense, this study takes the reading from
corrector as the text.
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27 (c2.14) xat otxatov AwT xatamovoduevoy UTd Tig T@V GBéouwy év doeyeia
avaaTtpodiis épplaato:
2:8  (c2.15) PAéupatt yap xai dxofj 6 Sixatog éyxatox@y év avTois Ruépay é§
nuépag Yuxny diealav avéupols épyols éBacdvilev-
2:9  (c2.16) oidev xUptog eVoePels éx mepaaudy poeobal, &dixous Ot els Nuépav
xplioews xohalouévous Tpeiv,
2:10  (c2.16 continue) paiota 0& Tovg dTicw Tapxds év émbupia wiaouol
TOPEVOULEVOUS xal XUPLOTYTOS xaTadpovolvTag.

(€2.17) Todunral adbddels, 065as ob Tpéuovaty Bracdnuodvres,
2:11  (c2.18) 8mou dyyedot iox Ui xal duvaper ueiloves Bvtes ob dépovaty xat’
aOT@Y Tapa xuplw BAacdnwov xpioty.
[For if God did not spare the angels who sinned, but handed them over to the pits
of darkness, casting them into Tartarus, to guard the punished ones until the
judgement; and he did not spare the ancient world but protected Noah the
preacher of righteousness, with a total of eight people,?! while he brought upon a
flood to the world of the ungodly; and he condemned the cities of Sodom and
Gomorrah to destruction, reducing them to ashes, thus, making them an example
to those who are about to live in an ungodly manner; and he rescued righteous
Lot, who suffered by the licentious conduct of the lawless people, (For, while the
righteous man was living among them day after day, by what was seen and what
was heard, his righteous soul was tormented by their lawless deeds.) the Lord
knows how to rescue the godly ones from temptations, and to keep the wicked
ones, who are being punished, for the day of the condemnation, especially those
who behave after human nature in the lust of defilement and those who despise
authorities. (Being daring and arrogant, they do not fear the glorious beings when
they revile; whereas the angels, being greater in strength and power, do not bring
about a reviling judgement against them before the Lord.)]

In this subsection, there are several structural relations. The relation [Evil Doers-
Being Punished] (see previous subsection) can be seen as the ergative instance of the
relation [The Lord-Punishing-Evil Doers]. In 2:4, 2:5, 2:6 and 2:9-10, the [Evil Doers]
are Qyyerwy auapTnoavTwy, xoouw aoe@v, moAels Zooduwy xai Toudppas, and adixovs.
The way they are punished are o1pols {6dov TapTapwoas Tapéduwxey, xaTaXAVTUOV . . .
¢mdias, Tebpuioas xataoTpodli xatéxpvev, and eis Ruépav xpioews xoralouévous ThpeEiv.

The phrase o0x édeloato occurs twice in 2:4 and 2:5. Although it does not explicitly say

2! The expression &ydoov Néie means “Noah the eighth (person).” Thus, some translations have
“Noah with seven others.” See Bauckham, Jude-2 Peter, 250.
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that it is related to punishing, based on the context, we know that the two occurrences
are both linked to punishment. Thus, we may count them as strengthening the relation as

well. There are several lexical relations relating to [Punishing]. The lexical item {édbou
(2:4) strengthens the relation [Darkness]. The lexical items xodafouévoug?? (2:4 and 2:9),
and xataotpodij (2:6) strengthen the relation [Punishment]. Moreover, the lexical
relation [Condemnation] emerges. It includes lexical items xpiua (2:3), xpiow (2:4),
xatéxptvey (2:6), xploews (2:9), and xpicw (2:11). There is also another new relation
[Guard]. It includes lexical items Tpeiv (2:4; 2:9) and édvAagev (2:5).23

There is the structure [Actor-Material-Goal] featuring the relation [The Lord-
Rescuing-Righteous Ones]. It includes the structures Née dieatocOvng xripuxa ébviagey
(2:5), dixatov AT . . . éppboato (2:7), and edoefeis . . . pvecbat (2:9). Related to this
structural relation, we can find the lexical relation [Righteous]. It includes lexical items
dieatocvny (1:1), dixatoatvyg (2:5), dixatov (2:7), dixatos, and dixaiav (2:8). The lexical
item edoefels (2:9) strengthens the relation [Godly]. The lexical items éppUoato (2:7) and
pueabat (2:9) also form the relation [Save], which has antonymic relation with
[Punishment].

We can also find the recurring relation [Certain Ones-Doing-Evil], ToAuntal
avfddeis, 86&as o0 Tpépovaty PAacdnuolvtes, in 2:10. Related to [Doing-Evil], there are
several lexical relations. First, a new relation [Sin] includes lexical items apaptnuatwy

(1:9), mratonte (1:10), apapnoavtwy (2:4), and metpacudv (2:9). The author uses this

22 Even though this lexical item is categorizied as belongs to a different semantic domain in
Louw and Nida, eds., Lexicon, the usage here is reflecting a similar semantic connotation.

23 This usage is not related to punishment but is about protecting Noah. Nevertheless, it still
contributes to the links between these lexical items.
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lexical relation to talk about sinning. It is also used to show that good Christians will
never stumble, and God knows to rescue godly people from femptation. The lexical
items ¢oefév (2:5) and doefelv (2:6) form the relation [Ungodly], which has antonymic
relation with [Godly]. Furthermore, the new relation [Follow] is formed by the lexical
items é€axoouboavtes (1:16), égaxorovbioovaty (2:2), and dmicw (2:10). These three
occurrences are all about following evil deeds. The lexical item &dixoug (2:9), featuring
[Unrighteous], has antonymic relation with [Righteous]. The lexical items daelyeia
(2:7), and émibupla (2:10), wiaopol (2:10) strengthen the relation [Being Immoral].
Another new relation [Sinning Verbally] is also formed by fAacdnundyoerar (2:2),
Adyols . . . gumopevoovtal (2:3), PAacdnuolvres (2:10), and BAaodnuov (2:11).

Another recurring lexical relation, not related to the structural relations, is
[Power]. The lexical item duvapet (2:11) strengthens this relation. Another point worth
noting is that in this subsection, there are many incidents that we are not able to
understand fully if we are only reading this discourse. We need information from ITF to
make sense of the discussion.

Concerning axiological stance, the appraisals in this subsection are polarized.
When the author is talking about the behaviour of the evil doers and the punishment they
face, there are negative appraisals. When the author is talking about what the righteous
people do and God’s protection towards them, as well as the description of the angels,
there are positive appraisals. It is quite obvious that the author is making a comparison
between evil doers and righteous people to support his argument that the Lord punishes

evil doers and rescues righteous people.
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Concerning rhetorical-generic formation, the activity structure can be labelled as
God’s Punishment and Rescue. The RFs are Condition-Positive, Assertion-Adversative,
Example-Adversative, and Assertion-Clarification. The genre elements can be labelled

as Examples and Inference, Denunciation, and Specification of Sins.

Letter Body VI: 2:12-22
The sixth subsection starts from 2:12 and is joined to the previous subsection with the
discourse marker 0¢. It consists of sixteen clauses. This subsection is about the evil
things they do. After the conditional structure telling the recipients what God will do to
the evil doers and the righteous people, the author provides a detailed description of
avtol. The pronoun probably refers back to the false teachers in 2:1-3 and resumes the
topic before the conditional structure begins. The clause ¢2.19 is a long, complex clause
which announces the destruction of adtoi while providing the description of various evil
things that the false teachers do. In ¢2.20, it continues to depict their problems. In ¢2.21-
c2.23, it clarifies what Balaam, who is mentioned in ¢2.20, has done. In c2.24, it goes
back to the main line of discussion and talks about ottot, which is probably referring to
adtol. The relative clause c2.25 shows the punishment of odtot. The clause ¢2.26
provides a reason for the punishment. The clauses ¢2.27—c2.28 are the explanation of the
last downranked clause in c2.26 about slaves of moral corruption. The conditional clause
in ¢2.29—c2.30 further explains the situation. The clause ¢2.31 further explains ¢2.30
with a comparison. Finally, ¢2.32-2.34 uses a proverb to compare with the situation.

2:12 (c2.19) avrol?* 8¢ ws Ghoya (Ga yeyevyueva duoxa eis dAwaty xai dBopav
&v olg dyvooliow Pracdnuolivres, &v Tfj dBopd avTEY xal dBaprigovTal

24 See manuscript for this reading.



111

2:13  (c2.19 continue) ddixovpevol uiobov aotxiag, H0ovNy Nyovuevol THY &v
Nuépa Tpudny, amirot xal udpot evtpuddvTes v Tals amatalg adT@y
TUVEVWYOVUEVOL DUV,
2:14  (c2.19 continue) 6pOapots Eyovtes neaTols wotyadias xal axatamadoToug
apaptiag, Oehedlovres Yuyas dotypixTous, xapdiav yeyvuvacuévny micovesiag
gxovTes, xatapag Téxva:
2:15  (c2.20) xatateimovres edbelav 606v émhavnbnoay, égaxoloubiioavtes Tf
606 Tol Bataay ol Bewopadp,

(c2.21) & piabov ddixias Ryamnoey
2:16  (c2.22) Eleyéw 8¢ Eoxev idlag mapavoplas:

(€2.23) Omolbytov ddwvov év avpamou dwvii dbeyEdpevov éxwivaey THY
Tol TpodyTou Tapadpoviav.
2:17  (c2.24) obrol elow mnyal dvudpor xal Spiyhat vmd Aaikamos Elavvépeva,

(c2.25) ols & {édos Tob axbToug TeTHpNTAL.
2:18  (c2.26) Umépoyxa yap patardtntos dbeyybuevor deledlovaty &v émbupialg
capxds aoelyelals Tovs dvrws amodelyovtas Tous év mAdvY) avaoTpedoprévous,
2:19  (c2.26 continue) éXevbepiav adTols émayyeAAdpevol, avTol dofAot
UTapyovtes Tig dbopds:

(c2.27) @ ydp Tis frryTal,

(c2.28) TouTw dedovAwTal.
2:20  (c2.29) el yap amoduydvtes Ta plaouata Tol x0apou v EMyvwaeL Tol
xuplov A&V xat cwtiipog Inool Xptotol, TovTols 08 TAAW éumAaxévtes nTTOVTAL,

(c2.30) yéyovev adTois Ta €oyata xelpova TEGY TpWTWY.
2:21  (c2.31) xpelrrov yip %v adrols wn émeyvwxévar Ty 630v T Sucatoatvyg 4
¢miyvolow els e dmiow dvaxduper dmo tiis Tapadobelong adTois ayiag évroddjs.
2:22 (c2.32) cupePnxey adtols o i aAnbols mapotpias:

(€2.33) xbwv ématpébag éml To 1dtov E&épapa,

(c2.34) xal- bs Aovoapévy eis xligua BopPépov.

[But they, like unreasoning animals, which are by nature to be caught and
destroyed, slander things they do not know, will also perish in their destruction,
suffering harm as the reward of unjust deed; they enjoy revelling in the daytime;
being stains and blemishes, they revel in their deception, while feasting together
with you; their eyes are full of adultery and never ceased from sins; they lure
unstable people into sin; they have hearts trained in greed, they are cursed
children. Leaving an upright way of life, they have gone astray following the
way of Balaam, son of Beor. (He loved unrighteous wages, but he was rebuked
for his own lawless act; a mute beast of burden, speaking with a human voice,
prevented the prophet’s insanity.) These people are waterless springs and mists
driven along by a storm, for whom the gloom of darkness has been kept. For, by
speaking boastful words of futility, they lure those who are certainly escaping
those who live in deception, by lust of flesh and by licentiousness, they promise
them freedom, while they themselves are slaves of corruption. For a person is
enslaved by what overpower them. For if, after they have escaped the
defilements of the world by the knowledge of our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ,
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but become involved again, they are overpowered by these things, the final state
has become worse for them than before. For it is better for them not to know the
road of righteousness than, after knowing, to return to the things they followed,
away from the holy commandment that has been given to them. The true proverb
has happened to them: “A dog returns to its own vomit,” and: “A sow returns to
roll in the mud after washing.”]

In this subsection, the structural relation [Evil Doers-Being Punished] appears
again. In 2:12—14, the clause is a long clause with multiple sets of description
concerning the evil that adtol have done, while [Being Punished] is grammaticalized by
&v Tfj dBopd adTAVY . . . dBaprgovTal. In 2:17, the clause ois 6 {8dog Tod axbTous TeTHPYTAL
also describes [Being Punished]. Even though the structural form does not conform to
the structural relation, we can still construe the sense of the evil doers being punished as
the gloom of darkness has been kept for them. The lexical relation [Punishment], which
is related to this structural relation, is strengthened by several lexical items. They include
dBopav, plopd, and Ppbapnaovtar (2:12). The repeated use of them in the same verse
reflects that the author wants to emphasize it here. Another related relation [Darkness] is
also strengthened by the lexical items {édog and oxdtous (2:17). In addition, we can find
a collocation relation of [Keep/Guard] and [Darkness] in 2:4 and 2:17, showing one of
the punishments is keeping/guarding under darkness.

Another recurring structural relation is [Certain Ones-Doing-Evil]. In 2:15a,
2:15b, 2:18, 2:20, and 2:21, [Certain Ones] are Balaam in 2:15b and the false teachers
(while in 2:20 and 2:21 it could be their followers??). The [Evil] they do are
xataAeimovtes edbelay 600V EmAavndnoay, uiabody ddixias Ryamnaey, Omépoyxa yap

natatétyros dbeyyduevor and derealovaty &v émbupialg capxds doedyeials, T& wdopata

2 Davids, 2 Peter and Jude Handbook, 89.
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ToU x0opov, and Ta émiow dvaxaupat Ao THS . . . aylag évToAds respectively. This whole
subsection of the letter contains several lexical relations related to [Doing-Evil]. First,
the relation [Know] is strengthened by the lexical items dyvooliaw (2:12), émeyvwxévat,
and émyvolaw (2:21). Second, the relation [Sinning Verbally] is strengthened by
Bracdnuoivres (2:12), and Omépoyxa (2:18), and émayyedddpevor (2:19; which is a false
promise). Third, the relation [Unrighteous] is strengthened by &dixiag (2:13), leaving
eBeiav (2:15), ddwlag (2:15), and, not knowing dixatoovns (2:21). Fourth, the relation
[Being Immoral] is strengthened by powyatiag, mieovebiag (2:14), émbuplals, doedyelatg
(2:18), and d0opéis (2:19), and wacpata (2:20). Fifth, the relation [Sin] is strengthened
by auaptiag, deredlovtes (2:14), and dedealovoty (2:18). The relation [Follow] is also
strengthened by é&axolovbioavtes (2:15), and émiow (2:21). The lexical items dmdTaig
(2:13), émhavnbnoay (2:15), and wAdvy (2:18) form a new relation [Deception], which is
also a kind of evil mentioned. Another new lexical relation [Lawless] is formed by
abéopwy (2:7), avopors (2:8), and mapavopiag (2:16).

There is a structural relation of [Medium-Material Process-Agent] in 2:19. The
same Medium is Tig, the Processes are #jttytar and dedodAwTat, and the Agents are ¢ and
ToUTw which point to the same referent. This relation is a local patterning featuring

[Someone-Controlled-By Something]. The author is probably using the repeated
structure to strengthen the force.
Another structural relation is a [ Actor-Material Process-Circumstance] relation in

2:22 featuring [Animal-Return-To Dirty Place]. The Actors are xdwv and O Aovaauév,

and the Circumstances are émi 70 1dtov €é€€papa and eis xOhopa BopPdpou. The Process is
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¢matpéPag, while the second one is implied. This relation is also a local patterning. The
author uses the proverb to emphasize the severity of the situation. Related to this
structural relation, the lexical relation [Animal] is formed by the lexical items {$a
(2:12), vmoldytov (2:16), xbwv, and U¢ (2:22). Among these lexical items, three of them
are used as a comparison to the false teachers and/or their followers.

The usage of the lexical item Tetrpytat in 2:17 carries the semantic [Keep],
which does not form a lexical relation by itself in 2 Peter. However, since it is used as a
wordplay with the relation [Guard] in Jude (2 Peter’s intertext), we may consider it
contributing to the relation [Keep/Guard].

There are also new and recurring relations which are not directly related to the
above structural relations. The lexical relation [Speak] is strengthened by ddwvov, dwvij,
and dbeyEdpevov (2:16), and dBeyyduevor (2:18). The first three are about Balaam’s
animal talking, while the last one is about the false teachers. A new lexical relation
[Escaping] is formed by dmoduyodvres (1:4), dmodedyovtag (2:18), and amoduydvreg
(2:20). They are about escaping from unfavourable deeds or people. The relation
[Escaping] also collocates with émiBupia, thus forming a covariate structural relation.
Another new lexical relation [Slave] is formed by dodog (1:1), doldot, and dedovAwTal
(2:19). This is different from the first usage which is about the author being a slave of
the Lord. The other two are about the false teachers being slaves of moral corruption.
Another relation [Knowledge] is strengthened by émtyvaoet (2:20). This occurrence is
about people who have previously escaped from the defilements of the world by the
knowledge of the Lord, but then return to it. Another new relation [Give] is formed by

dedwpnuévns (1:3), dedwpntat (1:4), and mapadobeions (2:21). All these incidents are
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about God giving precious things to Christians. The structure [Medium-Material
Process-Recipient] can be seen as the ergative instance of the relation [God-Giving-
Christians-Precious Things]. The relation [Holy] is strengthened by ayias (2:21), which
is about the holy commandment given to Christians. The relation [True] is strengthened
by &Anfols (2:22). The author uses this to emphasize the trueness of the proverb.

The example of Balaam in 2 Peter is a concise version of Balaam’s problem. The
story of Balaam is not depicted in 2 Peter. Therefore, we need intertextual information to
understand the incident more fully.

Concerning axiological stance, this subsection mainly reflects negative
appraisals. The content is mainly concerned with what the false teachers have done, the
punishment they will face, and the imagery used to compare with the false teachers. The
author has presented a negative impression of the false teachers and their followers.
There are also several positive appraisals. First, the mute animal of Balaam is described
as having prevented his insanity (2:16). Second, freedom mentioned in 2:19 is originally
a good thing. In the context, however, it is only a false promise from the false teachers.
Third, the knowledge of our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ (2:20) is originally a good
thing and have helped Christians to escape defilements. However, the false teachers
have turned away from it and returned to the defilements of the world. They are
rejecting the good things. Fourth, the word better is usually used to show a favourable
condition. In 2:21, however, it is used to describe a counter to fact situation. It shows
that the situation is really bad. Fifth, righteousness and holy commandments are good
things. In 2:21, however, the false teachers have turned away from these good things.

Finally, true proverb (2:22) is a good thing. However, the false teachers are acting like
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the bad examples described in the proverb. It has turned into a pronouncement of
judgement on them. The use of these heteroglosses helps the author illustrate how
absurd it is for the false teachers and their followers to turn away from righteousness and
holy commandments to go back to the defilement of the body.

Concerning speech function, the author uses a future form to pronounce the
punishment of the false teachers (2:12). It means that it carries a higher degree of
expectation for fulfillment than the subjunctive form.°

Concerning rhetorical-generic formation, the activity structure can be labelled as
Description and Denunciation of False Teachers. The RFs are Assertion-Comparison,
Reason-Result, Result-Reason, Assertion-Clarification, and Condition-Positive. The
genre elements can be labelled as Simile, Denunciation, Specification of Sins, Example,

and Proverb.

Letter Body VII: 3:1-10
The seventh subsection starts from 3:1 and begins with the lexical item dyamytol. It
consists of eighteen clauses. This section is about the prediction of the coming of the
mockers, their claim, the author’s evaluation of their ignorance, and advice for the
recipients in response to the mockers’ mistake. After the description of the false teachers
and their followers, the author changes his focus to talk to the recipients. After the
transition clause in c3.1, the author clarifies what he is doing in the letter in ¢3.2. In ¢3.3,
the author uses a command to call the attention of the recipients again. The clause c3.4 is

the content of ¢3.3. The author provides a reason for what the mockers have said in c3.5.

26 See Porter, Idioms, 45.
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From ¢3.6 to ¢3.8 is the content of ¢3.5, with ¢3.8 is the adversative of ¢3.7. In ¢3.9, the
author commands the recipients not to ignore something. In c3.10—3.18 is the content
of ¢3.9. The author starts to refute the claim of the mockers in ¢3.10, explaining the
reason of the delay of the coming of the Lord. Within the explanation, ¢3.13 is the
comparison of ¢3.12, ¢3.14 is the adversative of ¢3.12, ¢3.15 is the adversative of ¢3.14,
and ¢3.16—c3.18 is the clarification of ¢3.15.

3:1  (c3.1) Tadtyy %0, dyamntol, OeuTépav HUIV Ypddw EMaToAYY,

(c3.2) &v ais dieyelpw Hpdv év Smouvijoer ™y eldixpivi didvolay
3:2  (c3.2 continue) pvnalijvar T@V TpoelpNUEVLY PUATWY UTO TGV aylwy
TpodNTEY xal Tig TV AMoTToAWY VWY évToATjs Tol xupliou xal cwTijpog,
33 (c3.3) ToliTo mp&TOV YvwoKxovTES

(c3.4) oTL édevoovTal €M éoyATwY TEY NUEPRY &V éumarypovy éumaixtal
xata Tas 0lag airdy Embuulas Topeudyevol
3:4  (c3.4 continue) xal Aéyovtes- mol éaTy ) Emayyelia THs mapovaias adTol;
&’ s yap ol matépes éxorundnoay, mdvra olitws diapével &m pydic xTioews.
3:5  (c3.5) AavBaver yap adtols ToliTo BédovTag

(c3.6) 871 odpavol Noav Hemalat xal yi ¢& U0atos xal O $datos cuverrdira
76 Tol Oeol Adyw,
3:6  (c3.7) 3t wv 6 Téte xdopos Hdatt xaTaxluobels dmwAeTo-
3:7  (c3.8) oi 0¢ viv odpavol xal 1 yij T6 avrod Aoyw Tebnoavptopévor elaty mupi
TYpovuEvoL gis Nuépay xploews xal dTwAelag T@Y doeiv avlpwmwy.
3:8  (c3.9) “Ev 0¢ Tolito wi) Aavlavétw Opds, dyamyrol,

(c3.10) 6Tt pnia nuépa Tapa xuplov wg xiAa €t

(c3.11) & ws Nuépa uia.
3:9  (c3.12) o0 Ppadivel xlptog THs émayyehias,

(c3.13) dg Tves BpadiTyta Nyolvrat,

(c3.14) aAha paxpobupel o duds, i) BouAduevds Tivag amoréobal aArd
TAVTAS €lg HETAVOLQY YWpTjTaL.
3:10  (c3.15) "HEel 8¢ 5 sjuépa xupiov dg xAémTyS,

(c3.16) &v 1) & odpavol poilnddv mapekevoovtal

(c3.17) arotyela 08 xavaolyeva Avbnoetal

(c3.18) xal yij xal Ta év adTij épya evpebnoeTat.
[Beloved, this is now the second letter I am writing to you, in which I am stirring
up your sincere mind with a reminder, to remember the predictions of the holy
prophets and the commandment of your apostles of the Lord and Saviour. Know
this, most importantly, that mockers will come, mocking in the last days,
behaving according to their own lust, and saying: “Where is the promise of his
coming? For since the ancestors died, all things remain the same since the
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beginning of creation.” For they ignore this intentionally: that the heavens and
earth had existed out of water and by water long ago by the word of God,
through which, the world at that time was destroyed, by flooding with water; but
the present heavens and earth have been reserved for fire by his word, being kept
for the day of condemnation and destruction of ungodly people. Do not ignore
this one thing, beloved, that from the Lord one day is like a thousand years, and a
thousand years is like a day. The Lord is not late in fulfilling his promise, like
some people think of lateness, but he is patient for the benefit of you, since he
does not want anyone to perish but all to come to repentance. But the day of the
Lord will come like a thief, during which the heavens will pass away with a roar,
the heavenly bodies will be destroyed by burning, and the earth and the works in
it will be exposed.]

In this subsection, there are some recurring and new structural relations. In 3:1,
the clause Oteyelpw Oudv év vmouvyoet has a similar structure as the clause in 1:13. We
can construe that 3:1 also reflects the semantic of the relation [Author-Reminding-
Recipients]. The related relation [Reminding] is strengthened by dmopvyoet (3:1) and
uvadijvar (3:2).

In 3:3, the clause ToliTo mp&iTov yvwoxovtes is exactly the same as the clause in
1:20. They form a new structural pattern of [Mental Process-Phenomenon-
Circumstance] featuring the relation [Know-This-Most Importantly]. From the co-text of
3:3, we know that Tolito is concerned with the mockers coming and their claim. In 1:20,
Tolito is concerned with the origin of a genuine prophecy. From these two commands,
we can see that the most important things are both related to the trueness or lack of
trueness of teachings. Related to this structural relation, the lexical relation [Know] is
strengthened by ywwoxovtes (3:3).

A structure concerning [Actor-Material Process-Scope: Entity] has occurred in
3:5 and 3:8. This structure features the relation [This-Escape-Someone]. In 3:5, it is

about tofito which escapes the mind of false teachers. In 3:8, the author commands the
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recipients to not let Tofito escape their minds. The two instances of Tolito are presented
differently, but essentially both of them are pointing to the fact that the coming of the
Lord is certain.

In 3:3, we can also find the recurring relation of [Certain Ones-Doing-Evil]. The
Actor is éumaixtar and the evil they do are éumatypovij and émbupiag. Related to the
relation [Doing-Evil], the subtype [Sinning Verbally] is strengthened by éumatyuovij and
éumaixtat (3:3). The relation [Being Immoral] is strengthened by émiBupiag (3:3). The
relation [Ungodly] is also strengthened by daoefév (3:7).

A new structural relation concerning a [Medium-Material Process] structure is
formed. It features the relation [Nature-Being Destroyed]. In 3:6, 3:7, and 3:10, the
world at a previous time, the present heavens and earth, and the heavens and the natural
elements are the things being destroyed respectively.?’ Related to this multivariate
structural relation, there is also a covariate structural relation formed. The lexical
relations [Heavens] and [Earth] appear three times each in this subsection and they
always collocate. They occur in 3:5, 3:7, and 3:10. Another occurrence of [Heavens] is
in 1:8 when the author talks about his experience of hearing the voice from heaven. In
this subsection, the author uses the heavens and earth, and the destruction of nature, to
illustrate the Lord will surely come again. Another lexical relation, [Water], is also
related but does not form a collocational relation with [Heavens] and [Earth]. The

relation [Water] is formed by Udatog, Udatos (3:5), and Udatt (3:6).

271n 3:7, the author uses the phrase Tebyoavpiouévor eioiv mupi to describe the process. In 3:10,
the heavens are described as mapeledoovtat. Even though the wordings are different, but we can still
construe the sense of destruction from them.
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Another collocation relation we find is [Punishment] and [Burning/Fire]. In 2:6,
xataotpodi] [Punishment] collocates with Tedppwoag [Burning]. In 3:7, dmwlelag
[Punishment] collocates with mupt [Fire]. It shows that fire is one of the means of
punishment.

There are also some recurring lexical relations that are not related to the above
structural relations. First, the relation [Love] is strengthened by dyamntot (3:1) and
ayamyrol (3:8). The author is trying to show his affection towards the recipients to call
them beloved. Second, the relation [God’s Message] is strengthened by mpoetpyuévwy
pnuatwy (3:2). The author is trying to establish the authority of the things that he is
going to talk about. Third, the relation [Holy] is strengthened by ayiwv (3:2), which is
used to describe prophets. Fourth, a new relation concerning [Promise] is formed by the
lexical items émayyéipata (1:4), émayyeddpevor (2:19), émayyeria (3:4), and
émayyelias (3:9). The use in 1:4 is about the precious and very important promises that
God has granted us. After that, the false teachers give a false promise to their followers
(2:19) and challenge the promise of the coming of the Lord (3:4). In 3:9, the author
refutes the challenge made by the false teachers and starts to defend for the promise of
the Lord’s coming. Fifth, the relation [Die] is strengthened by éxotunbnoav (3:4) and
amoréabat (3:9). The occurrence in 3:4 is about the false teachers challenge that all
things remain the same since the beginning and the ancestors died. After that, the author
uses lexical items from the same semantic area to answer and says that the Lord does not

want anyone to perish. Sixth, the relation [Punishment] is strengthened by amwAeto

(3:6), amwAelas (3:7), and Avbjoetar (3:10). The occurrence in 3:6 is about the world
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being destroyed in the past. Information from ITF is needed for further understanding.
The occurrence in 3:7 is about the destruction of the ungodly people. In 3:10, it is about
the heavenly bodies will be destroyed when the Lord comes. Seventh, the relation
[Keep] is strengthened by Tebnoavpiopévor and typoduevor (3:7) and the relation
[Condemnation] is strengthened by xpigews (3:7). The situation is about things being
kept for the day of condemnation. Finally, a new relation [Patience] is formed by
OTopovyy, Umopovij (1:6), and paxpoBuyel (3:9). The first two are about the good qualities
that Christians should strive for. The last one is used to describe how God is patient.
Concerning axiological stance, the appraisals in this subsection are diverse. In
3:1, in order to prepare for the recipients to accept his reminder, the author uses the
lexical item dyamytoi to remind the recipients of their good relationship. He also uses
the term eidxpwij didvotav to show his appreciation to the recipients. In 3:2, he uses
phrases like aylwv mpodnTdv and T@Y dTosTéAwy HU&Y . . . Tol xuplov xal cwTHpos to
show that the things that he is going to remind the recipients are genuine. In 3:3, he
gives a command and uses the lexical item mpdiTov to emphasize its importance. After
that, he uses a future form to tell that mockers are coming. The appraisals change to the
negative side when he starts to describe the éumaixtat. The content in 3:4 is
heteroglossic as the author is quoting from the mockers. The mockers use questions and
assertions to convince their audience. In 3:5-7, the author uses the changes between the
beginning, the past, and the future states of heavens and earth to prove that the assertions
of the mockers are wrong. This part contains positive appraisals when talking about the
time of creation and negative appraisals when talking about the previous and future

destruction. The author uses the lexical item dyamytol again to remind the recipients of
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their good relationship before he commands them to consider another argument. This
time, the author argues from the point of God. In 3:8-9, the appraisals are mainly
positive. In 3:10, the author uses a series of future forms and negative appraisals to
confirm that the day of the coming of the Lord will surely come, and by then the
heavens, natural elements, and the earth will all be destroyed, and the works of humanity
will be disclosed.

Concerning rhetorical-generic formation, the activity structure can be labelled as
Refuting the Mockers. The RFs are Assertion-Clarification, Command-Projection,
Result-Reason, Assertion-Projection, Assertion-Adversative, and Assertion-Comparison.
The genre elements can be labelled as Commands, Prediction, Mockers’ Questions, and

Author’s Answers.

Letter Body VIII: 3:11-16

The eighth subsection starts from 3:11 and is joined to the previous subsection with the
discourse marker o0v. It consists of eleven clauses. It is about what should be done while
one is awaiting something. The clause ¢3.19 is a summary statement of the last
subsection which starts the commands in this subsection. The clause ¢3.20 is a command
with the form of an interrogative clause, as the result of ¢3.19. The clause c3.21 is the
result of the last part of ¢3.20. The clause ¢3.23 is the adversative of ¢3.21—c3.22. The
clause c3.25 is the result of ¢3.23 and ¢3.27 is the comparison of ¢3.25-3.26.

3:11  (¢3.19) Todtwy 0dy mdvTwy Avoyévwy

(¢3.20) motamodg Oel OTapyewy 7uds év aylaig avaatpodals xat edoefeialg,
3:12  (¢3.20 continue) mpocdoxdvtas & v mapovaiav i Tol Beol nuépag

(c3.21) ot #v odpavol Tupovuevol AubByoovtal
(c3.22) xal ototyela xavoodpeva THxETAL.
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3:13  (c3.23) xawolg 0t obpavols xal xatvyy yiv xata 1a endyyeiuara adtol
TPOTOOXIUEY,

(c3.24) &v ol dixatoatvy xaTouxel.
3:14  (c3.25) A6, ayamntol, Talta TpocdoxdvTes omovdarate Gomidol xal
auwuyToL avTé evpedijval év eipnuy
3:15  (c3.26) xat ™ ol xuplov Nudv paxpobuuliay cwtyplay Nyeiole,

(c3.27) xabawg xal 6 dyamnTos nuév aderdds ITadios xata T dobeloay
a0T@ godlav Eyparpev Huiy,
3:16  (c3.27 continue) &g xal v macals 7l emaTodals AaAdy év adTals mepl
TOUTWY,

(c3.28) &v ais 0T duovéntd TIver,

(c3.29) & oi auabeis xal dotipixtor atpeProlio ag xal Tag Aoimas ypadag
mpds THY {0lay adT@V ATWAEIAY.
[Therefore, since all these things are to be destroyed, what sort of people ought
us to be, with regard to holy conduct and godliness, waiting with apprehension
for the coming of the day of God. Because of which the heavens will be
destroyed by burning and the heavenly bodies are melted by burning. But we are
waiting with apprehension for the new heavens and new earth according to his
promises, in which righteousness dwells. Therefore, beloved, while you are
waiting with apprehension for these things, devote to be found by him at peace,
spotless and blameless, and regard the patience of our Lord as salvation, just as
our beloved brother Paul has also written to you according to the wisdom given
to him, as in all his letters while he speaks about these things; in which there are
something difficult to understand, which the ignorant and unstable people distort,
as they also do the other scriptures, resulting in their own destruction. ]

In this subsection, there are recurring and new structural relations. The relation

[Nature-Being Destroyed] is reinforced by its occurrences in 3:11 and 3:12. In 3:11, the

author says that To0Twv otv mdvtwy Avouévwy, in which all these are referring to the

heavens, the natural elements, and the earth at the end of the previous subsection. In

3:12b, the heavens will be destroyed, and the natural elements are melted by burning,

that is, destroyed. The author uses this as the foundation of his command. Related to this

structural relation, a new lexical relation [Burning] is formed by tedpwoag (2:6),

xavagovpeva (3:10), mupodpevot, and xavaovpeva (3:12). The first one is about Sodom and

Gomarrah, while the others are related to the final destruction of nature. The relation
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[Heavens] is strengthened by odpavot (3:12) and odpavols (3:13). The relation [Earth] is
strengthened by y#v (3:13). This occurrence also collocates with [Heavens].

There is a new repeated structure of [Actor-Material Process-Scope: Entity] in
this subsection. This structure features the relation [Christians-Waiting-Future]. In 3:12,
we are waiting for the coming of the day of the Lord. In 3:13, we are waiting for new
heavens and new earth. In 3:14, you are waiting for these things (new heavens and new
earth). The author is asking the recipients to do good while waiting. Linked to this
structural relation, the lexical relation [Waiting] is formed by mpocdox&vtag (3:12),
mpogdoxdyey (3:13), and mpoodoxdvres (3:14). A related relation [Coming] is also
formed by mapovaiav (1:16), mapovaiag (3:4), and mapovaiav (3:12). They are used to
refer to the Coming of the Lord that Christians are waiting for. The relation [Righteous]
is strengthened by dixatogtvy (3:13). The author tells us that righteous dwells in the new
heavens and new earth.

Another new repeated structure is [Sayer-Verbal-Receiver]. It features the
relation [Apostle-Writing-Recipients]. In 3:15, the author mentions that Paul has written
to the recipients. He uses this to compare with his own act of writing (3:1). He attempts
to further justify what he is writing so that it can be more convincing to the recipients.
Related to this structural relation, the lexical relation [Give] is strengthened by dobeioay
(3:15). This instance also reinforces the structural relation [God-Giving-Christians-
Precious Things], while the precious thing is wisdom. The author is telling the recipients
that Paul wrote letters to the believers according to the wisdom given to him.

The relation [Evil Doers-Being Punished] is reinforced in 3:16. Even though the

structure of this is different, & ol duafeis xat domipieror atperolio dg xal Tag Aotmag
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ypadag can be construed as [Evil Doers] (Certain Ones Doing Evil), and mpos v idiav
avT@v amwleav as [Being Punished]. Related to this structural relation, the lexical
relation [Punishment] is strengthened by Avopévwy (3:11), Avbnoovtar (3:12), and
amwletay (3:16).

There are also some recurring and new lexical relations which are not related to
the above structural relations. The relation [Holy] is strengthened by ayiais (3:11),
domidot and auwuntot (3:14). They are all used to describe the characters that the author
asks the recipients to attain. The relation [Godly] is strengthened by edoefeiag (3:11). It
also refers to the characters that Christians should attain. The relation [Promise] is
strengthened by émayyeluata (3:13). This promise is about new heavens and new earth.
The relation [Love] is also strengthened by ayamyroi (3:14) and dyamytds (3:15). The
author uses them to address the recipients and describe Paul. It shows the good
relationship between them all. The relation [Being Eager] is strengthened by omovdacarte
(3:14). The author commands the recipients to be eager to achieve good qualities. The
relation [Patience] is also strengthened by paxpofupiav (3:15). The author brings up the
discussion of the patience of the Lord again and asks the recipients to consider it as
salvation. Concerning the lexical item cwtnpiav (3:15), it is the only occurrence.
However, the word Saviour occurs several times. It adds to the importance of cwtyplav,
and the importance of considering the Lord’s patience as salvation. A new relation
[Unstable] is formed by dobeloav (2:14), dvaxdudar (2:21), and dothpixtot (3:16). They

are about unstable people lured by false teachers (2:14), returning to their former state
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(2:21), and distorting God’s word and result in destruction (3:16). The relation [God’s
Message] is strengthened by ypadas (3:16).

Concerning axiological stance, the appraisals in this subsection are diverse.
When the author is talking about the destruction of the nature, it reflects negative
appraisals. When the author is commanding the recipients to achieve some goals, the
appraisals are positive since the goals are good. When the author talks about waiting, the
lexical item reflects the connotation of waiting with apprehension. It reflects a negative
yet positive sense: while the process is difficult, the result is good. When the author talks
about the good things in the future, the appraisals are good. The author’s impression on
Paul is also positive, except that some of his writing is difficult. Finally, concerning the
people who distorted Paul’s letter and scripture, the appraisals are negative.

Concerning rhetorical-generic formation, the activity structure can be labelled as
Advice for the Time of Waiting. The RFs are Reason-Result, Assertion-Adversative, and
Command-Comparison. The genre elements can be labelled as Commands, Christian

Anticipation, and Comparison.

Letter Body IX: 3:17-18a
The final subsection of the letter body includes 3:17—18a and is joined to the previous
subsection with discourse marker odv and the lexical item dyamyrol. It consists of three
clauses. Based on the previous discussion, the author gives a concluding exhortation in
this subsection. The clause ¢3.30 is a command which stems from the conclusion of the

previous discussion. The clause ¢3.31 states the negative side of the purpose of
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following the command. The clause ¢3.32 provides the variation of ¢3.31, which is the
positive side of the purpose.

3:17  (¢3.30) Oueis odv, dyamyrol, mpoywwaxovtes dpuldooeade,
(c3.31) va un Tfj T@v dBéopwy mAavy cuvamayBévres éxméonte Tol idlov

amypLyuod,
3:18a (c3.32) ad&dvete 0% év xdpiTt xal Yvwoet Tod xupiou MUY xal cwTiipos
‘Inool Xprotol.

[You, therefore, beloved, since you know this in advance, keep close watch, lest
you fall from your own steadfastness, being led astray by the deception of the
lawless people, but grow in grace and knowledge of our Lord and Saviour Jesus
Christ.]

In this subsection, there is no recurring or new structural relation. There are,
however, a few recurring lexical relations. First, the relation [Love] is strengthened by
ayamyrol (3:17). The author emphasizes his good relationship with the recipients before
he gives a command. Second, the relation [Know] is strengthened by mpoytvwoxovteg
(3:17). Twice, the author has asked the recipients to know. Now, he gives the command
on the basis of the knowledge. He tells the recipients to take action since they already
know about the false teachers. Third, the relation [Guard] is strengthened by ¢uAdcaeabe
(3:17). When the author wants to talk about the positive sense of guard and protection,
he uses the lexical item ¢pvAdoow (2:5, 3:17). When he wants to talk about the negative
sense of guarding prisoners or keeping for judgements, he uses the lexical item Tnpéw
(2:4,2:9, 2:17, 3:7). Fourth, the relation [Lawless] is strengthened by a8éouwy (3:17).
Fifth, the relation [Deception] is strengthened by mAdvy (3:17). Sixth, the relation
[Unstable] is strengthened by cuvamayfévtes (3:17). These three are related to the things

that the recipients have to avoid. Finally, the relation [Knowledge] is strengthened by
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yvwaet (3:18). This is one of the things that the author hopes the recipients to grow as
they guard themselves.

Concerning axiological stance, the author shows his affection using dyamy ol
(3:17). Then he asks the recipients to guard themselves. It reflects positive appraisals
since it seems that the author uses ¢puAdaoow to present positive connotation. The author
expresses that the purpose of doing this is so that they will not be led astray and go back
to deception and lawless life. Instead, they should continue to be steadfast (3:17), and
grow in grace and knowledge (3:18). The purposes that the author wants them to achieve
reflect positive appraisals and the things he wants them to avoid show negative
appraisals. Since these purposes have the connotation of projection, it depends on
whether the recipients follow the command to guard themselves closely and grow in
grace and knowledge.

Concerning rhetorical-generic formation, the activity structure can be labelled as
Exhortation. The RFs are Command-Purpose and Adversative-Variation. The genre

elements can be labelled as Command.

Closing Address: 3:18b
The last clause (in 3:18b) is the closing address of doxology. It consists of one clause.

3:18b (¢3.33) adtd % 06&a xal viv xal eis Yuépav aidvos, Guny.

[To him be the glory both now and to the day of eternity, amen. ]

This is a very concise closing address. It contains one simple clause (not a
complex one). Nevertheless, one new lexical relation is formed. The relation [Glory] is

formed by 36y (1:3), 86&av (1:17), and 06&a (3:18). All these things point to the glory of
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God: God called us by his glory (1:3), Jesus received glory from God (1:17), and a
doxology giving glory to God (3:18).

Concerning axiological stance, the author is giving glory to God. Thus, the text
shows positive appreciation. Even though the clause is short, the author uses terms like
eternity and amen to increase the force of the doxology.

Concerning rhetorical-generic formation, since this part is the closing, the
activity structure can be labelled as Letter Closing,?® like what we have done in the
analysis of Jude. The RF is not really a RF since it has only one clause, but it can be

labelled as Discourse Closing, while Exaltation is the genre element.

Thematic Formations, Axiological Stance, and Rhetorical Formations of 2 Peter
The sections above have examined each subsection of the discourse in 2 Peter. The
following will provide a summary of the areas of thematic formations, axiological
stance, and rhetorical-generic formations according to the analyses in the above

sections.?’

Thematic Formations of 2 Peter
There are a number of multivariate structural relations that form thematic formations
(TFs) in 2 Peter. Most of the TFs, however, are local but not global TFs. There are seven

TFs that appear in more than one subsection in 2 Peter, while ten TFs are local TFs that

28 Even though this letter closing has a different form than a typical Greco-Roman letter, it still
belongs to the same activity structure as the closing address of a letter. For the closing address of a typical
Greco-Roman letter, see White, “Ancient Greek Letters,” 88-96.

2 See Appendix 6 for the charts of the summary of multivariate structural relations, lexical-
taxonomic relations, covariate structural relations, and rhetorical-generic formations of 2 Peter.
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have only occurred in one subsection. However, even though some TFs appear across
the discourse boundaries, most of them do not appear across the three chapters of the
book.

Among the seven TFs that have occurred in more than one subsection, there is
only one TF (including its transitive and ergative instances) that appears in all three
chapters. The TF [God-Giving-Christians-Precious Things] appears four times across all
three chapters. It shows that the author cares about the relationship between the
recipients and God so he emphasizes the fact that God gives precious things to
Christians.

There are two TFs that frequently occur (twelve times each) and the two of them
are closely related. They are [The Lord-Punishing-Evil Doers] (combined with its
ergative instance) and [Certain Ones-Doing-Evil].*® This phenomenon indicates that the
problem about evil doers is the most pressing topic to communicate to the recipients.
The author also wants to ensure that the recipients know that these evil doers will be
punished. There are two things worth noticing concerning these two TFs. First, although
the problem of evil doers is important, the author does not address it right away at the
beginning of the letter. Instead, the first explicit mentioning of evil doers only appears in
2:1. Second, the evil doers which are contemporary to 2 Peter are only limited to three

types: the false teachers, their followers, and the mockers, while the mockers are

30 The difference between the two is about the [Punishing] part. If a clause mentioning evil doers
has talked about the punishment as well, it is categorized in [The Lord-Punishing-Evil Doers]. If a clause
has only talked about what evil those people have done and does not mentioned about punishment, it is
categorized in [Certain Ones-Doing-Evil].
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probably referring to the false teachers as well.?! It is clear that the false teachers are a
serious problem that needs to be addressed.

There are four other TFs that occur in more than one subsection. First, the TF
[Author-Reminding-Recipients] implies that the author is not writing something new,
but something the recipients already know. Second, the TF [Know-This-Most
Importantly] only appears twice. The relation is used when the author wants the
recipients to pay special attention. Although the author tells the recipients to know, it
does not necessarily mean that the recipients did not have previous knowledge. Third,
the TF [Nature-Being Destroyed] is used to describe what will happen when the day of
the coming of the Lord has come. The discussion is used to refute the mockers claim.
Fourth, the TF [Apostle-Writing-Recipients] occurs only twice. It compares the author’s
act of letter writing with Paul’s. The author uses this comparison to justify his
arguments.

There are ten TFs that occur locally in one subsection of 2 Peter. The TFs
[Christians-Adding-Good Quality-In Good Quality], [Good Quality-Belonging-
Christians] (only twice), [Bad Christians-Being-Not Able to Understand] (only twice),
and [God’s Message-Happened-By an Agent] are in 2 Pet 1. The author first
concentrates on asking the recipients to develop their own Christian qualities. Those
who do not do so are Christians who cannot understand. The author tells the recipients
the nature of genuine prophesy. He put emphasis on the development of Christians’
characters and knowledge, before he introduces the false teachers and refutes their false

claims. The TFs [Exist-False Leaders-Among People] (only twice), [The Lord-

31 Both Bauckham and Davids, among others, believe that the mockers are the false teachers. See
Bauckham, Jude-2 Peter, 282, and Davids, 2 Peter and Jude Handbook, 92.
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Rescuing-Righteous Ones], [Someone-Controlled-By Something] (only twice), and
[Animal-Return-To Dirty Place] (only twice) are in 2 Pet 2. After the introduction of the
existence of false teachers, the author makes a comparison between punishing the evil
doers and rescuing the righteous ones. Although the TFs concerning evil doers are very
strong, the author still wants to make sure that the recipients realize that the Lord is also
rescuing righteous people. The last two TFs in 2 Pet 2 are the explanation and
illustration concerning the situation of the ones who do evil and go back to their
previous worldly life. In 2 Pet 3, the TF [This-Escape-Someone] is used to point out the
wrong view of the mockers and reminds the recipients not to ignore the important facts
which show that the mockers are wrong. The TF [Christians-Waiting-Future] is used to
remind the recipients that as they are waiting for the coming of the Lord (although the
mockers say that it is not happening), they have to devote themselves to the act of being
holy and godly.

From all these TFs formed by multivariate structural relations, we can
summarize the flow of 2 Peter as follows: The author first encourages the recipients to
have good Christian character to prepare for the upcoming message. He tells the
recipients that there will be false teachers just like there were false prophets. However,
God will punish the evil doers but rescue the righteous ones, just like God has done
before. After that, the author reveals the evil things that the false teachers do and the
false teaching that they teach. In the end, the author refutes false teaching and
encourages the recipients to live a righteous life as they wait for the coming of the

Lord.??

32 This finding concurs with the opinion of Callan. He thinks that the main purpose of 2 Peter is
to argue against those who denied that Jesus would come again (3:4-10). The earlier part of the letter
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Other than the multivariate structural relations listed above, there are also a few
covariate structural relations of collocation in 2 Peter. Most of them only occur twice.
First, [Holy] collocates with [God’s Message-Happened-By an Agent], reflecting the
holiness of God’s message. Second, [Keep/Guard] collocates with [Darkness], reflecting
keeping/guarding under darkness is one of the punishments. Third, [Escaping] collocates
with émbupuia, reflecting someone escaping worldly life can be either escaping from lust
or lure by lust. Fourth, [Heavens] collocates with [Earth] four times. It is a common
collocation in the Old Testament, representing the world of nature. Finally,
[Punishment] collocates with [Burning/Fire], reflecting burning/fire is one of the ways
of punishing.

Concerning the lexical-taxonomic relations formed in 2 Peter, it can be divided
into three categories. First, there are lexical relations that are related to God and angels.
They are [Power], [God’s Message], [Holy],*? [Give], [Patience],** [Coming], and
[Glory]. Second, some lexical relations are related to people of God like the author, the
recipients, the ancient good examples, and Paul. They are [Knowledge], [Know],
[Godly], [Love], [Reminding], [Live], [Being Eager], [Holy], [Light], [Save],
[Righteous], [Patience], and [Waiting]. Third, some lexical relations are related to evil
doers like the false teachers and their followers, the mockers, and the ancient bad
examples. They are [Ungodly], [Die], [Darkness], [Condemnation], [Punishment], [Sin],

[Unrighteous], [Follow], [Being Immoral], [Sinning Verbally], [Deception], [Lawless],

functions as the preparation. Especially in 2:1—3:3, the author criticized the false teaching and immoral
behaviour of the false teachers. See Callan, “Use of Jude,” 43—44 (see also Bauckham, Jude-2 Peter, 154—
57; Watson, Invention, 81-83).

33 The lexical relation [Holy] is linked to both God and people of God.

34 The lexical relation [Patience] is linked to both God and people of God.
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[Burning/ Fire], and [Unstable]. Among these relations, the relation [Follow] is linked to
the evil doers and looks a little bit strange. In fact, they are used to describe following
myths, licentiousness, human nature (flesh), the way of Balaam, and the things related to
the previous worldly life. The author warns the recipients lest they follow the wrong way
of life or wrong examples. Apart from the above three categories, some relations are
linked to both good and bad people or are neutral. They are [Speak], [True/False],
[Keep/Guard], [Animal], [Escaping], [Slave], [Promise], [Heavens], [Earth], and
[Water]. Among all the lexical relations, there are some of them that have created
relatively strong ties.>> They are [Knowledge], [Know], [Love], [Holy], [Punishment],
[Being Immoral], and [Sinning Verbally]. This list shows that there are relatively strong

ties among diverse kinds of semantic domains.

Axiological Stance of 2 Peter
The axiological stance concerning appraisals is quite clear in 2 Peter. As we can see
from the list of lexical relations in the previous section, the descriptions concerning
people and things related to God reflect positive appraisals, while the descriptions
concerning the evil doers reflect negative appraisals.

There are several clauses in 2 Peter that are heteroglossic. In 1:17, the author
quotes the voice from the heavens concerning Jesus receiving honour from God. This
heterogloss confirms the status of Jesus as the Lord. It also confirms the status of the
author himself as one of the eyewitnesses. In this way, he validates his testimony. In

2:22, the author quotes two proverbs to support his argument that returning to their

35 Those relations that have occurred eight times or more. This number of eight is just relative, so
that we can get a reasonable number of strong ties within this discourse.
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previous unclean way of life is a bad idea. In 3:4, the author quotes the mockers’
accusation concerning the coming of the Lord. This is a heterogloss that carries
viewpoints different from the author’s. The mockers are questioning the delay of the
coming of the Lord and claim that the world has never changed. Therefore, the author is
trying to refute this heterogloss in 3:5-10.

Concerning speech functions, there are several commands in 2 Peter. There is a
series of commands in 1:5—7 and a follow up command in 1:10. The author commands
the recipients to try to achieve several good qualities and provides the reason for doing
so. In 1:15, although the clause structure is an assertion, it functions like a command,
asking the recipients to always remember the things that he is going to say. In 1:20 and
3:3, where the two clauses are the same, the author uses a commanding participle to ask
the recipients to pay special attention to the things that he is going to say. In 3:2, the
author again asks the recipients to remember. In 3:8, the author asks the recipients not to
ignore the facts that can refute the false claim of the mockers. In 3:11, although the
clause structure is not a command, the author implies that the recipients should be holy
and godly. In 3:14-15, the author asks the recipients to devote themselves to be spotless
and blameless. He also asks them to appreciate the patience of the Lord. The author asks
the recipients to guard themselves closely (3:17) and grow in grace and knowledge
(3:18a). These commands can be summarized into two categories. One group asks the
recipients to remember the things that he teaches. The other group asks the recipients to
grow in Christian character, be godly, and guard themselves closely. However, as we
know, since these are commands in a letter, we do not know whether the recipients will
follow the commands or not. This is the reason why the author uses multiple supporting

arguments to bolster his requests.
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In addition to the commands, the author also uses several purpose clauses and
future forms to express projection. The future forms are pointing to things that are more
likely to happen. Concerning the purpose clauses, it depends on the recipients’ action. If

they are doing what the author says, the purpose clause will become true.

Rhetorical Formations of 2 Peter
Second Peter has the format of a Greco-Roman letter with letter opening, letter body,
and letter closing. This study traces the change of major participants, the use of
discourse markers, and the logical flow to determine the discourse boundaries and
identifies nine subsections within the letter body.

When the activity structure of each subsection is traced on the letter, the
structural organization of the letter emerges. After the letter opening, the author first
expresses a series of exhortation and provides reason for it. The author believes that no
matter what challenges the recipients are facing, developing their own Christian
characters is essential. He tells the recipients that it is important for him to remind them
because he is going to die soon. He defends the authority of his own testimony and the
prophecy that he has taught them. It seems that he wants to set the right track for the
recipients, so that when he is no longer there the recipients can have a way to
differentiate between true and false prophecy and teachings. He warns them that there
will be false teachers. He uses an extended conditional sentence to show that the Lord
knows to punish the evil doers and rescue the righteous ones. By doing this, he presents
the two roads that will lead to very different outcomes. He presents the sins of the false
teachers and pronounces the punishment that the false teachers and their followers will

have. After that, he introduces the mockers’ claims and refutes them. He describes the
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mocking in detail. It implies that the mockers are already present in their midst. Since
the coming of the Lord will surely come, he asks the recipients to live a godly and holy
life while they wait for that day. He gives the final exhortation that echoes with what he
has previously mentioned in the letter. He then uses a doxology to close the letter.

Concerning RFs, the author uses multiple instances of Reason-Result, Command,
Adversative, Quotation, Comparison, and Clarification. He also uses Reason-Purpose
and Variation to express his arguments, along with an extended conditional clause to
present his point. From the RFs that he has used, it is obvious that he likes to use
arguments and counter-arguments to present his points, as well as use examples and
quotation to support his arguments.

Concerning genre elements, the author invokes a variety of genre elements. They
include genre elements targeting a positive kind of Christian life like presenting the
Foundation, Christian Anticipation, Command, Appealing to Authority, and Simile.
There are also other genre elements related to a negative kind of way of life that the
recipients have to avoid. They include genre elements like Specification of Sins,
Denunciation, Example, Proverb, and Debate. The author presents two ways of life and
asks the recipients to choose the good one that leads to growth in the grace and

knowledge of the Lord.



CHAPTER 5: AN INTERTEXTUAL ANALYSIS BETWEEN JUDE AND 2 PETER

This chapter will evaluate the relationship between Jude and 2 Peter. First, we will
compare the data produced in Chapter 3 and 4. Second, we will compare the thematic
formations, axiological stance, and rhetorical formations to see their similarities and
differences. Finally, we will examine the textual arguments used by scholars to describe

their relationships and dialogue with them according to our findings.

A Comparison of Thematic Formations
Concerning thematic formations, there will be a comparison between the TFs formed by
multivariate structural relations and covariate structural relations. The lexical-taxonomic
relations as well as the sematic domains involved in the two books will also be
compared.
The following chart demonstrates the comparison of the TTFs formed by

multivariate structural relations:

Jude 2 Peter

The Lord-Punishing-Evil Doers (4x) The Lord-Punishing-Evil Doers (6x)
(and its ergative instance, 5x) (and its ergative instance, 6x)
Certain Ones-Doing-Evil (6x) Certain Ones-Doing-Evil (12x)
Recipients of Letter-Well Treated- God-Giving-Christians-Precious Things
By/For God (2x) (4x)

Author-Writing-Recipients (2x) Apostle-Writing-Recipients (2x)
Opposing-Authorities (3x) (1x, 2:10)

Certain Ones-Following-Bad Example (1x, 2:15)

(3x)

Someone-Foretelling-Evil Doers (3x) (1x, 3:2-3)
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(1x,v.5) Author-Reminding-Recipients (4x)

/ Christians-Adding-Good Quality-In Good
Quality (7x)

/ Good Quality-Belonging-Christians (2x)
/ Bad Christians-Being-Not Able to
Understand (2x)

/ God’s Message-Happened-By an Agent
(5x)

Exist-False Leaders-Among People (2x)
The Lord-Rescuing-Righteous Ones (3x)
Someone-Controlled-By Something (2x)
Animal-Return-To Dirty Place (2x)
Know-This-Most Importantly (2x)
This-Escape-Someone (2x)
Nature-Being Destroyed (7x)
Christians-Waiting-Future (3x)

Table 5.1. A comparison of the TTFs formed by multivariate structural relations

~ T~ T~ T~~~

The two TTFs that occur most frequently are the same in the two books. These
intertextual thematic formations (ITFs) forms a good base in explaining the similarities
between the two books. When a multivariate structural relation consists of the same or
similar participants and the same or similar process, the repeated occurrences of the
relation are easy for people to remember. The two ITFs that occur most frequently in the
two books reflect the situations that the two Christian communities are facing. First,
people who engage in evil behaviour have joined the two communities. Second, the Lord
will punish these evil doers.

As Christian letters, it is a usual phenomenon to have TFs concerning letter
writing in Jude and 2 Peter: the author writing to the recipients, the author reminding the
recipients, and the recipients are loved by God. The chart also shows that the TFs in
Jude have all appeared in 2 Peter, even though some of them only appear once and do
not form TFs in 2 Peter. These ITFs add to the sense of similarity between the two

books. The TTFs in Jude that also appear once in 2 Peter reflect that there are some
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similarities concerning the situation of the evil doers. There was someone who already
foretold the appearance of the evil doers. The evil doers commit the evil act of opposing
the authorities. These evil doers also follow the evil examples of individuals from the
past.

There are some TTFs (mostly local TTFs) in 2 Peter that do not exist in Jude.
This phenomenon, however, is easy to understand, as 2 Peter is much longer than Jude
and it is normal that it covers more TTFs. Even though we can expect more TTFs in 2
Peter and these TTFs are mostly local, those TTFs that have occurred a number of times,
or are interrelated, are still worth noticing. They reflect some unique characteristics of 2
Peter. The author urges his recipients to have good Christians qualities and gives them a
list of qualities to follow. The author is concerned about the recipients’ behaviour in the
world.

The TTF concerning the Lord rescuing righteous people is an important TTF in 2
Peter as it contrasts with the TF concerning the Lord punishing evil doers. Since the TF
concerning the Lord punishing evil doers is important in 2 Peter and the author has
intentionally contrasted the two notions together, it shows that the TTF concerning the
Lord rescuing righteous people is also important. Unlike many ITFs between Jude and 2
Peter, this TTF does not talk about the evil doers. it talks about the recipients. The
contrast between the two TFs shows that the author wants the recipients to choose
carefully between following the example of evil doers and following the example of
righteous people. The TTF concerning the Lord rescuing righteous people may also be
seen as something related to good Christian qualities. If the recipients have good
Christian qualities, they are probably behaving in a righteous way, meaning that they

will also be rescued by the Lord.
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The author has mentioned that there are false leaders among the communities,
just as there were false prophets among the people of God. The author warns about false
leaders, not merely false Christians in general. This TTF only occurs in 2 Peter, but
never in Jude. It reflects the fact that the recipients of 2 Peter are facing false teachers
that may lead them astray, while the recipients of Jude are facing false Christians that
behave and speak in a wrongful way. The author of Jude never calls those evil doers
teachers or prophets.

The notion that nature will be destroyed is used as the reason to ask the recipients
to wait for the day of the coming of the Lord. The author emphasizes this idea a lot near
the end of the letter. The author is concerned about the recipients’ behaviour as they wait
for the coming of the Lord.

The TTFs that are unique to 2 Peter demonstrate that the author cares about the
recipients’ behaviour in the world. He reminds them that the Lord will rescue the
righteous people and asks them to be holy and godly while waiting for the coming of the
Lord. The evil doers are not fellow Christians, but false teachers who may lead other
Christians astray.

The following chart demonstrates the comparison of the TTFs formed by

covariate structural relations:

Jude 2 Peter

[Keep/Guard], [Darkness], [Eternal] (2x) | [Keep/Guard], [Darkness] (2x)

[Punishment/Save], [Fire] (2x) [Punishment], [Fire/Burning] (2x)

[Eternal], [Punishment/Live] (4x) /

[Supernatural Beings], /

[The Lord-Punishing-Evil Doers] (2x)

[Keep/Guard], [Love] (2x) /

/ [Holy], [God’s Message-Happened-By an
Agent] (2x)
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/ [Escaping], émbupia (2X)
/ [Heavens], [Earth] (4x)
Table 5.2. A comparison of the TTFs formed by covariate structural relations

There are same or similar covariate structural TTFs between Jude and 2 Peter
which explains the sense of similarity between the two books. The collocation of
[Keep/Guard] and [Darkness], as well as [Punishment/Save] and [Fire/Burning]
increases the sense of similarity. There are also some distinctive TTFs formed in each
book. They show that the two authors have some distinct foci even though there are a lot
of similarities.

Concerning lexical-taxonomic relations, there are 15 relations that are the same,
9 relations only occur in Jude, and 30 only in 2 Peter.! For semantic sub-domains, there
are 118 in common, 45 unique for Jude, and 119 for 2 Peter.

Concerning the semantic domains like “Know,” “Think,” “Communication,”
“Guide, Discipline, Follow,” “Control, Rule,” “Hostility, Strife,” “Value,” and “Moral
and Ethical Qualities and Related Behavior,” one thing worth noticing is that they have
more unique sub-domains than common ones between the two books. In addition, the
semantic domains “Learn,” “Understand,” and “Help, Care For” are unique for 2 Peter.
These semantic domains contribute to the semantic meaning that the authors are trying
to communicate. This phenomenon signals the significant differences between the two
books concerning the problems they are dealing with. The great difference between them
should not be ignored.

There are a number of unique sub-domains for either/both of the two books

concerning domains that are used for expressing imageries and examples, movements

! For the comparison of lexical-taxonomic relations and semantic sub-domains, see Appendix 7.
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and space, and textual relations. Since 2 Peter is much longer than Jude, it is logical that
its text involves more semantic sub-domains. Therefore, this study will only list the
domains that have sub-domains that are unique for Jude. Domains that have sub-
domains that are used for expressing imageries and examples and are unique for Jude
include “Geographical Objects and Features,” “Plants,” “Artifacts,” and “Agriculture.”
Domains that have sub-domains that are used for expressing movements and space and
are unique for Jude include “Linear Movement,” “Attachment,” “Spatial Positions,” and
“Existence in Space.” Domains that have sub-domains that are used for expressing
textual relations and are unique for Jude include “Relations,” “Case,” and “Discourse
Markers.” These kinds of semantic domains may not provide a significant contribution
to the semantics of the two discourses, but they may infer the differences in the writing
style between the two texts. If two literarily dependent texts are anticipated to show a
high degree of similarities in these areas, our findings here are contrary to this
impression concerning literary dependency.

To sum up, there are important ITFs between the two books that create the sense
of similarities, making the two of them important intertexts of each other. There are also
significant differences in TTFs, lexical-taxonomic relations, and semantic sub-domains

used between them. These should not be ignored.

A Comparison of Axiological Stance
Concerning axiological stance, the appraisals are very similar in the two books. They
both show positive appraisals towards God, the recipients, and the relationships between
them. Second Peter also shows positive appraisals towards the ancient godly people and

Paul. Using godly people as positive examples is unique to 2 Peter. The author wants to
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encourage the recipients to be godly through these positive appraisals. The two books
also show negative appraisals towards the false believers/teachers and ancient evil
people. The two books showing similar appraisals is not a surprising phenomenon since
both of these books are Christian letters. This phenomenon has also contributed to the
sense of similarity between the two books.

Both Jude and 2 Peter have used heteroglossic material in them. In Jude, all of
the heteroglosses are used to support the author’s arguments. In 2 Peter, most of the
heteroglosses are also used to support the author’s argument, except the last quotation:
In 3:4, the mockers’ words are recorded. This heteroglossic quotation is the material that
the author refutes in 3:5-10. In this way, the author of 2 Peter brings other voices and
provides arguments to refute them. He presents these to the recipients so that they can
truly think about it and decide on what they should do.

Concerning speech function, both Jude and 2 Peter use commands to tell their
audiences about the right things to do. However, issuing commands in a letter is not a
guarantee that the recipients will follow the commands given. The authors of both Jude
and 2 Peter use numerous illustrations and arguments to convince the recipients to
follow their advice.

Both Jude and 2 Peter use grammars that show a projected realm. Within the
letter body, Jude uses an optative form (v. 9) and a future form (v. 18) to grammaticalize
projection. Second Peter, on the other hand, uses subjunctive forms (1:4; 1:10; 3:17),
future forms (1:11; 1:12; twice in 2:1; twice in 2:2; 2:3; 2:12; 3:3; four times in 3:10;

3:12), and BouAdpevos with infinitives (3:9) to grammaticalize projection. It seems that
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the author of 2 Peter is readier to present a projected realm, and that the two authors

show different writing styles in their discourses.

A Comparison of Rhetorical Formations

Both Jude and 2 Peter, then, have the format of Greco-Roman letters with letter opening,
letter body, and letter closing. As Christian letters written by church leaders to the
congregations, there is a certain degree of similarity between them, especially when
there are same or similar ITFs common to the two letters.

This study has located some possible discourse boundaries and has divided the
two discourses into subsections to provide a better understanding. We have also
proposed activity structures, RFs, and genre elements for different subsections.

The following chart demonstrates the comparison of the activity structures:

Jude 2 Peter

Letter Opening Letter Opening

/ Exhortation with Reasons

Introduction to Letter Body | Urgency of the Reminder

/ Defending the Authority of Testimony and Prophecy
Denounce with Examples | Warning Against False Teachers

Woe Oracle God’s Punishment and Rescue

Quoting Prophecy Description and Denunciation of False Teacher
Quoting Prophecy Refuting the Mockers

/ Adpvice for the Time of Waiting

Exhortation Exhortation

Letter Closing Letter Closing

Table 5.3. A comparison of the activity structures
Even though we cannot directly compare two sets of activity structures, we can
still construe some differences between the two letters. In Jude, most of the attention has

been put on the evil doers. In 2 Peter, other than the discussion of evil doers, the author
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knowledge of the recipients.

The following chart demonstrates the comparison of RFs:
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Jude

2 Peter

Discourse Opening

Discourse Opening

Result-Reason

Result-Reason

Reason-Result

Reason-Result

/

Assertion-Adversative

/

Adversative-Variation

Examples-Comparison

/

/

Example-Adversative

/ Assertion-Comparison

/ Comparison-Elaboration
Quotation-Comparison /

/ Assertion-Quotation

Commands-Means

/

Reason-Command

Command-Reason

Command-Comparison

Command-Purpose

Command-Projection

Assertion-Projection

Condition-Positive

~ T~~~ T~~~

Assertion-Clarification

Discourse Closing

Discourse Closing

Table 5.4. A comparison of RFs

Jude and 2 Peter have some common RFs and there are some components of the

RFs (e.g., Comparison, Example) that are often repeated. All these recurring

components of the RFs may account for the sense of similarity between the two books.

However, there are some differences between the RFs of these two books. The author of

2 Peter tends to use more logical relations in his arguments, while Jude uses more

Examples/Quotation-Comparison.
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Jude 2 Peter

Address Address

Greeting Greeting

Introduction /

Writing Reason Writing Reason
Examples Examples (and Inference)
Specification of Sins Specification of Sins
Denunciation Denunciation
Prophecy Prediction

Commands Commands

/ Foundation of Christian Life
/ Christian Anticipation
/ Proofs

/ Appealing to Authority
/ Simile

/ Proverb

/ Mockers’ Questions

/ Author’s Answers

/ Comparison

Wish /

Exaltation Exaltation

Table 5.5. A comparison of genre elements

Although 2 Peter covers most of the genre elements that Jude has, there are two

elements at the beginning and the end that 2 Peter has not used. First, 2 Peter does not

provide a general introduction of the letter at the beginning, although it has provided the

reason for writing the letter. Second, 2 Peter does not have the part that wishes the

recipients well at the end of the letter. It only has the exaltation. We can see that Jude,

the shorter letter, has these two genre elements while 2 Peter, the longer one, does not

have them. It should not be surprising if the two books are two independent texts, since

every author has their own writing habit. It is interesting, however, if the two books are

literarily dependent. If 2 Peter uses Jude, why would it omit these two parts that may
help the readers to navigate the letter and help strengthen the author-recipients

relationship? If Jude uses 2 Peter, why would it add these two parts even though the
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author intends it to be a short letter? To sum up, even though 2 Peter has shown most of
the RFs and genre elements that Jude has, the two books still show significant

differences in style and focus.

An Examination of Previous Textual Arguments
We have already compared the similarities and differences of thematic formations,
axiological stance, and rhetorical-generic formations of Jude and 2 Peter according to
our findings in the previous sections. This section will examine the textual arguments
concerning the similarities between the two books that scholars have proposed. These
textual arguments can be summarized in two categories: verbal similarities and the use

of ancient examples.

Verbal Similarities
The following is a list of material that is seen as shared by Jude and 2 Peter.” We are

going to look at them in Greek so that we can truly see their similarities and differences:

Jude? 2 Peter

v. 2 E\eog Uuly xal elpnvy xal ayamy 1:2 xaptg Dulv xat eipnvy mAnbuvbely év

mAnbuveiy émyvwaoel Tol Beol xal ‘Incol Xptotol Tol
xuplou YUV

v. 3 méoay gmoudyy motodpevos Tod 1:5 gmoudyy mloay mapELTEVEYRQVTES

ypadet Ouly ETLY0pNYNTATE €V Tf MaTEL VPGV THY
QpeTV

2 The list here has combined the list from different scholars. See Callan, “Second Peter,” 141-42;
Callan, “Use of Jude,” 42—64; Davids, Theology, 204-8; Giese, 2 Peter and Jude, 4; Hultin, “Literary
Relationships,” 27-30; and Mathews, “Literary Relationship,” 51-64. Most of the markers that highlight
the similarities are adopted from Hultin, “Literary Relationships,” 27-30. For a more detailed examination
of each correspondence between Jude and 2 Peter, see Callan, “Use of Jude,” 42—64; Mathews, “Literary
Relationship,” 51-64; and Watson, Invention, 172—87, among others.

* In order to provide a concise overview of the comparison between the forms of the two texts,
we are not providing translation here. For the translation of the passages, please refer back to the
discussion in Chapters 3 and 4.
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v. 3 1§} dma& mapadobeioy Tois dylow
mioTEL

2:21 7ij¢ mapadobeions adtols aylag
EvToAdis

4 A b4
v. 4 mapelgeduaay yap Tives Gvbpwmot . . .
TOV wévov JeaméTYY xal xVpLov N
‘Inaoliv Xplotov dpvovyevol

2:1 év Opiv Eoovtat Yeudodtddoxadot,
olTIveg TapelTasouaty aipéaelg

amwlelag . . . xal TOV dyopacavta adTovg
deamoTNY Gpvouuevol

v. 5 Ymouvijoat 0¢ buds Bovropal, eldétag
Opds mavta

1:12 peddjow det vubc dmoutuvnoxety
mepl TOUTWY xaimep giddTag

V. 6 dyyéloug Te ToUg un TpRoavtag Ty
EQUTRY GpxNY GAAG amoMTévTas To 0tov
olunThplov gig xplow peyains Nuépag
deauoic didiotg o {Sdov TeThpnXEY

2:4 Ei yap 6 Oeog dyyéAwy apaptoavtwy
obx édeloato aAla aipoic* {bdou
TAPTAPWIAS TAPEOWXEY EiC XplaLY
xohalouévous Tnpely’

v. 7 Zédopa xal ['époppa xat ai mept adtag
TOAELS TOV GLOLOV TPOTOV TOUTOLG
éxmopvevoacat xal arelbolioat omicw
oapxdg ETEpag, TpoxevTal Oelypa TupdS
alwviov dixny méyovaty

2:6 méAetg Toddpwy xat Toudppag
TEPPUIAG XATATTPODT] XATEXPIVEY
OTédetypa ueAAOVTwY doefBely Tefetxws

¢ ’ 4 MY
v. 8 Opolwg pevtot xat outol
gvumvialbuevol adpxa uév uiaivouaty

xvptdtyrag 0¢ dBetolo dékag ¢
AT olaty

2:10 pdMiota 0& Tols dmiocw oapxdg év
émbupia waouol mopevouévoug xal
XVPLOTYTOS xaTadpovoivTag.
avfddeis, 36kag ob Tpépouaty
Bragdnuoivreg

v. 9°0 0t Muyanh 6 apyayyeog, 8te Té
otafBoAw Otaxptvopevos OteAéyeTo mepl Tol
Muwicéws gwpatos, 00x xplow
gmeveyxelv BAaodnuiag

2:11 8mov &yyeot ioxVt xal ouvayetl
ueiloves 8vteg oU dbépouaty xat alT@Y
mapa xuplw BAacdnuov xpioty

v. 10 OuTot 0¢ Soa pev odx ofdaaty

Bracdnuolow, oa 0¢ duaxds we Ta
dhoya (Ga émioTavTat, év ToUTOIS
dbelpovtat

2:12-13 adtol® 3¢ we dhoya {Ga
yeyevnuéva ¢uaixa eig aAwaty xal $bopay
&v olc dyvooliow PAacdnuolvres, &v Tfi
dBopd adTdv xal dpbaprngovrat doxolyevol
utafov dowxiag

v. 11 67t 7fj 606 Tol Kaiv émopetfnoay xal
§ Advy Tol Badady wobol éexvbnoay

2:15-16 xatatelmovres edbelay 600V
¢mhavninoay, égaxodovbioavtes TH 606

“In P2, P, ¥, among others, it reads oetpals (this reading is adopted by NA27 and UBSS5). In that
case, both ceipais in 2 Peter and deopois in Jude can be glossed as chain and are thus seen as
corresponding to each other. This variant is one that the UBS Committee had difficulty in deciding which
reading to place in the text since the reading agipois is supported by &, A, B, C, among others (see Metzger,
Textual Commentary, 632). When we take the external evidences into consideration, the possibility that
the word in 2 Peter and decpois can form a linkage is reduced.

3 In P72, B, C*, P, among others, it reads Tnpoupévous (this reading is adopted by NA27 and

UBSS5) instead of xoAa{opévous Tnpeiv in R.

®In NA27, we can see obtot as the chosen text, which is the same as in Jude 10. We cannot find
this variant in the critical apparatus. The reading ad7ol is from the manuscript.
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to8 Badaay tol Bewopadp, uiabov dowiag
Nyamynaey

v. 12 év Tais dyamaig duddv omdddeg
guvevwyoluevol G$éBws

2:13 gmidot xal uéuot évtpuddvreg év Tals
amatalg alTEV CUVEVWYOUUEVOL DUV

vv. 12-13 Obrol elow . . . vedédar dvudpol

TavTl Quéuw Tapadepoueval . . . 0ig 6
{8dbog Toli axdroug eis aidiva TeThpnTAL

2:17 ovtol elow myyal dvudpot xai ouixAat
Omd Aaidamog ehavvépevat, olg 6 {édog Tod

TXOTOUG TETNPNTAL

v. 16 xata tag émbupiag adtédv
TOPEVGULEVOL, Xal TO aTOUA AUTEY AaAel
UTépoyxa

2:18 umépoyxa yap uaTaléTyTog
dbeyyduevor deredlovaty év Embuyiaig
capxds aoelyelalg

vv. 17-18 dyamyrotl, unodnte T@v
PYUATWY TEY TPOELPYUEVWY VTO TEY
amoaToAwy Tod xuplov Nudv Incol
Xptatol 6Tt EAeyov Div- €’ EoyaTou Tol
xpovou Egovtal éumainTal xata Tag EVTEY

3:1-3 dyamyrol . . . év als dieyelpw OuGvV
gv Umouvyael TV eidixptvij dtavotay
uvnabijvar TEV TPOELPNUEVLY PYUATWY VT
TGV aylwv TpodnTdy xal Tis TRV
AmMoTTOAWY VWY évToATjs Tol xupiou xal

gémbupiag mopeuduevol T@Y doefelidy

cwTijpog ToUTo MPETOV YWWaKOVTES OTL
E\edoovTal e’ EoyYATWY TEY NUEPEY év
gumarypovij éumaletal xata Tag idlag
abtdv émbupiag mopeuduevol’

v. 24 Té 08 duvapéve dulaar Huds
ATTAIOTOUS XAl OTHoal XQATEVWTIOV THS
08Ens avToll duwupoug év dyadldaet

3:14 Ai6, dyamyrol, Tadta TpocdoxivTes
oTOU0ATATE AOTIAOL Xl AUWUNTOL AOTE
evpebijvat év eipnvy

V. 25 uévew Bed cwtiipt nuév ot Tyool
Xpiotod ol xuplov Aubv 065
neyadwaivy xpatos xal éovaia mpd
mavtods Tol aiddvos xal viv xal gic Tovg
ai@vag, quny.

3:18 avfdvete 8¢ &v xdpiTt xal yvdoet Tol
xuplov Nuv xat cwtipos Incol Xpiotod.
adT® 1 68 xal viv xal eic Ruépay aidvog.
QpNY.

We can see the verbal similarities between the two books.® Bauckham points out

that the similarities are mostly between Jude 4—-13, 16—18 and 2 Pet 2:1-18 and 3:1-3.

He believes that although the precise verbal correspondence between the two books is

7 There are variant readings for avtév émbupiag concerning word order. However, this word
order in R in fact increase the similarities between it and the text in Jude.

8 The statistic that 2 Pet 2 shares about fourteen verses with Jude is a significant figure, see
Reese, 2 Peter and Jude, 115. However, the evaluation made here is only concerned with 2 Pet 2:4—10a,
which may not represent the whole picture. The idea that 2 Peter is distinctive in relation to Jude is also
supported by Donelson, Peter and Jude, 240—41. On the other hand, Davids argues that 2 Peter is
dependent on Jude (see Davids, “Use of the Pseudepigrapha,” 239—40). However, we cannot see a very
strong relationship between Jude and 2 Pet 2:4—10a. The claim that the order of the lists is the same can be
explained by the idea that they are in the same order as in Genesis. A comparison between 2 Pet 2:3b—10a
and Jude 5-8 can be found in Neyrey, 2 Peter, Jude, 197-99.
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relatively sparse, it is sufficient to “require an explanation at the level of literary
relationship.” As Hultin has pointed out, there are similarities in content, vocabulary,
and sequence, but there is no extensive verbatim material in common between them.!?
The only verbatim piece is a five-word verbatim (including two articles). It is olg ¢ {édog
Tol axétous for whom the gloom of darkness in Jude 13 and 2 Pet 2:17. This five-word
verbatim also collocate with the lexical item tethpntat has been kept.

Terrance Callan, who believes that 2 Pet 2:1—3:3 adapted and reworded Jude 4—
18,!! presents a word count comparison between the two passages. According to Callan,
Jude 4-18 consists of 311 words while 2 Pet 2:1—3:3 consists of 426 words.!? Among
these words, 80 are in common and another 7 are synonyms. These 87 words account for
28 percent of the vocabulary of Jude 4-18 and 20 percent of 2 Pet 2:1—3:3. Among
these 87 common words, 22 of them are from Jude 13b/2 Pet 2:17b and Jude 17-18/2
Pet 3:2-3. For Callan, these numbers indicate how 2 Peter has reworded Jude.!?
Considering the percentage of words in common/synonyms between the two books, is it
a significant number to suggest literary dependency between them? What kind of literary
dependency is it? These are two questions we need to consider.

Apart from the point that most of the textual evidence is only verbal similarities
but not verbatim, and that the percentages of common words/synonyms are not high,

there are also other points that we should take notice of. In Jude 2 and 2 Pet 1:2, three

° Bauckham, Jude-2 Peter, 141, his emphasis.

10 Hultin, “Literary Relationships,” 30.

! Since Callan is devoted to show how 2 Peter has reworded Jude, we can in fact find many
differences between Jude and 2 Peter from his article. See Callan, “Use of Jude,” 44-62.

12 These numbers are according to Callan’s counting. It does not mean it is the word count in this
study as we are using the text found in 8. However, a small difference in word count will not affect the
percentage too much. Its implication will remain the same.

13 Callan, “Use of Jude,” 43.
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words are in common. According to Davids, the form and structure of the salutations are
conventional and the phrase “peace . . . in abundance” could be a stock phrase.!* Despite
the three words in common, there are other elements in the two salutations that are
different. For instance, the greeting in Jude also includes the elements €\eog and dyamy,
while 2 Peter includes yapts. When comparing with the greetings in 1 Peter, 2 Peter is
more similar to 1 Peter than Jude.

In Jude 3 and 2 Pet 1:5, the words méoav and omoudynv are the same. Their order,
however, is different. In Jude 4 and 2 Pet 2:1, the authors of Jude and 2 Peter introduce
the topic concerning false believers. Davids points out that in Jude, they are described as
the others, while in 2 Peter they are called false teachers. These two groups of false
believers both deny the Master. In the New Testament, the expression Master is used for
Jesus only in these two passages.!® This title collocates with deny. However, as Callan
points out, the other phrases surrounding the phrase deny the Master are quite
different.!® The two passages have different foci even though both talk about denying
the Master. It is worth considering whether the collocation with deny increases their
degree of similarity or if there is a need for the object of being denied to have a more
formal status, say for example, Master. In Jude 6 and 2 Pet 2:4, there are similar
descriptions concerning the angels who sinned. The expressions darkness, and guard . . .

until the judgement, are in common (though differ in forms). There is also a synonymic

14 Davids, Theology, 204.

15 Davids, Theology, 204.

16 Callan, “Use of Jude,” 46. He points out that Jude has the adjective “only” and the phrase “and
our Lord Jesus Christ,” while 2 Peter has two participial phrases “who bought them” and “swift
destruction on themselves.”
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relation of [Chain] if people choose the variant reading ceipais as the text of 2 Peter.!”
Concerning these verbal similarities, we may need to take into consideration the fact that
the two authors are describing the same incidents. Despite the verbal similarities, the
sentence structure and background information provided are both quite different.!®

In Jude 8 and 2 Pet 2:10, Davids points out that Jude uses reject authority while
2 Peter uses despise authority. However, they are both followed by slandering . . . the
glorious ones and thus they still show similarities.!” In Jude 12 and 2 Pet 2:13, they both
talk about feasting together. Hultin points out that in these two passages, even though

there are words that look alike, they express different ideas. For instance, omAades rocks
in Jude looks and sounds like omilot stains in 2 Peter, but they have different meanings.
Moreover, ayamats love feasts in Jude also looks and sounds like amataig deceptions in 2

Peter, but they express entirely different thoughts.?® Some similarities are in fact not so
similar.

In Jude 12-13 and 2 Pet 2:17, there are identical terms but used in rearranged
ideas at the first part.?! The last part of the two passages show a five-word verbatim and

is collocated with the lexical item teTypntat. This part of the two books is no doubt the
most similar place among them. The lexical item {édos is used in both 2 Peter (2:4, 2:17)

and Jude (vv. 6, 13), while elsewhere it only occurs in Hebrews and cannot be found

elsewhere in the LXX and pseudepigrapha. In Jude 17-18 and 2 Pet 3:1-3, the two

17 The analysis concurs with Davids, Theology, 205. Concerning the textual variants, we will
discuss more later in this subsection when we talk about Mathews’s opinion.

18 We will have a more detailed discussion concerning this in the next subsection concerning
ancient examples.

1 Davids, Theology, 205.

20 Hultin, “Literary Relationships,” 30-31.

2L Davids, Theology, 206.
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books are parallel with respect to topic. There are some common or similar
expressions.??

Peter H. Davids has used the concept of aemulatio to explain this similar yet
different situation of the material. This method involves the adaptation and restatement
of the words of others.?? Davids points out that there is more or less identical order of
topics and some identical word choices (especially unusual words), but at the same time
much rephrasing between Jude and 2 Peter. Therefore, he thinks that the author of 2
Peter has adapted Jude utilizing the rhetorical practice of aemulatio.?* It is possible that
it could be the case. This explanation, however, has opened up all sorts of possibilities
due to the flexibility of rephrasing. However, it does not provide any criteria to help
differentiate which book is adapting the other.

Although a number of contemporary scholars put emphasis on the verbal
similarities between these two passages and advocate for Jude’s priority, Mathews
provides several arguments concerning lexicogrammatical and structural difficulties in 2
Peter to argue for Jude’s use of 2 Peter. Concerning 2 Pet 2:4, he points out two

grammatical difficulties. First, the accusative Typoupévous is not grammatically cohesive
with the genitive dyyélwv.? This is a valid point when people take the variant reading
TYpouévous, but since the text we use in this study has the reading xoAaopévous Thpeiv,
we do not have this grammatical difficulty. Second, Mathews points out that {§dbog was

not only used to refer to the gloom of the netherworld but to the region itself during the

Hellenistic period. If the netherworld and Tartarus are the same place, the expression is

22 The analysis concurs with Davids, Theology, 207.
2 Davids, Theology, 204.

24 Davids, Theology, 208.

25 Mathews, “Literary Relationship,” 53.
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redundant; if they are two separate places, those cast into them are in two places at the
same time. Therefore, Mathews thinks that the expression in 2 Peter has difficulty while
Jude does not. As a result, it is hard to believe that 2 Peter uses Jude and changes the
good grammar to a bad one.?¢

Concerning Jude 7 and 2 Pet 2:6, although the words deiyua and Oméderypua show
verbal similarities, Mathews points out that the expression Uméderypa peAévtwy doefely
an example to those who are about to be ungodly in 2 Peter is a difficult reading, while
another reading with doefeaiv also forms an awkward phrase. Jude does not have this
kind of grammatical difficulties.?” Concerning Jude 10 and 2 Pet 2:12—13, Mathews also
points out that Jude maintains a good structure while there are some grammatical
difficulties in 2 Peter. For instance, the term ¢0efpw and its cognates have occurred three
times. The author has also used a double Hebraism v 7] ¢plopd adt@v xal ¢plapnoovrat
they will be destroyed in their destruction and adixodpevot uiafov adixiag suffering the
wages of unrighteousness.*

Concerning Jude 17-18 and 2 Pet 3:1-3, Mathews points out some grammatical
difficulties in 2 Peter. First, the construction has a double genitive of possession, Tjg T&v
AmoaTéAwy V@Y EvToAdis Tol xuplov xal cwTijpos the commandment of your apostles of
the Lord and Saviour, which is awkward. Second, there are difficulties concerning
sentence order. For instance, the participle mpoetpyuévwy is in the first attributive

position in 2 Peter, while it is in the second attributive position in Jude, which is more

26 Mathews, “Literary Relationship,” 54. Even though there is another textual variant related to
this point, it does not affect the discussion here.

27 Mathews, “Literary Relationship,” 55.

28 Mathews, “Literary Relationship,” 56.
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suitable. Third, the phrase év Umouvyoel is redundant when used with puvye0ijvar. The
expression in Jude is simple and clear. Fourth, there is another example of Hebraism,
gumarypovlj éumaixtatl scoffers scoffing in 2 Peter, while Jude does not have this kind of
redundancy. Because of these, Mathews thinks that it is difficult to believe that 2 Peter
used Jude and turned the good grammar into bad grammar.?

Another aspect that Mathews highlights is about the arrangement of the ancient
examples in 2 Pet 2:4—10a. In 2 Peter, five ancient examples together form a lengthy
protasis consisting of six protases. This lengthy protasis in 2 Peter is “cumbersome and
difficult.”® In Jude, the ancient examples are arranged into two sets of three examples
each. The two sets of arrangement in Jude are “very clear and concise” and “a neatly
constructed unit.”*! Because of this, Mathews concludes that it would be difficult to
understand if 2 Peter used Jude and made a “tightly constructed text” into a “clumsily
structured copy.”*? He also compares his own conclusion with Bauckham’s. For
Mathews, it is surprising for Bauckham to conclude that 2 Peter is dependent on Jude
from this same observation about structure.®? Mathews’s discussion shows the subjective
side of literary dependency theory, given that Mathews and Bauckham come to opposite
conclusions based on the same observation.

Considering the above arguments that Mathews has presented, even though Jude
and 2 Peter show verbal similarities, it is difficult to say whether one used the other

when we consider the rules of transcriptional probabilities. The situation in Jude and 2

29 Mathews, “Literary Relationship,” 57-58.

30 Mathews, “Literary Relationship,” 59.

31 Mathews, “Literary Relationship,” 60, 61.

32 Mathews, “Literary Relationship,” 61.

33 Mathews, “Literary Relationship,” 61. For Bauckham’s discussion, see Bauckham, Jude-2
Peter, 142.
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Peter will either violate the rule concerning the more difficult the earlier or violate the
rule concerning the shorter the earlier (even if we only consider the most similar part,
Jude 4-18 and 2 Pet 2:1—3:3, Jude is still shorter than 2 Peter).’* Even for people who
use dependency theory to assess Jude and 2 Peter, they still need to choose between
whether the difficult text is earlier, or the shorter text is earlier. There are difficulties
both ways, even if we want to use literary dependency theory to explain the relationships
between Jude and 2 Peter.

The third aspect that Mathews has examined is vocabulary. He comments on the
word choice concerning decpols chains in Jude 6 and the textual variant in 2 Pet 2:4. In 2
Pet 2:4, the textual evidence is evenly balanced between the readings celpais chains and
a(e)pols pits.>> Mathews thinks that the author of 2 Peter had shown evidence that he
had knowledge of 1 Enoch and alludes to it here. Thus, the use of o(¢)ipoic could be
referring to 1 En. 10:11-13; 21:6-10, where the angels who sinned are cast into terrible
valleys. Therefore, 2 Pet 2:4 does not necessarily talk about chains. Mathews points out
that the UBS Editorial Committee has explicitly mentioned the dependence of 2 Peter
upon Jude. This action reflects that the decision of choosing the reading celpais was
apparently biased.’® Therefore, Mathews argues that Jude changed the more obscure
word in 2 Peter to the more common word decuols. However, the textual Committee
chose the reading oetpais as they assumed the priority of Jude and did not choose the

more difficult reading.?” From this argument, we may reflect on two things. First, the

34 This phenomenon reflects the fact that among the rules of transcriptional probabilities, they
may contradict themselves.

35 Metzger, Textual Commentary, 632.

36 Mathews, “Literary Relationship,” 63. See also Metzger, Textual Commentary, 632.

37 Mathews, “Literary Relationship,” 62.
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verbal correspondence of decpols in Jude and the word in 2 Peter does not even exist if
a(e)pols is the chosen reading. Second, it seems like a circular argument if people
assume the priority of Jude and choose the reading cetpaic and then count it as verbal
similarity between the two books.

Mark D. Mathews also comments on what the UBS Editorial Committee has
written concerning the choosing of the variant reading amataig in 2 Pet 2:13. In this
case, the Committee says that the author of 2 Peter has substituted a “more generalized
expression” for Jude’s expression,®® while in the case of gelpais, as we have already
discussed, the Committee says that the author of 2 Peter has substituted a “more elegant
word.” He thinks that the Committee worked to make each case fit the priority of Jude.*
From this discussion, Mathews shows us that 2 Peter is sometimes usually the “more
elegant word” while at other times, it may have used a “more generalized expression.”
This phenomenon has made it difficult for scholars to apply dependency theory to
explain the relationship between the two books as they may need to say contradictory
things to explain all the scenarios.

Finally, Mathews argues that the “verbal disagreement” between omiAades rocks
in Jude 12 and omiAot stains in 2 Pet 2:13 shows that it is less likely that 2 Peter
substitute a more generic and redundant term for a well-developed imagery.** In this
case, the verbal similarity in these two passages in fact reflect a verbal disagreement.

They look similar, but in fact are quite different.

38 See Metzger, Textual Commentary, 634.
39 Mathews, “Literary Relationship,” 63. See also Metzger, Textual Commentary, 632.
40 Mathews, “Literary Relationship,” 63—64.
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This study has presented a concise discussion of scholars’ view concerning the
verbal similarities between Jude and 2 Peter. The situation concerning literary
dependency seems to have left us with more questions than answers.

To conclude, there are a number of unmistakable similarities between Jude and 2
Peter. However, the word count concerning words in common and synonyms does not
show a high percentage of resemblance. Since there is only one instance of a five-word
verbatim, how can we measure whether it is because of literary dependency, or
aemulatio, or the social practice within the larger Christian community? Since there is
only one place that shows verbatim, it is in fact a subjective point of view for any
interpreter to say whether they are very similar or not. Moreover, some passages in the
list may look quite similar at first glance, but when examined more carefully, they may
not be as similar as once thought. Therefore, upon further consideration of the verbal
similarities as a whole, it is doubtful whether Jude and 2 Peter are so similar that there

must be a literarily dependent relationship.

Ancient Examples
The use of ancient examples is an argument that scholars give to argue for literary
dependency between Jude and 2 Peter. The following is a comparison of examples that

Jude and 2 Peter have used:

Jude 2 Peter

v. 5 the Israelites /

v. 6 angels 2:4 angels who sinned

/ 2:5 flood

/ 2:5 Noah

v.7 Sodom and Gomorrah 2:6 Sodom and Gomorrah
/ 2:6 Lot

v. 9 Michael the archangel (2:11 Angels)
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v. 11 Cain /
v. 11 Balaam 2:15 Balaam
v. 11 Korah /

Table 5.6. A comparison of ancient examples

There are three examples in common. Jude and 2 Peter each have three unique
examples. The example about Michael the archangel in Jude is not explicit in 2 Peter.
Among the unique examples, 2 Peter uses some examples of righteous men like Noah
and Lot, while Jude does not portray the positive perspective of God’s salvation of the
righteous ones at all. Jude uses some negative examples, like the Israelites, Cain, and
Korah, but these examples cannot be found in 2 Peter. Although there are three ancient
examples in common and one which is not explicit, there are important differences
concerning the choice of examples.

Some scholars have used the biblical sequence of the ancient examples in 2 Peter
to argue for 2 Peter’s dependence upon Jude. They argue that it is unlikely that any
author would disturb the biblical sequence if it were used in a source. There is no way
that Jude used 2 Peter as a source.*! However, this argument is based on the assumption
that there must be some kind of literary dependency between the two books. As we can
see, there are in fact only three ancient examples in common, while each of the two
books has another three unique examples. It does not seem that this percentage of
examples in common can warrant the possibility of literary dependency.

In the following, we are going to compare the three ancient examples that have
been used in both Jude and 2 Peter, in order to see the degree of similarity and how the

authors have used them to present their points.

4! Hultin, “Literary Relationships,” 34-35.
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The Angels Who Sinned

The angels who sinned is one of the examples in common in Jude and 2 Peter. The

similarities and differences between the two passages will be examined.

Jude

2 Peter

V. 6 dyyéhoug Te ToUg un TpRoavTag TV
EQUTRY GpxNY GAAG amolmévTas To 0tov
olunTplov el xpioy peyains Nuépag
deapois didiotg o {8dov TeThpy ey

2:4 Ei yap 6 Oeog ayyéwy apaptnoavtwy
obx édeloato aAla aipois*? {ddou
TAPTAPWIAS TAPEOWXEY Eig Xplaty
xolalouévoug Tnpeiv??

v. 6 and guarded the angels, who did not
keep their own dominion but abandoned
their own dwelling, under darkness with
eternal chains until the judgement of the
great day;

2:4 For if God did not spare the angles
who sinned, but handed them over to the
pits of darkness, casting them into
Tartarus, to guard the punished ones until
the judgement;

In this ancient example, the relation [The Lord/God-Guard-The Angels-In

Darkness-Until the Judgement] is common between the two passages.** They form an

ITF between the two books. This common relation that includes two circumstantial

elements creats a strong sense of similarity between the two books. The wordings

closely resemble each other. The lexical item {6dos is only used in Jude, 2 Peter, and

Hebrews, and cannot be found elsewhere in the LXX and pseudepigrapha.

There are some unique elements linked to the relation, and there are other clauses

linked to it as well. The elements [Eternal Chains] and [The Great Day] are unique in

Jude. The clauses (the angels) did not keep their own dominion and (the angels)

2 Another variant reading is cetpaic. If that is the case, both cetpais in 2 Peter and deopols in Jude
can be glossed as chain and are thus seen as corresponding to each other. However, since the reading
atpols is supported by 8, A, B, C, among others (see Metzger, Textual Commentary, 632), the possibility
that this word in 2 Peter and decpois in Jude can form a linkage is reduced.

43 Another variant reading is T)povpévoug instead of xodaopévous Tnpeiv in 8. Even though the
form of T)péw will not affect the [Thematic Item] being studied, our text has an extra Complement

xolafopévoug.

44 Even though in 2 Peter, [Guard] is not the main Process and the Complement directly linked to
[Guard] is not [The Angels] according to sentence structure, and [Darkness] is linked to the main Process,
but the relation can still be inferred.
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abandoned their own dwelling are also unique. It seems that the author of Jude wants to
emphasize the evil things that the angels had done and the punishment that they receive.

In 2 Peter, the elements [Hand Over], [Pits], and [The Punished Ones] are
unique. The clauses God did not spare the angles who sinned and God cast them into
Tartarus are also unique. In this case, [Hand Over] and [Not Spared] has formed a
comparison. It implies that God could have spared some people but did not spare the
angels and handed them over. The angels are also described as the punished ones. It
seems that the author of 2 Peter wants to highlight that God can save some people but
did not spare the ones who sinned. God will surely punish them. Moreover, 2 Peter uses
the lexical item Taptapwoag which is a rare word in the New Testament. Callan argues
that although 2 Peter has given much less information about what the angels had done
wrong, it made the reason of their condemnation (that they sinned) clearer to those who
did not know the story of the angels who sinned.*’

These unique elements and clauses add unique information to each text. They
show the different foci that the two authors presented to their recipients. They also
reveal different aspects concerning the angels who sinned. Due to the similarities and the
differences, Green portrays 2 Peter’s thought and some of the language as echoing
Jude.*® Thus, 2 Pet 2:4 shows a close relationship to Jude 6. However, there are still
significant differences between them. The two authors presented different information

concerning the angels who sinned.

4 Callan, “Use of Jude,” 49-50.
46 Green, “Second Peter’s Use of Jude,” 14.
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Sodom and Gomorrah

Another ancient example that both Jude and 2 Peter used is Sodom and Gomorrah.

Jude

2 Peter

v. 7 tg Zdoopa xat ['éuoppa xat al mepl
adTag TOAELS TOV GOLOY TPOTIOV TOUTOLG
éxmopvevoaaat xal arelbolioat omicw
oapxdg ETEpag, TpoxeTaL OElyra TUPOS
alwviov dixny OTéyouay.

2:6 xai méAels Zooopuwy xat Toudppas
TEPPUIAG XATATTPODT] XATEXPIVEY
OTéoerypa ueEAAOVTWY doefeEly,

v. 7 likewise, Sodom, and Gomorrah, and
the cities around them, which in the same
manner as these angels, committed sexual
immorality, and went after strange flesh,
exist as an example, by undergoing the
punishment of eternal fire.

2:6 and he condemned the cities of Sodom
and Gomorrah to destruction, reducing
them to ashes, thus, making them an
example to those who are about to live in
an ungodly manner;

In this ancient example, the most similar words between the two passages are

Oméderypa and Oeiypa. These two lexical items help to form the relation [Sodom and

Gomorrah-being-Example], which is what they hold in common. It forms an ITF and

increases the sense of similarity between the two books.

However, the description concerning Sodom and Gomorrah is quite different in

the two books. Jude 7 provides a description concerning the ungodly behavior of the

people in Sodom and Gomorrah, while 2 Pet 2:6 does not.*’ In Jude, Sodom and

Gomorrah are described as behaving in the same manner as these angels, committed

sexual immorality, and went after strange flesh. Jude describes the fire as eternal, while
2 Peter focuses on the destruction which had already taken place, that is, they have been
reduced to ash. Furthermore, 2 Peter describes the punishment first, while Jude describes
the ungodly behavior first. To sum up, there are differences in choice of words,

structure, and content between them. Jude is more concerned with highlighting their sins

47 The observation concurs with Green, “Second Peter’s Use of Jude,” 15.
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while 2 Peter is more concerned with the destruction and the example they have set for
the ungodly people after them. Therefore, although both Jude and 2 Peter uses Sodom
and Gomorrah as ancient example and forms one ITF, the two texts shows many

differences in choice of words, structure, and content.

Balaam

The third ancient example that both Jude and 2 Peter used is Balaam.

Jude 2 Peter

v. 11 odal adtols, 61t 7§ 606 Tol Kaiv 2:15-16 xataleimovtes edbelay 606V

3 A A ~ A ~ 1 3 A bl A ~ e ~
émopevfnoay xal Tf mAavy Tol Balaay ¢mhavndnoay, égaxolouboavtes TH 606
wiabol Egexvbnoay xal tff dvridoyia Tod to8 Badaay ol Bewopadp, uiadov dowiag
Kope dmnwlovro. Nydmnoev, Edey&w 0t Eoyev idlag

mapavopias: vmoldytov ddwvov év
Gvbpwmov dwvij dBeygduevov exwluoey
™V Tol mpodyTou Tapadpoviayv.

v. 11 Woe be to them, for they live Cain’s | 2:15-16 Leaving an upright way of life,

way of life, and devote themselves to they have gone astray following the way
Balaam’s error for reward, and perish in | of Balaam, son of Beor. (He loved
Korah’s rebellion. unrighteous wages, but he was rebuked

for his own lawless act; a mute beast of
burden, speaking with a human voice,
prevented the prophet’s insanity.)

In this ancient example, the lexical item wo06s is held in common (though their
usages are not the same). Even though this lexical item is held in common, the two
passages do not form an ITF. The two words are included in two clauses that have
different structures and Processes.

In Jude, the clause about Balaam is a short one. It tells that the evil people devote
themselves to Balaam’s error for reward. When compared with the description in 2
Peter, the term devote seems to be a stronger word than follow, and error also seems to

be stronger than way. Jude emphasizes the wrong doings of these people. In 2 Peter,
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these people are described as having gone astray, leaving the upright way of life, and
following the way of Balaam. The author also adds the story of how a mute beast
rebuked Balaam and prevented his insanity. The author of 2 Peter presents two possible
ways of life: the upright life and Balaam’s life.

Although there are some similarities between the example of Balaam in Jude and
2 Peter, there are many differences between the two texts. If Jude is the reference for 2

Peter, the author of 2 Peter has still added in lots of material.

Michael the Archangel

The example of Michael the archangel is used by Jude, while it is not explicit in 2 Peter.

Jude 2 Peter

v. 9°0 0t Muiyanh 6 apxayyehos, 6te T dtaférw | 2:11 8mou &yyelot ioxVi xal
Otaxpvéuevos Oteréyeto mept Tol Mwicéwg duvaper peiloves Bvtes ob pépovaty
TWUATOG, 0UX ETOAUNTEY Xplaty Emeveyxely xatT alT@V Tapa xuplw PAacdyuov
Bracdnuias dAA eimev- émTiuioal oot 6 Beds. xplaw.

v. 9 But Michael the archangel, when arguing 2:11 whereas the angels, being
about the body of Moses as he disputed with the | greater in strength and power, do

devil, he did not dare to bring upon a not bring about a reviling
condemnation of slander, but said, “Let God judgement against them before the
rebuke you.” Lord.

In these two passages, the relation [Angel(s)-Not Bringing-Judgement-Slander]
is held in common. They form an ITF between the two texts. The details, however, are
not all the same. For instance, Jude talks about Michael the archangel while 2 Peter talks
about angels. It is unclear whether the two passages refer to the same incident. The
relation between the thematic items [Judgement] and [Slander] are not the same.

There is additional information in the two passages that highlight their
difference. For instance, Jude 9 provide more details of the incident: Michael argued

about the body of Moses with the devil, and there is a direct quotation of Michael’s
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words. On the other hand, 2 Pet 2:11 tells us that the angels are greater in strength and
power.

Therefore, even though the two passages form an ITF between them, it is unclear
on whether they refer to the same incident. Moreover, there is distinctive information
found in each of them.

To summarize, when these ancient examples are closely examined, we can see
that there are many differences despite the similarities. First, there are only three
examples in common and one not explicitly in common while a total of ten examples
have been used. Second, 2 Peter uses the biblical sequence, but Jude does not. Third,
concerning the examples in common, we can only find either one ITF or none from each

of them. Moreover, there are many differences in each of the ancient examples.

Conclusion
Scholars have pointed out similarities concerning the vocabulary and ancient examples
between Jude and 2 Peter. These arguments show a certain extent of similarity but it is
still debatable as to whether they are literarily dependent. Although it is probable that the
concept of aemulatio can explain the similar yet different situation of the material in the
two books, this concept leads to another question concerning defining literary
dependency and how to measure it. We must also ask whether the concept of aemulatio
is closer to the concept of referencing and inspiring or closer to the concept of literary
dependency. Callan, one of the proponents of 2 Peter using Jude, states that “a rather
free paraphrase” is the best way to describe 2 Peter’s use of Jude. He describes the

procedure as comparable to authors who paraphrase the work of others in developing
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their own presentations.*® If this is the case, our questions would be: What is meant by a
book using another? Does it mean adapting a few examples and adopting some phrases?

When comparing the findings concerning the thematic formations, axiological
stance, and rhetorical formations of Jude and 2 Peter, the ITFs, similar appraisals, and
the same genre (as Christian letters) are good reasons to explain the similarities between
the two books. The TTFs, semantic domains, heteroglossia, modality, RFs, and genre
elements of each book show their distinctiveness. As Lemke notes, when texts talk about
the same things, speak from the same point of view, and are in the same genre, these are
the strongest basis for considering them as potentially relevant for one another’s
interpretation. They are intertexts of each other.*” Thus, Jude and 2 Peter are intertexts of
each other. They are potentially relevant for one another’s interpretation. Nevertheless,
the differences in semantic domains, modality, RFs, and genre elements show that it is
debatable if they should be considered as literarily dependent.

Even though Jude and 2 Peter are potentially relevant for one another’s
interpretation, we still need other intertextual material to fully understand some ancient
examples within these two books. Between Jude and 2 Peter, they are not able to serve
this purpose. They have just used three ancient examples in common, and their usages
are different. Therefore, even though Jude and 2 Peter are intertexts, they are not the
kind of intertexts that can provide essential background information to help make sense
of the other. In light of this, the question remains: Is there another explanation other than

literary dependency that can account for the verbal similarities and similar examples?

48 Callan, “Use of Jude,” 43.
4 Lemke, “Intertextuality and Educational Research,” 6.



CHAPTER 6: AN INTERTEXTUAL ANALYSIS OF JUDE AND 2 PETER WITH
OTHER INTERTEXTS

In Chapter 5, it is shown that the ITFs, similar appraisals, and the same genre (as
Christian letters) are good reasons to explain the similarities between Jude and 2 Peter.
Even though the two books show their distinctiveness concerning TTFs, semantic
domains, heteroglossia, modality, RFs, and genre elements, Jude and 2 Peter are still
important intertexts of each other. However, if literary dependency theory is going to be
used to explain the verbal similarities between Jude and 2 Peter, there are a number of
questions that are difficult to answer. Although the concept of paraphrase or aemulatio
may be suitable to explain the relationship between Jude and 2 Peter, it is unclear
whether the similar sentences or examples in the two discourses can be seen as literarily
dependent. What is the reference number/percentage of similar sentences or examples
needed to objectively label it as literary dependency? Does one sentence or one example
count? Even though Jude and 2 Peter are intertexts, they are not the kind of intertexts
that can provide essential background information to help fully understand some
examples of each other. This chapter will bring other intertexts to examine Jude and 2
Peter. We are going to focus on texts in Jude and 2 Peter that are usually seen as
literarily dependent and investigate whether other intertexts can help us understand the

two discourses more fully.! Verbal similarities and ancient examples will be examined.

! For a list of probable intertexts of Jude and 2 Peter according to the order of the texts, see
Appendix 8.
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Verbal Similarities
Chapter 5 has provided the list of verbal similarities that scholars have used to argue for
literary dependency between Jude and 2 Peter. There are some texts that are truly
similar, while some only look similar at first glance. Therefore, this chapter will focus
on the clear verbal similarities. It will provide an overview of the special vocabulary of

Jude and 2 Peter. After, it will examine the five-word verbatim string.

An Overview of Special Vocabulary
Discourses that use the same kind of rare words may reflect the closeness of the
relationship between them. Bauckham points out that there are 14 New Testament hapax
legomena in Jude. Among these 14 words, 4 occur in the LXX. Other than the hapax
legomena, 3 words that occur elsewhere in the New Testament occur only in 2 Peter.?
For 2 Peter, there are 57 New Testament hapax legomena. Among these 57 words, 25
occur in the LXX while the other 32 are not found in the LXX. Among these 32 biblical
hapax legomena, 15 are found in other Hellenistic Jewish writers of the period, and 2
more are found in other Jewish versions of the Old Testament. It appears that 2 Peter
belongs to the sphere of Hellenistic Jewish Greek materials. Of the 38 words in 2 Peter
which occur only once or twice elsewhere in the New Testament, only 4 occur in Jude.
These 4 words are also found exclusively in Jude and 2 Peter in the New Testament.
Bauckham suggests that 2 Peter’s rare words belong to the author’s own vocabulary.
The vocabulary is an indication that the author of 2 Peter is widely read and is rather

fond of literary and poetic materials. For Bauckham, the use of Taptapéw (in 2:4), which

2 Bauckham, Jude-2 Peter, 6.
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has mythological background, is highly appropriate.> According to Bauckham’s finding,
Jude and 2 Peter do not share many rare words. Thus, the two books cannot be deemed
as being literarily dependent because of these common words. The sense of similarity

between the two books does not come from a shared special vocabulary.

Verbatim
When talking about literary dependency between two texts, direct literary
correspondence is one important phenomenon to examine. For Jude and 2 Peter, when
looking for direct quotation, there is one instance where these two books share a five-
word verbatim (which includes two articles). This five-word verbatim is in Jude 13 and

2 Pet 2:17.

Jude

v. 13 dypia xbpata fardoons emadpilovra
Tag EQUT@Y aloylvag, doTépes mAavijTal
ois 6 {8dog Tol crxéfroug‘ el aidiva
TETHPYTAL.

2 Peter

2:17 oUrol eigwv myyal dvudpot xal éuixAat
¢\ 14 ) 14 (P I ~
Omd Aaidamos ehavvéuevat, pig 6 {ddog Tol
oxdTOUG TETHPYTAL.

v. 13 stormy waves of the sea, causing
their own shameful deeds to foam up,
wandering stars, for whom the gloom of

2:17 These people are waterless springs
and mists driven along by a storm, for
whom the gloom of darkness has been

darkness has been kept forever. kept.

Even though the highlighted words form a so-called five-word verbatim, many
scholars have not considered it as evidence of similarity between the two books. We can
ask whether it is merely coincidence that these five words happened to appear together.
In order to examine this possibility, we need to investigate the frequency of how these
words are used. If they are frequently used words, the probability that they happened to

appear together will be higher. In this case, since two of the five words are articles and

3 Bauckham, Jude-2 Peter, 135-38, especially 135-36.
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one is a relative pronoun, we only have to examine two words. In fact, since three out of
the five words are function words, this five-word verbatim is not as powerful as it first
seems to be.

First, let us look at the lexical item oxétog. This word has been used 31 times in
the New Testament. It is not very rare or very common. However, when language use
within the society at that time is taken into consideration, it turns out that the word is
frequently used in the Old Testament, Old Testament pseudepigrapha, Apostolic Fathers,
Josephus, and Philo. It has also been used in 1 Peter, the other Petrine epistle.

Another lexical item to examine is {é¢og. It occurs only five times in the New
Testament: two times in 2 Peter, two in Jude, and once in Hebrews. It also occurs a few
times in some familiar Jewish literature.* In Heb 12:18; 2 Pet 2:4; Sib Or 2:217 and
4:43; Philo, Leg. 3:171; Deus 1:46; and Praem. 1:82, the word is used without the
lexical item oxdtog in nearby co-text. In 2 Pet 2:17; Jude 6 and 13; Philo, Leg. 1:46; Virt.
1:164; Praem. 1:36; and Flacc. 1:167, the two words occur in nearby co-text.> The
lexical item {8¢dog is not as rare as it seems to be. It seems that Philo is one of the
contemporary Jewish authors who uses this word. However, even though the two words
appear in nearby co-text in these texts, they do not create the same clausal structure as in
2 Pet 2:17 and Jude 13. These two words appearing together in nearby co-text is not
unique to Jude and 2 Peter, but the combination of them in one nominal phrase is

unique.

4 Davids has shown that this word can also be found in the works of Homer. See Davids, Letters
of 2 Peter and Jude, 50. However, since Homer’s works are much earlier than the New Testament period,
we are not going to consider those works in this study.

5 They are in the same verse according to today’s verse division. Even though the verse division
is not original, but when two words lie within the same verse, it means that they lie within the nearby co-
text.
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There is another point that must be taken into consideration. Bauckham talks
about the relationship between 2 Peter and Josephus/Philo. He disagrees that there is a
literary relationship between 2 Peter and Josephus/Philo. Instead, he proposes that some
of the resemblances between 2 Peter and Josephus belong to the literary conventions of
the testament genre, and others to the literary Greek of that period, and the ideas of
Hellenistic Judaism. Similarly, the resemblances between 2 Peter and Philo can be
explained by a common background in the literature of Hellenistic Judaism.® This kind
of relationship resembles what is said about intertextuality in this study. According to
Lemke, when texts talk about the same things, speak from the same point of view, and
are in the same genre, they are intertexts of each other.’

Since the structure of the clause oic 6 {édog Tob oxbroug is unique for Jude and 2
Peter, we cannot dismiss its implication. Since this clause only contains two words that
are neither article nor pronoun, we cannot say that it is definitely a direct quotation, since
Philo has also used these two words in nearby co-text for several times. If Bauckham
can explain the resemblances between 2 Peter and Josephus/Philo as intertextuality, we
should seriously consider the possibility that the so-called five-word verbatim of 2 Peter

and Jude can also be explained by intertextuality.

Summary
The above discussion concerning verbal similarities shows that the percentage of rare
words that overlap between Jude and 2 Peter is not a high percentage. It tells us that the

sense of similarity between the two books does not come from the use of rare words. It

¢ Bauckham, Jude-2 Peter, 140.
" Lemke, “Intertextuality and Educational Research,” 6.
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implies that most of the words held in common between the two books are common,
everyday words. Even though the five-word verbatim is unique, the collocation of the
two content words in this piece of verbatim is not a unique phenomenon. The collocation
can be found in Philo’s work. Although the five-word verbatim is kind of special, it is
not so special that it warrants literary dependency. Based on the discussion of the rare
vocabulary and the five-word verbatim, though there are significant verbal similarities
between Jude and 2 Peter, the two books also show similarities with other contemporary

literature.

Ancient Examples
Chapter 5 has shown that even though there are three ancient examples in common
between Jude and 2 Peter, not every one of these ancient examples forms an ITF
between the two texts. There are essential background informations concerning the
ancient examples that are still missing. Neither Jude nor 2 Peter are able to provide this
kind of information for each other. Other intertextual materials are needed to fully

understand the ancient examples.

The Angels Who Sinned
The angels who sinned involves one of the ancient examples common between Jude and
2 Peter. Concerning the story of these sinful angels, it is widely accepted that Gen 6:1-4

is the biblical text it is referring to:®

8 Scholars who hold this idea include Davids, Letters of 2 Peter and Jude, 225; Watson, “Oral-
Scribal and Cultural Intertexture,” 201; among others.
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When people began to multiply on the face of the ground, and

daughters were born to them, the sons of God saw that they were fair; and they
took wives for themselves of all that they chose. Then the Lord said, “My spirit
shall not abide in mortals forever, for they are flesh; their days shall be one
hundred twenty years.” The Nephilim were on the earth in those days—and also
afterward—when the sons of God went in to the daughters of humans, who bore
children to them. These were the heroes that were of old, warriors of renown.

This text does not explicitly talk about angels, and has no description of how the

angels were punished. Scholars widely believe that 2 Pet 2:4 and Jude 6 are influenced

by 1 Enoch.!® The Story of the Watchers can be found in 1 En. 6-19, the names of the

holy angels who watch are in 1 En. 20, and the punishment of the fallen stars can be

found in 1 En. 21-22. The following is a comparison between Jude, 2 Peter, and 1

Enoch focusing on the verbal similarities found between Jude and 2 Peter.!!

Jude

1 Enoch

2 Peter

V. 6 &yyéloug Te TOUG un
TNPNTQVTAS TV EQUTEY
apyny GAAG aToAlTéVTAg TO

{0tov oixnthplov gig xpioy
ueyding ﬁ.zxé.oac
omb {pov

TETYPYXEY

6:2a'? xal ébedoavto adTag
ot &yyehot viol odpavol xal
g¢mebounoay adrds,'?

10:1 Tére “Yrorog eimev
mepl TOUTWY, 6 péyas
Aytog,

2:4 Ei yap 6 Oeds dyyérwv
QUaPTYTAVTWY O0UX
édeloato dAAa 15
{Bpov Taprapdoac
Tapedwxey i xplaty
xolalopévoug Tnpely'®

® The English translations of the Old Testament used in this study are from the NRSV.
10 The debate concerning how the texts are related is not yet settled among scholars. Some
examples may see Davids, Letters of 2 Peter and Jude, 225-26; and Watson, “Oral-Scribal and Cultural

Intertexture,” 201-2; among others.

! This list is not meant to be exhaustive. It only serves the purpose of illustrating that the
common thematic items between Jude and 2 Peter can be found in 1 Enoch. The other lists in this

subsection follow this practice.

12 The Greek texts of the Old Testament Greek Pseudepigrapha used in this study are from Old
Testament Greek Pseudepigrapha, BibleWorks 9.

13 According to Davids, this verse calling the beings as o

e

L ayye

Aot viol oOpavol has added the

interpretive designation of angel to Gen 6:2 (Davids, 2 Peter and Jude Handbook, 9). [Due to the length
of the content in this cell having a span across pages, Footnote 14 is on the next page.]

!5 Another variant reading is oetpalc. If that is the case, both cetpal in 2 Peter and deopois in Jude
can be glossed as chain and are thus seen as corresponding to each other. However, since the reading
atpols is supported by 8, A, B, C, among others (see Metzger, Textual Commentary, 632), the possibility
that this word in 2 Peter and decpois in Jude can form a linkage is reduced.

16 Another variant reading is T)poupévoug instead of xodalopévous Tnpely in R.
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10:4 xai ¢ Paday) eimev-
oV Alan mooty xal
xepatv, xal Baie adTov els
70 oxdros, xal &voiov T
Eppov T oloav v T
ActdounA xdxel Bdle adTov,

20:2 OdpinA, ¢ €ig TGV

< 4 3 4 [ \ ~
aylwv dyyéhwy 6 éml Tol
®0aWov xal Tod TapTdpov.

21:7b . . . xat Tebéapat
E€pya doPepurtepa, mlp
uéya éxel xatopevoy xal

Preybpevov, al

ElYEV O TOTOG |EWS TVH:

a’éu’a‘mé, TANPYS CTUAWY
TUPOS LEYAAOU
XATAPEPOUEVWY . . .

21:10 xal eimev Odtoc 6
TOTT0G OETUWTPLOV

) I3 4

Gyyéhwy- woE
quvayednaovtal péxpt
aldvos eic TOV aidva.

22:11 &fe ywpileTar Ta
mvedpate adT@Y eig TV
ueyainv Bacavov tadTny,
uéxpl THic ueyane nuépag
Tiic xploews, TRV pacTiywy
xal T@V Pacdvwy Tév
XaTpaLEVWY Uéypl aidvos:
v dvranddoois TEY

TVEURATWY- EXEl 0% €l
adToUg [uéypic aitdvog. !4

v. 6 and guarded the
angels, who did not keep
their own dominion but

6:2a!” And the angels, the
children of heaven, saw
them and desired them;

2:4 For if God did not
spare the angles who
sinned, but handed them

14 See Davids, 2 Peter and Jude Handbook, 10.

17 The English translations of the Old Testament Greek Pseudepigrapha used in this study are

from Charlesworth, ed. OT Pseudepigrapha: Apocalyptic, 1. Since the Greek texts and the translations are
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abandoned their own
dwelling, under darkness
with eternal chains until
the judgement of the great
day;

10:1 And then spoke the
Most High, the Great and
Holy One,

10:4 And secondly (the
Lord) said to Raphael,
“Bind Azaz’el hand and
foot (and) throw him into
the darkness!” And he
made a hole in the desert
which was in the Duda’el
and cast him there;

20:2 Uriel, one of the holy
angels, who is over the
world and Tartarus.'®

21:7b...and saw a
terrible thing: a great fire
that was burning and
flaming; the place had a
cleavage (that extended) to
the last sea,'” pouring out
great pillars of fire . . .

21:10 And he said unto
me, “This place is the
prison house of the angels;
they are detained here
forever.”

22:11 (Their souls will be
set apart) upon this great
pain, until the great day of
judgement—and to those
who curse (there will be)
plague and pain forever,
and the retribution of their
spirits. They will bind
them there forever (—even

over to the pits of
darkness, casting them into
Tartarus, to guard the
punished ones until the
judgement;

not from the same source, occasionally there will be a slight difference between them and the difference

will be bracketed.

18 This is the translation of the Greek text, not the main translation, see Charlesworth, ed. OT
Pseudepigrapha: Apocalyptic, 1:23n20c.
1% In Greek, it refers to the abyss.
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if from the beginning of
the world).

In Chapter 5, an ITF was identified between Jude 6 and 2 Peter 2:4: [The
Lord/God-Guard-The Angels-In Darkness-Until the Judgement]. From the comparison
of Jude and 2 Peter with 1 Enoch, this ITF is a summary of the account described in 1
En. 6-22. There are thematic items in common between Jude and 2 Peter in 1 Enoch.
First, the Actor of the structural relation is the Lord/God in Jude and 2 Peter. In 1 Enoch,
God is not the one who guards the sinful angels. Instead, the holy angels are the ones
who guard (1 En. 20). It is the Most High, the Great and Holy One (i.e. the Lord) who
instructs the holy angels to do so (1 En. 10:1 and 10:4). We may say that the Lord is the
ultimate Actor. Second, the thematic item [Guard] can be inferred from many places in 1
Enoch. In particular, the lexical item guvayebnioovtar in 1 En. 21:10 belongs to the same
semantic sub-domain (371) as ™péw in Jude and 2 Peter. This verse tells us that the
sinful angels are guarded in the prison house forever. Third, even though the Participant
in Genesis is the sons of God but not [The Angels], 1 En. 6:2 describes them as the
angels, the sons of heaven. According to Davids, this verse adds the interpretive
designation of angels to Gen 6:2.2° Fourth, although the lexical item {d¢og cannot be
found in 1 Enoch, the thematic item [Darkness] is represented by its synonym ox6tog in
1 En. 10:4. Fifth, the thematic item [Until the Judgement] can also be found in different
places in 1 Enoch. The nominal phrase peyains yuépas (Jude 6) in particular can be

found in 1 En. 22:11. Therefore, we can find all the common thematic items in the ITF

20 Davids, 2 Peter and Jude Handbook, 9.



178

between Jude and 2 Peter from 1 Enoch, making 1 Enoch an intertext of Jude and 2
Peter as well.

Apart from these common thematic items between Jude and 2 Peter, there are
distinctive thematic items found in Jude and 2 Peter in 1 Enoch. The phrase deapois
aidlots eternal chains in Jude 6 can be seen as related to 0noet . . . uéypis aildvog bind . . .
Sorever in 1 En. 22:11. Although deopois is different from 0%oel, the term chains are the
instruments used to bind. Moreover, &idiows and aiévog are synonyms. Therefore, we can
say that deopois didlog and oaet . . . uéxpis aidvog have intertextual lexical relations.
Second, the lexical item atpois pits in 2 Pet 2:4 is probably related to dtaxomy . . . €wg
i afvooov a cleavage extended to the abyss in 1 En. 21:7b.2! Third, even though the
lexical item TapTapéw is not used anywhere in the LXX or pseudepigrapha, its related
word taptapos? is used in the LXX? and the Greek version of 1 En. 20:2.2* In this

verse, it talks about Uriel as the holy angel who is over the world and Tartarus. It is
possible that the sinful angels are cast into Tartarus and under the watch of the holy
angel, Uriel. The thematic items in Jude 6 and 2 Pet 2:4 that do not form intertextual
relations between themselves form intertextual lexical relations with 1 Enoch.

There are several clauses in Jude 6 and 2 Pet 2:4 that do not have intertextual

relations with one another. In Jude 6, the sinful angels are described as not having kept

2! Mathews, “Literary Relationship,” 63.

22 An example of discussions on this word and its mythology is Billings, “Angels Who Sinned,”
532-37.

23 The word can be found in Prov 30:16 and Job 40:20, 41:24.

24 Chapter 20 of 1 Enoch may not seem relevant to the Story of the Watchers at first glance.
However, the translation of 1 En. 20:1 in Charlesworth, ed. OT Pseudepigrapha: Apocalyptic, 1:23 reads:
“And these are the names of the holy angels who watch.” And then, 1 En. 21 continues to describe the
place where the angels are detained. Therefore, it is highly probable that 1 En. 20 is part of the whole
story. Thus, the lexical item Taptdpou in 1 En. 20:2 is a relevant word to the story of the angels who
sinned.
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their own dominion but have abandoned their own dwelling. There is no verbal
resemblance of it in 1 Enoch, but we can construe these meanings from 1 En. 6-8. In 1
En. 6:2, it says, “And the angels, the children of heaven, saw them and desired them; and
they said to one another, ‘Come, let us choose wives for ourselves from among the
daughters of man and beget us children.”” In 6:6, “and they descended into ‘Ardos,
which is the summit of Hermon.” In 7:1, “And they took wives unto themselves, and
everyone (respectively) chose one woman for himself, and they began to go unto them.
And they taught them magical medicine, incantations, the cutting of roots, and taught
them (about) plants.” From these, we can see how the sinful angels left their own
dwellings step by step. Although there are no verbal similarities between the two texts,
the two clauses in Jude 6 join together to form a summary of the story in 1 En. 6-8. In 2
Pet 2:4, the clause the angels sinned is a fairly general concept. It can form a very
inclusive TF and contains similar thematic material from Gen 6:1-4 and 1 En. 6-8.

To conclude, we can say that there are shared thematic items from Jude 6 and 2
Pet 2:4 in 1 En. 6-22. There are also distinctive thematic items from the two books in 1
Enoch. Therefore, we may say that 1 Enoch is a more important intertext for Jude and 2
Peter concerning the story of the sinful angels than Jude and 2 Peter are for each other.
The authors of Jude and 2 Peter are using a reference to a tradition that is well known in
their generation.?®> The story of the sinful angels is better understood as a reference to the
story described in 1 En. 6-22, a well-known text from the Jewish tradition. There is no

denying that the wording of 2 Pet 2:4 more closely resembles Jude than 1 Enoch. The

25 The idea that 1 Enoch is a widely accepted tradition is supported by Billings, “Angels Who
Sinned,” 532. This book was even regarded as canonical in the Abyssinian Church, see Surburg,
Introduction to the Intertestamental Period, 144.
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lexical item {6dog used in both 2 Pet 2:4 and Jude is not found elsewhere in the LXX.
However, this lexical item is not unique for Jude and 2 Peter. It is found in Hebrews,
Sibylline Oracle, and the works of Philo. It is possible that it is a word commonly used

in that generation but not in the earlier generations.

Sodom and Gomorrah

Another ancient example that both Jude and 2 Peter use is Sodom and Gomorrah. In
Chapter 5, there is a common relation [Sodom and Gomorrah-being-Example] identified
between Jude 7 and 2 Pet 2:6. This ITF is about the social function the authors want to
achieve by using this ancient example, but not about the story itself. It is not surprising
that this ITF does not exist in the original story of Sodom and Gomorrah.

To better understand these two passages, we need to look at the story of Sodom
and Gomorrah. The Sodom and Gomorrah story is recorded in Gen 18:20-21and 19:1—
28. The following is a list of verses which have thematic items that can match those in

Jude 7 and 2 Pet 2:6.26

Jude Genesis 2 Peter
v. 7 likewise, Sodom and | Gen 18:20 Then the Lord said, 2:6 thus, making
Gomorrah, and the cities | “How great is the outcry against them an example
around them, which in the | Sodom and Gomorrah and how very | to those who are
same manner as these grave their sin!” about to /ive in an
angels, committed sexual ungodly manner;
immorality, and went Gen 19:4-9 But before they lay
after strange flesh, exist down, the men of the city, the men
as an example, of Sodom, both young and old, all

the people to the last man,

surrounded the house; and they

called to Lot, “Where are the men

who came to you tonight? Bring

them out to us, so that we may know

26 Since there is not any significant verbal similarity that needs more investigation, we are going
to compare the texts in English.
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them.” Lot went out of the door to
the men, shut the door after him, and
said, “I beg you, my brothers, do not
act so wickedly. Look, I have two
daughters who have not known a
man; let me bring them out to you,
and do to them as you please; only
do nothing to these men, for they
have come under the shelter of my
roof.” But they replied, “Stand
back!” And they said, “This fellow
came here as an alien, and he would
play the judge! Now we will deal
worse with you than with them.”
Then they pressed hard against the
man Lot, and came near the door to
break it down.

v. 7 by undergoing the Gen 19:24-25 Then the Lord &ained 2:6 and he

unishment of etemal‘ on Sodom and Gomorrah sulfur and | condemned the
fire| fire| from the Lord out of heaven; cities of Sodom
and he overthrew those cities, and and Gomorrah 10
all the Plain, and all the inhabitants | destruction
of the cities, and what grew on the reducing them to
ground. ashes

All the description in Jude 7 and 2 Pet 2:6 can be inferred from Genesis,?” even
though there may not be any direct verbal correspondence. The notion of “committed
sexual immorality, and went after strange flesh” in Jude 7 can be inferred from their
desire to know the men (Gen 19:5). “Punishment of eternal fire” can be inferred from
“the Lord rained on Sodom and Gomorrah sulfur and fire” (Gen 19:24). The notion of
“live in an ungodly manner” (2 Pet 2:6) can be inferred from multiple places. One of
them is “how very grave their sin” (Gen 18:20). The notion of “condemned . . . to
destruction, reducing them to ashes” can be inferred from “he overthrew those cities, and

all the Plain, and all the inhabitants of the cities, and what grew on the ground.”

27 Except the description eternal in Jude.
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Therefore, we may say that Genesis is the primary intertext of the story of Sodom and

Gomorrah in Jude and 2 Peter. Other than Genesis, there are also other references from

the LXX. They are in Isa 1:9—-10; Jer 23:14; Ezek 16:46-56; Amos 4:11; Zeph 2:9; and 3

Macc 2:5. The example of Sodom and Gomorrah is also used in the New Testament, like

Matt 10:15; 11:23-24; Luke 10:12; 17:29; and Rom 9:29. All these references point to

the judgement of the two cities. All of these texts can be considered intertexts of the

story of Sodom and Gomorrah in Jude and 2 Peter, in the same way that Jude and 2 Peter

are intertexts of each other concerning this story.

Balaam

The story of Balaam is another ancient example that both Jude and 2 Peter have used.

Chapter 5 reveals that there is no ITF formed between the two texts concerning this

story. The only related lexical item is ptofos. There are several possible references for

the expression ptafog.
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v. 11 Woe be
to them, for
they live
Cain’s way of
life, and devote
themselves to
Balaam’s error
for reward, and
perish in
Korah’s
rebellion.

2:15-16 Leaving an
upright way of life,
they have gone astray
following the way of
Balaam, son of Beor.
(He loved unrighteous
wages, but he was
rebuked for his own
lawless act; a mute
beast of burden,
speaking with a human
voice, prevented the
prophet’s insanity.)

Num 22:17-18 “. ..
for I will surely set a
price on you,”® and
whatever you say to
me I will do; come,
curse this people for
me.” But Balaam
replied to the
servants of Balak,
“Although Balak
were to give me his
house full of silver
and gold, I could not
go beyond the
command of the
Lord my God, to do
less or more.”

Deut 23:4 because
they did not meet
you with food and
water on your
journey out of
Egypt, and because
they hired against
you Balaam son of
Beor, from Pethor
of Mesopotamia,
to curse you.

Neh 13:2 because
they did not meet
the Israelites with
bread and water,
but hired Balaam
against them to
curse them-- yet
our God turned the
curse into a
blessing.

The original story of Balaam can be found in Num 22-24. In Num 22:17-18, the

notion of [Wages/Reward] is not explicitly strong. There are related expressions like set

a price and silver and gold. In other texts that mention Balaam, like Deut 23:5 and Neh

13:2, the notion of [wages] becomes more explicit. The lexical item éuiobwoavto hire

28 My translation of Tiwjow, which belongs to subdomain “57L Pay, Price, Cost.” See Louw and
Nida, eds., Lexicon, §57.165.
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belongs to the same semantic subdomain as ptafids. Therefore, these two verses are

probably more direct references for the thematic item [Wages/Reward].

Concerning the other descriptions about Balaam in 2 Peter, the TFs can also be

inferred from the original story of Balaam in Numbers.

2 Peter

Numbers

2:16 but he was rebuked for
his own lawless act; a mute
beast of burden, speaking
with a human voice,

revented the prophet’s
insanitﬂ.

22:28-34 Then the Lord opened the mouth of the
donkey, and it said to Balaam, “What have I done to
you, that you have struck me these three times?”
Balaam said to the donkey, “Because you have made a
fool of me! I wish I had a sword in my hand! I would
kill you right now!” But the donkey said to Balaam,
“Am I not your donkey, which you have ridden all your
life to this day? Have I been in the habit of treating you
this way?”” And he said, “No.” Then the Lord opened
the eyes of Balaam, and he saw the angel of the Lord
standing in the road, with his drawn sword in his hand,
and he bowed down, falling on his face. The angel of
the Lord said to him, “Why have you struck your
donkey these three times? I have come out as an
adversary, because your way is perverse before me. The
donkey saw me, and turned away from me these three
times. \If it had not turned away from me, surely jusﬂ
now I would have killed you and let it livel.” Then
Balaam said to the angel of the Lord, “/ have sinned, for
I did not know that you were standing in the road to
oppose me. Now therefore, if it is displeasing to you, I
will return home.”

The notion of “rebuke” can probably be inferred from Num 22:32, especially the

phrase “I have come out as an adversary, because your way is perverse before me.” In

Num 22:34, Balaam admits that he has sinned. This is probably the reference for the

notion “his own lawless act.” Num 22:28-30 is probably the reference for the notion

“speaking with a human voice.” The notion “prevented the prophet’s insanity” is

probably reflected from the words of the angel of the Lord, “If it had not turned away

from me, surely just now I would have killed you and let it live” in Num 22:33. All the
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descriptions about Balaam in 2 Peter are covered in the original story in Numbers. To
summarize, we may say that Numbers is the main reference for the story of Balaam in 2
Peter. Two other verses from the LXX may have also supplied the thematic item

[Wages/Reward] for Jude and 2 Peter.

The Story of the Israelites
Another story used by Jude is the story of the Israelites. In Jude 5, it says that “the Lord
having once delivered the people out of the land of Egypt” and “later destroyed those
who did not trust.” This refers to the story of Exodus. The story about delivering the
people out of Egypt is found in Exod 12. In Exod 12:30-33, it says:

Pharaoh arose in the night, he and all his officials and all the Egyptians; and
there was a loud cry in Egypt, for there was not a house without someone dead.
Then he summoned Moses and Aaron in the night, and said, “Rise up, go away
from my people, both you and the Israelites! Go, worship the Lord, as you said.
Take your flocks and your herds, as you said, and be gone. And bring a blessing
on me too!” The Egyptians urged the people to hasten their departure from the
land, for they said, “We shall all be dead.”

The practice of using the lexical item Aaov to describe the Israelites is probably from
Exod 19:5,%°

xal viv €&y dxofj dxobomte i éufic dwvijs xal duldEnte TV dtabiuny pov Eoeahé
ot Aads TepLovalog ATO TAVTwWY TRV 0vEv €y yap EoTv mhoa 1 Y.

Now therefore, if you obey my voice and keep my covenant, you shall be my
treasured possession out of all the peoples. Indeed, the whole earth is mine.

The story concerning the Israelites who did not believe were destroyed by God is found
in Num 14 and Deut 1. In Deut 1:30-32 and 1:34-35, it says,
Deut 1:30-32 The Lord your God, who goes before you, is the one who will

fight for you, just as he did for you in Egypt before your very eyes, and in the
wilderness, where you saw how the Lord your God carried you, just as one

2 Davids, 2 Peter and Jude Handbook, 8.
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carries a child, all the way that you traveled until you reached this place. But in
spite of this, you have no trust in the Lord your God,

Deut 1:34-35 When the Lord heard your words, he was wrathful and swore:
“Not one of these—not one of this evil generation—shall see the good land that
swore to give to your ancestors”

Thus, the background story of Jude 5 can be found in Num 14 and Deut 1. Numbers and

Deuteronomy are important intertexts of Jude 5.

Michael the Archangel
The example of Michael the Archangel is used in Jude 9. It is probably implicitly used in
2 Pet 2:11 as well. It is widely accepted that the source is the lost ending of the
Testament of Moses. Since the ending of the Testament of Moses is no longer extant,
Bauckham provides a detailed discussion concerning the Christian sources that may
have preserved the substance of the story. The sources include Palaea Historica, the
Slavonic Life of Moses 16, Pseudo-Oecumenius, Cramer’s Catena, Severus of Antioch,
Clement of Alexandria, Didymus the Blind, and Origen, among others.*° Since the story
about Michael the archangel is implicit in 2 Peter and the source text is lost, we cannot

compare the text in Jude 9 with these two texts.

The Story of Cain
In Jude 11, the author of Jude uses the story of Cain as an example. However, it only
mentions Cain’s way of life and nothing else. It is clear that the author assumes the
recipients to be familiar with the story of Cain in Gen 4:1-17. It tells us that Cain killed

his brother Abel (4:8) because the Lord had regard for Abel and his offering, but not for

30 Bauckham, Jude-2 Peter, 67-76.



187

Cain and his offering (4:4-5). The author’s assumption that the recipients know the story

makes Genesis a very important intertext for Jude.

The Story of Korah
Jude 11 also uses Korah as an example. It mentions Korah’s rebellion. The author
assumes the recipients to be familiar with Korah’s story in Num 16:1-40. Korah and
other leaders of the Israelites gathered and confronted Moses (16:1-2). The Lord opened
the mouth of the earth and swallowed Korah and his fellows (16:32). Thus, this story
makes Numbers a very important intertext for Jude since it provides essential

background information for the story of Korah.

The Flood and Noah

Another story in 2 Peter is the story of the ancient world and Noah. They need to be
examined together as they can be seen as two sides of the same story. The original story
1s described in Gen 6:5—9:17. In 2 Pet 2:5, there are several notions that we need to be
investigated: “God did not spare the ancient world . . . he brought upon a flood to the
world of the ungodly,” “Noah as the preacher of righteousness,” and “God saved Noah
with a total of eight people.”

The story concerning “God did not spare the ancient world . . . he brought upon a
flood to the world of the ungodly” can be found in Gen 6:5-7 and 6:17:

Gen 6:5-7 The Lord saw that the wickedness of humankind was great in the

earth, and that every inclination of the thoughts of their hearts was only evil

continually. And the Lord was sorry that he had made humankind on the earth,

and it grieved him to his heart. So the Lord said, “I will blot out from the earth

the human beings I have created—people together with animals and creeping
things and birds of the air, for I am sorry that I have made them.”
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Gen 6:17 For my part, [ am going to bring a flood of waters on the earth, to
destroy from under heaven all flesh in which is the breath of life; everything that
is on the earth shall die.

In Gen 7:10, it describes the flood coming to the earth, “And after seven days the
waters of the flood came on the earth.” In 7:21, God does not spare the ancient world in
the sense that everything was dead, “And all flesh died that moved on the earth, birds,
domestic animals, wild animals, all swarming creatures that swarm on the earth, and all
human beings.”

The story concerning “God saved Noah with a total of eight people,” is found in
Gen 6:18-20:

But 7 will establish my covenant with you, and you shall come into the ark, you,

your sons, your wife, and your sons’ wives with you. And of every living thing,

of all flesh, you shall bring two of every kind into the ark, to keep them alive
with you; they shall be male and female. Of the birds according to their kinds,

and of the animals according to their kinds, of every creeping thing of the ground
according to its kind, two of every kind shall come in to you, to keep them alive.

Gen 7:13 recorded its fulfillment, “On the very same day Noah with his sons,
Shem and Ham and Japheth, and Noah's wife and the three wives of his sons entered the
ark.” Thus, God rescues Noah with a total of eight people.

The notion of “Noah as the preacher of righteousness” can be seen as two parts.
First, Noah was righteous. In Gen 6:9, “. . . Noah was a righteous man, blameless in his
generation; Noah walked with God.” Concerning Noah as a preacher, the notion cannot

be found in antecedent texts but can only be found in some texts from the same

generation.
2 Pet xal dpyalov xoouov odx édeloato and he did not spare the ancient
2:5 A\ (’3’)/500\) N&e lea[oo'évy.’g %Y:)_DUXO( world but protected Noah the
ébvAatey xataxhuaudy xéauov preacher of righteousness, with a

total of eight people, while he
brought upon a flood to the world of
the ungodly;

GoePiv émdias,
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vTaxovoavtes éawinoay

Ant. Néixog 0¢ Tois mpatTopévolg Um’ But Noah was very uneasy at what

1:74 aOTRY 5uo-xgpaivwv ol TolC they dld, and, being displeased at
Bovhebpaoty andiss Exwy émeifey émi | their conduct, persuaded them to
6 xoeitTov Ty Sidvotay adTode xal change their dispositions gnd their
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deloag 5:'7) m“ CP,OVEW“GSV CiUTOV ,”Em with his wife and children, and those
Yuvaudv xal Téxvwy xal Tév ToUTolS | they had married; so he departed out
cuvolxouav éexwproe T Yo of that land.

Sib Or | Nde, déuag bdpauvov £bv Aaoioi Te “Noah, be of good cheer in yourself

1:128—- oY %}”']_DUEOV ng’a’yo[av, aﬂwg and preach repentance to all the

29 owbEoty dmave. people, so that they may all be

saved.”
Sib Or | Aaobg EMitdveve, Méywv 0 é&xpxeto | Having contrived each matter, he
1: 149 | tolwy- besought the people and began with
words like these:
1 Clem | Néje éxxjpuev petdvoiay xal of Noah preached repentance, and as
7:6 many as listened to him were saved.

Most of the descriptions in 2 Pet 2:5 are found in the LXX. The notion “Noah as

a herald” has several references from the same generation even though it cannot be

found in antecedent texts. It may suggest that during the New Testament period, people

tend to see Noah in this way.

The Story of Lot

The final story in 2 Peter is the story about Lot. This story is interwoven with the story

of Sodom and Gomorrah. Despite the fact that they are interwoven, this story is absent in

Jude. In 2 Pet 2:7-8, v. 8 functions as an elaboration (in the sense of clarification) of v.

7. To understand why there should be a clarification clause in v. 8, we need to examine

the notions in v. 7.

There are three notions in v. 7: “God rescued Lot,” “Lot was a righteous man,”

and “suffered by the licentious conduct of the lawless people.” The notion “God rescued
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Lot” is reflected in Gen 19:16 “But he lingered; so the men seized him and his wife and
his two daughters by the hand, the Lord being merciful to him, and they brought him out
and left him outside the city,” and 19:29 “So it was that, when God destroyed the cities
of the Plain, God remembered Abraham, and sent Lot out of the midst of the overthrow,
when he overthrew the cities in which Lot had settled.”

The notion “Lot was a righteous man” is supported by Wis 10:6, which says that
“Wisdom rescued a righteous man when the ungodly were perishing; /e escaped the fire
that descended on the Five Cities.” Even though this passage does not mention the name
of Lot, the one who escapes the fire in the Five Cities is Lot. There is also a description
in Philo’s Mos. 2:58:

But when the whole of that district was thus burnt, inhabitants and all, by the
impetuous rush of the heavenly fire, one single man in the country, a sojourner,
was preserved by the providence of God because he had never shared in the
transgressions of the natives, though sojourners in general were in the habit of
adopting the customs of the foreign nations, among which they might be settled,
for the sake of their own safety, since, if they despised them, they might be in
danger from the inhabitants of the land. And yet this man had not attained to any
perfection of wisdom, so as to be thought worthy of such an honor by reason of
the perfect excellence of his nature; but he was spared only because /e did not
join the multitude who were inclined to luxury and effeminacy, and who pursued
every kind of pleasure and indulged every kind of appetite, gratifying them
abundantly, and inflaming them as one might inflame fire by heaping upon it
plenty of rough fuel.

Even though this text does not explicitly named Lot, it can still be understood based on
the content. It is traditionally accepted that the person refers to Lot. It can be seen from 1

Clem 11:1:

On account of &is hospitality and godliness, Lot was saved out of Sodom when
all the country round was punished by means of fire and brimstone, the Lord thus
making it manifest that he does not forsake those that hope in him, but gives up
such as depart from him to punishment and torture.
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These references show us how later work elaborates on the character of Lot and
regards him as righteous. The last notion, “he suffered by the licentious conduct of the
lawless people,” is a little bit problematic. This is not explicit in Genesis, nor is there
any reference from other writings, and the description is a little bit vague. It is possible
that v. 8 is used to elaborate this motif more fully to better supported the argument.

Verse 8 provides the elaboration of v. 7. It explains what is described in v. 7:
Why did the righteous man torment his righteous soul by the people’s lawless deeds?
The reason is that he lived among them day after day, and saw and heard what they have
done. The notion “he tormented his righteous soul” can be seen as the elaboration of the
previous notion “he suffered by the licentious conduct of the lawless people” and can be
understood together. The background that he lived among them, and saw and heard their
deeds, leads readers/audiences to relate to the story depicted in Genesis.

Therefore, we are now going to examine what was going on in the story in
Genesis. First, Lot actively invited and urged the two angels to go to his house as guests
(Gen 19:1-3). We can understand his invitation as the expression of his hospitality.
However, when his invitation was turned down, he insists in inviting them again (v. 3).
Probably he did it because he saw and heard what the people in the city had done and
predicted that something bad might happen if the two angels spent the night in the
square. After that, the people of the city came, and made an evil request. The story
purposefully depicts that Lot shut the door after him after he had gone out (v. 6). Does it
imply that Lot can anticipate how aggressive the people could be? Is it because Lot has
already witnessed this kind of wickedness? Lot tried to prevent the people of the city
from harming the two angels and begged them not to act wickedly (vv. 7-8). This series

of actions implicitly reflects the fact that Lot knew about the wickedness of the people,
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and that he did not agree with this kind of wicked behavior. When he had the chance, he
tried to prevent this kind of behavior. Maybe, it is what the text meant when it said, Lot
tormented his righteous soul and he suffered. Therefore, we may infer that the notions
depicted in 2 Pet 2:7-8 can all be traced back to the story in Gen 19, even though the
ideas are merely implicit. The author of 2 Peter tries to elaborate the idea in v. 8 so that
the implicit idea can be clearly understood.

All the notions can be found in Genesis: some explicit and some implicit.
Though some of the notions are implicit in Gen 19, some are elaborated on by the author
of 2 Peter, and another is made explicit in Wis 10:6. The notions found in this story are
all related to the LXX. They exhibit a strong relation between 2 Peter and these texts.
These are important intertexts of 2 Peter. They provide important background material to

help us understand the story depicted in 2 Peter.

Summary
From the ancient stories discussed above, all the examples Jude and 2 Peter use can trace
their notions to antecedent texts or tradition, which are well accepted by the original
recipients. Although there are similarities between the two books, these examples do not

show a strong relationship between the them.

Conclusion
As discussed above, most of the rare vocabulary and all the ancient references of 2 Peter
and Jude can be traced back to other intertexts. There is an abundance of literature
among the community that provids the same kind of background and vocabulary the two

authors use in their writings. Unless there is an assumption that one of the authors is not
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familiar with that literature among the community, there is no need to assume that one of
the authors used the other letter to write his own. These intertexts can help us better
understand what the authors of Jude and 2 Peter talk about. Even though Jude and 2
Peter are intertexts, it is quite obvious that they do not provide background information

for each other’s formation of text.



CHAPTER 7: CONCLUSION

Jude and 2 Peter are surely intertexts for each other. The question is how they are
interrelated. Scholars have proposed that they are literarily dependent but there is no
definitive conclusion among scholars concerning which one is literarily dependent on
the other. There are arguments for and against each of the literary dependency theories.
It is difficult to define what is meant by literary dependency and how to measure it. As a
consequence, this study proposes that we can think about the issue from a different
perspective. The two books have been examined through thematic formations,
axiological stance, and rhetorical formations. It is found that they have ITFs and similar
appraisals that can explain their similarities. At the same time, they have their unique
TTFs, semantic domains, RFs, and genre elements. Moreover, they do not provide
essential intertextual background information to help understanding each other.
Therefore, even though they have a lot of similarities, they are not necessarily the most
relevant intertext for each other.

It is shown that most of the rare vocabulary and all the ancient references in 2
Peter and Jude can be traced back to other intertexts. There is an abundance of literature
within the community that provide the historical background and vocabulary the two
authors use. The LXX, Old Testament Pseudepigrapha, and contemporary literature are
important intertexts for Jude and 2 Peter. Texts that look very different can be the texts

that provide the relevant contexts for interpretation.

194
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Imagine two reporters from two newspapers reporting two similar crimes on the
same day. There will surely be a number of similar vocabulary and thematic formations.
It is not that the two news reports are literarily dependent, but instead they share the
same background and the same kind of vocabulary used in the society. For Jude and 2
Peter, we know that they have several ITFs, similar axiological stance, the same set of
background literature, and they are both Christian letters addressing similar problems.
All these factors are good reasons to explain for the similarity between the two books.
Anders Gerdmar reaches a similar conclusion in his study. He says, “Feature by feature
the two letters are shown to be fundamentally similar, so that 2 Peter and Jude come
about as linguistic, theological and social twin documents. Factors, which cannot be
explained from literary dependence alone, form a cluster pointing to a common milieu.”"!

While Gerdmar explains the phenomenon by appealing to a common milieu, it
can be understood from the perspective of intertextuality. According to Lemke, sets of
texts that share both TFs and genre form the distinctive text-fypes of a community. Texts
of the same fext-type will also tend to share the same kind of RFs and lexicogrammatical
choices in their realizations.?> The phenomenon of verbal similarities (but not verbatim)
can be explained between Jude and 2 Peter since we can say that they belong to the same
text-type.

Moreover, according to Lemke, the system of intertextuality provides an
interface between language and social semiotics. The system of intertextuality is not

solely described by its relations to text semantics and text structure. The construction of

! Gerdmar, Rethinking the Judaism-Hellenism Dichotomy, 338.
2 Lemke, “Ideology, Intertextuality and Communication of Science,” 36. The discussion of zext-
type is outside of the scope of this study. We are just using it according to the discussion of Lemke here.
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intertextual relations in a community is used for wider social purposes. We have to
describe their relations to social structure and social dynamics as well.> How a
community uses language is an important component of the identity and interactions of
that community. The ways of using language thematically, rhetorically, generically, and
axiologically define a social subcommunity. Each social subcommunity has a distinct
social voice. These social voices have relations to one another in the system of social
heteroglossia that help form social relations among the subcommunities. These relations
are mainly Alliance and Opposition.* It would be meaningful to try to figure out the
social relationships that the authors are trying to form within their communities.
Intertextuality can be a very useful tool to understand the relationship between
Jude and 2 Peter. If we find more manuscripts in the future, we may discover some new
intertextual relationships between the books in the same way that the discovery of the
Dead Sea Scrolls opened new doors in biblical studies. Since we do not come from the
generation of the biblical text, we can only rely on ancient texts found thus far to

understand how they were formed and interrelated.

3 Lemke, “Ideology, Intertextuality and Communication of Science,” 37.
4 Lemke, “Ideology, Intertextuality and Communication of Science,” 38.



APPENDIX 1
TEXT AND CLAUSE DIVISION OF JUDE

The Book of Jude' can be divided into 37 clauses as follow:

clause? verse | downranked text®
clause
number
cl.1 1 cl.1 "Tovdag "Inool Xpiorol dodhog, Gderdos 8¢ TaxwBov, Tolg
cl.l.1 [[év Bedd maTpl yamyuévorg]]
cl.1.2 [[xat Tnool Xpiotd Tetnpnuévors]]
cl.1 xAnToig-
cl.2 2 cl.2 €\eog UiV xal eipyn xal dydmy TAnbuvbely.
cl.3 3 cl.3 Ayamyrol,
cl.3.1 [[[méoav omoudny motodpevog
cl.3.1.1 [[ 700 ypadety Opiv mept THis xowdic Nudv cwtypiag xal
Zogd 1]
cl.3 avayxry Eayov
cl.3.2 [[ypdpery Ouiv]]
cl.3.3 [[[mapaxadiv
cl.33.1 [[[énaywvilesba TH
cl.3.3.1.1 [[dmat mapadobeioy Tois ayio]]
cl.3.3.1 miotel]]] 111
cl4 4 cl4 mapetotduoay ydp Tves dvbpwol,
[reason cl.4.1 [[of mdAat mpoyeypaupévorl eis Tolito TO xpiua,]]
of c1.3] cl4 Goefeis,
cl.4.2 [[Thv ToU Beol Nudv ydprv petatiBévres el doedyelav]]
cl4.3 [[xal Tov pwévov deométny xat xOplov Hudv Inoolv Xptorév
dpvodyevol.]]
cl.5 5 cl.5 ... 0t ... PBovdopat,
cl.5.1 [[[ Ymouvijoar . . . Oudg
cl.5.1.1 [[eidbTag Duds mavral] ]]]
cl.6 5 cl.6 6t & xvplog
[idea cl.6.1 [[&mag Aadv éx yiic AlybmTou cwaag]]
of c1.5] cl.6 T OeUTEPOY
cl.6.2 [[Tobs wy) moTedoavTag]]
cl.6 amwleoey,

! Text according to Codex Sinaiticus.

2 For those clauses that their relationship with the previous clause are not listed, they are either
the first clause of a new section, or a clause that has “Addition” relationship to the previous clause.

3 Lexemes in the Greek text that are italicized denote instances that are different from the text of
NA27.
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cl.7 6 cl.7 dyyéehoug Te
cl.7.1 [[Todg wy TpRoavtag ™y éautédv apxnv]]
cl.7.2 [[@AA& dmodimévTag To 100w oixyTyprov]]
cl.7 elg xplow peydng Nuépag deapols didiows Imd (Sdov TeThpyxey,
cl.8 7 cl.8 we¢ Zddopa xai Tépoppa xal ai mepi adtag mélets
cl.8.1 [[Tov Spotov Tpémov TovToLS éxmopvetaaaat]]
cl.8.2 [[xat amerbolioat émiow capxds étépag,]]
cl.8 mpbxetvTat delypa
cl.9 7 cl.9 mupds alwviou by dméyovaw (* oux gyova)’.
cl.10 8 cl.10 ‘Opolws pévror xal obTot
cl.10.1 [[évumvialbpevor]]
cl.10 adpxa ptv walvouaty
cl.11 8 cl.11 xvpidryras 0t dBeToliow
cl.12 8 cl.12 dé¢as 0t Pracdyuodow.
cl.13 9 cl.13 ‘O 8¢ Muyanh 6 dpydyyehos,
cl.14 <<@re
<<cl.14>> cl.14.1 [[T& SeféAw draxpvduevos]]
[temporal cl.14 dteréyeto mepi Tol Mwiloéws cwpartos,>>
of c1.13] cl.13 oUx £TéAunoev
cl.13.1 [[xpiogw émeveyxely BAacdnuias]]
cl.15 9 cl.15 dArG elmey-
cl.16 9 cl.16 émmpioat oot J Jeds.
[locution
of cl.15]
cl.17 10 cl.17 Odrot o8
cl.17.1 [[8ca pév ovx oidacw]]
cl.17 BAacdnuoliot,
cl.17.2 [[8oa 8¢ duoieds ds & droya (Ba émioTavral,]]
cl.18 10 cl.18 év ToUTotg pBelpovrat.
cl.19 11 cl.19 odal adTols,
cl.20 11 cl.20 81 Tfj 606 Tod Kdiv émopetbnoay
[reason
of ¢1.19]
cl.21 11 cl.21 xal Tff mhdvy Tol Badady wabol éexdbnoay
cl.22 11 cl.22 xal Tfj avtidoyia ol Képe dmwAovro.
[result
of cl.21]
cl.23 12 cl.23 Ofol elow yoyyvoral pewpiyopor
cl1.23.1 [[xara td¢ émbuuing avrdy mopevduevor]]
cl.23 D &v tails dydmawg YUV omAddes
cl.23.2 [[ouvevwyoiuevor ddéfuws,]]
cl.23.3 [[éauTols motpaivovteg,]]
cl.23 vedbédat dvudpol
cl.23.4 [[ mavri dvéuew Tapadepopeval,]]
cl.23 dévdpa dbvomwpive dxapma
cl.23.5 [[di¢ &mobBavévra]]
cl.23.6 [[éxptlwbévTa,]]

* The text in Codex Sinaiticus reads oux exovotv, which does not make much sense in the context.
The reading Oméyovaw is from the corrector of the Codex.
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cl.23 13 cl.23 Gypra xdpara Bahacarg
(continue) cl.23.7 [[émadpilovta Tas Eautdy aioyivas,]]
cl.23 doTépes TAaVFTaL
cl.23.8 [[ols 6 {8dbos Toll oxdrous elg aidiva TethpyTat.]]
cl.24 14 cl.24 Tpoedjrevaey ¢ xai TovTows ERdopos dmd Adep Evary
cl.24.1 [[Aéywy-]]
cl.25 14 cl.25 idov
[locution
of c1.24]
cl.26 14 cl.26 nABev wplog &v wuptdoty dyiwy dyyédwy
cl.26 15 cl.26.1 [[motfjoat xpiow xata mavtwy]]
(continue) cl.26.2 [[[xal EXéyEar mioay Yuxny Tepl mavTwy TG Epywy &
[[év )oéBnoav]]
cl.26.2.1 xal Tept TAVTWY TAV axANp&Y Adywy
cl.26.2 [[év Exddnoay xat” adtol duaptwlol doepeic.]] 11]
cl.26.2.2
cl.27 16 cl.27 Ofol elow yoyyvotal pepwdipotpot
cl.27.1 [[xatd tag émbupias avrdy mopevdpevol,]]
cl1.28 16 cl.28 xal T6 oTopa alTdV AaAel Omépoyxa,
cl.28.1 [[Bavpudlovtes mpdowma ddeleias xdpw.]]
cl.29 17 c1.29 Opels 0¢, dyamyTol, wwichnte Tév pnudTwy
cl1.29.1 [[Tév Tpoetpyuevewy Umd TGV dmoaTéAwy Tol xuplov Ny
‘Inool Xptatod]]
c1.30 18 c1.30 61 EAeyov Uulv-
cl.31 18 cl.31 & ém’ éoyatou Tol xpovou Eoovtan EumaixTal
[idea cl.31.1 [[xata Tag Eautdy émbupias mopeuduevol @y doeBetddv.]]
of c1.30]
cl.32 19 cl.32 Obrol elow
cl.32.1 [[of dmodiopifovres,]]
cl.32 Yuytxol,
cl.32.2 [[mvedua wy Exovres.]]
cl.33 20 cl.33 Opels 0¢, dyamyrol,
cl.33.1 [[émotxodopodvres EauTols Tff aywwTdTy Vudv mioTel,]]
c1.33.2 [[év mvedpatt ayiw Tpogeuyduevot,]]
cl.33 21 cl.33 gautols év ayamy Oeol mpRoate
(continue) cl.33.3 [[mpoadexbuevor To Eheog Tol xupiov Nudv Tnool XpioTol eig
Civ aldviov.]]
cl.34 22 cl.34 Kai olg ptv éhedite
cl.34.1 [[Sraxpwouévoug,]]
cl.35 23 cl.35 ol Ot oehlete
cl.35.1 [[éx mupds dpmdlovres,]]
cl.36 23 cl.36 ol 0t éAedite &v doPw
cl.36.1 [[[sioolvTes xat Tov
cl.36.1.1 [[&md THs ocapxds éomAwypévov]]
cl.36.1 xiréva.]]]
cl.37 24 cl.37 LLL0E. L.
cl.37.1 [[[Té& ... dvvapéve
cl.37.1.1 [[durdEar Opds dnTaioToug]]
cl.37.1.2 [[xal otfioat xatevdmiov Tiis 86&ns adTol duwpoug év

ayaiaoet,]] 1]]
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cl.37

(continue)

25

cl.37

; ~ JS———
udve Beé swtiipt Ny

d1e Inaod Xpiool Tol xupiou Huddv

d6&a peyadwolvn xpdtos xal égovaia

mpd mavtds Tol aldvog xai viv xal eig & Tobg aidvag, duny.

Notational conventions for representing lexicogrammatical constituency?

[[[11]

downranked clause complex

[L1]

downranked clause

<< >> | enclosed clause

5 This table is adapted from Halliday and Matthiessen, Introduction, 10, Table 1(1).



APPENDIX 2
CHART OF JUDE

Chart of Jude with reference to lexical items:

verse | clause lexical item discourse process participant semantic | speech polarity appraisal
no. no. ::f;:jl:e;éﬁon type d"mainl function and/or (positive+
(connections number modality or
in brackets) negative—, if
applicable)
1 cl.1 "Tovdag Actor 93A
cl.1 ‘Inaoi 93A
cl.1 Xpiotol 531 Judgement +
cl.1 Jodog, 87E Judgement —/+2
cl.1 4deAddg 11B
cl.l ot (cn) 89Q
cl.l “TaxwBov, 93A
cl.1 Tolg 92D
cl.l.1 2] 90A
cl.1.1 65@ 12A Judgement +
cl.l.1 matpl 12A
cl.l.1 Ayamnuévolg Mental Medium 25C Affect +
cl.1.2 xal (cn) 89Q
cl.1.2 ‘Inaoi Client 93A
cl.1.2 Xptoté 531 Judgement +
cl.1.2 TeTNpnUévoLS Material Medium 371 Appreciation +
cl.l xMyrois: (implied) Goal 33C’ statement Judgement +
Material
2 cl.2 Eheog Medium 38J Affect +
cl.2 Ouiv Recipient 92C
cl.2 xal (cn) 89Q
cl.2 elprivy Medium 22G Affect +
cl.2 xal (cn) 89Q
cl.2 dydmy Medium 25C Affect +
cl.2 mAnOuvBely. Material 59G statement | projection,
contingency
3 cl.3 AyamnTol, Receiver 25C Affect +
cl.3.1 mdoav 59C Force +
cl.3.1 (J"]Toua}"‘v Scope: Process | 25F Appreciation +
cl.3.1 ooV ULEVOS Material 42B statement
cl.3.1.1 T0 8914
cl.3.1.1 Yypadew Verbal 33E statement
cl.3.1.1 Ouiv Receiver 92C

! The semantic domain number is according to the domain numbering system in Louw and Nida,
eds., Lexicon, domains and sub-domains. A table of domains can be found after this table of analysis.

2 See Louw and Nida, eds., Lexicon, §87.76.

3 Lexemes in the Greek text that are italicized denote instances that are different from the text of

NA27.

4 The lexical item 7o¥ is not listed in sub-domain 891 in Louw and Nida, eds., Lexicon, but the

structure 7od + infinitive is a known structure used to denote purpose.
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cl.3.1.1 mepl 90F

1301 | 92D

cl.3.1.1 xoijg 89T

cl3.1 | wuav 92A

cl.3.1.1 cwtyplag Verbiage 21F Appreciation +

31l | xa (cn) 89Q

cl.3.1.1 Swic Verbiage 23G Appreciation +

cl.3 Gvdyxny Phenomenon | 71D Force +

cl.3 Eoyov Mental Senser 90M statement

cl.3.2 ypdpery Verbal 33E statement

cl.3.2 Ouiv Receiver 92C

cl3.3 TapaXaAGY Verbal 33L statement Appreciation +

cl.3.3.1 ¢maywvilesbat Material 39E command Appreciation +

1331 | 7 92D

cl.33.1.1 | dnaf 60E Focus +

cl.3.3.1.1 | mapadobeioyn Material 57H statement

c1.33.1.1 | 7olg 92D

c1.3.3.1.1 | dyloig Recipient 11B Judgement +

cl.3.3.1 mioTel Client 31 Appreciation +
4 cl4 mapelcéduoay Material 34B statement Appreciation —

cl.4 yép cj 89G

cl.4 TIVESG Actor 92D

cl.4 dvBpumol, Actor 9A

cl.4.1 ol 92D

cl.4.l Tdlal 67B

cl4.1 TpOYEYpauULEvoL Verbal Target 33E statement

cl4l el 13B Heterogloss:

Projection.

cl.4.1 ToliTo 92G Focus +

cl.4.1 0 92D

cl.4.1 xplua, 56E g‘;ﬂ-’iﬁfiﬁfi‘;‘;

cl.4 doefels, S53A Judgement —

cl42 o 92D

cl.4.2 ol 92D

cl.42 Beod 12A Judgement +

cl42 Auév 902A

cl42 xdpty Goal 25H Affect +

cl4.2 uetatifévres Material 13B statement

cl.4.2 €lg 13B

cl.42 doéhyetay Attribute 88J° Judgement —

cl4.3 xal cj 39Q

cld43 TOV 92D

cl43 udvov 58G Focus +

cl.43 deamdTny 37D Judgement +

cl43 xal (cn) 89Q

cl.43 xUplov 12A Judgement +

cl43 Auév 92A

cld43 ‘Inagolv Goal 93A

cl.43 Xptotdv 531 Judgement +

cl.43 dpvolpevot. Material 34E statement Appreciation —
5 cl.5.1 Ymouvijoat Verbal 29B statement

cl.5 ot marker 91A3

cl.5.1 buds Receiver 92C

cl.5 Bovdopat, Mental Senser 25A statement

cl.5.1.1 eldéTag Mental 28A statement

cl.5.1.1 Db Senser 92C

cl.5.1.1 Tdvta Phenomenon | 59C

3 The lexical item 0¢ is not listed in sub-domain 91A in Louw and Nida, eds., Lexicon, but it is
highly probable that this lexical instance can function as a discourse marker denoting transition like xal,

uév, etc. Similar case in verse 24. See also Porter and O’Donnell, Discourse Analysis, 116.
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cl.6 ét1 90F

cl.6 & xvptog Actor 12A Judgement +

cl.6.1 dmaf 60E

cl.6.1 Aadv Goal 11B

cl.6.1 éx 84A

cl.6.1 yﬁg 1K

cl.6.1 AlydmTou 93B

cl.6.1 TWoas Material 21E statement Appreciation +

cl.6 0 92D

cl.6 Jdebrepov 67B

cl.6.2 Tolg 92D

cl.6.2 w) 69B negative -

cl.6.2 moTeloavTag Goal 311 Judgement
(Mental) (Senser) statement

cl.6 ATy, Material 20C statement Appreciation —

cl.7 dyyéAoug Goal 12A

cl.7 TE cj 39Q

cl.7.1 Tolg 92D

cl.7.1 w) 69B negative -

cl.7.1 TnpRoavTag Material Actor 13A statement Appreciation

cl7.1 oy 92D

cl.7.1 £QUTRY 92D

cl.7.1 dpxnv Scope: Entity 37D

cl72 e oj SOW

cl.7.2 amoATéVTAS Material Actor 15D Appreciation —

cl.7.2 0 92D

cl.7.2 dtov 92D

cl.7.2 gixm-y')plov Scope: Entity 85E

cl7 el 67F

cl.7 xpio 56E

cl.7 ueydng 78A

cl.7 Auépag 671

cl.7 550“079 6D Appreciation —

cl.7 Gidlotg 67E

cl.7 PL) 831

cl.7 ZéCPOV 14G Appreciation —

cl.7 TETHPYXEY, Material 371 statement

cl8 o 64

cl.8 Sddoua Existent 93B

cl.8 xal (cn) 89Q

cl.8 Tépoppa Existent 93B

cl.8 xal (cn) 89Q

cl.8 al 92D

cl.8 mepl 83D

cl.8 adTag 92D

cl.8 TAeLg Existent IN

cl.8.1 TOV 92D

cl.8.1 Buotov 64

cl.8.1 Tpémov 89N

cl.8.1 ToUTOIG 92G

cl.8.1 éxmopveboaoat Material Actor 88J’ statement Judgement —

cl.8.2 xal cj 39Q

cl.8.2 ameMfodoal Material Actor 15D statement

cl.8.2 émiow 36D

cl.8.2 aapxdg 58A Judgement

cl.8.2 éTépag, 58F -

cl.8 mpéxewTal Existential 13C statement

cl.8 Jelypa 28C

cl.9 TUpdg 2C

cl.9 aiwviov 67E Force +

cl.9 Sty Scope: Process | 38A Appreciation —

cl.9 Uneyovaty. Material Goal 90M statement
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3 cl.10 ‘Opolwg 64
cl.10 uévtoL 39W
cl.10 el 89Q
cl.10 olTot Actor 92G
c1.10.1 dvwmvialbuevot Behavioural | Behaver 33D” statement Judgement —
cl.10 adpxa Goal 8A
cl.10 udv (cn) 89Q
cl.10 utaivovaty Material 88H’ statement Judgement —
cl.l1 xvpidryTas Goal 37D
L1l 5t (cn) 89Q
cl.11 &Betolioy Material 76 statement Appreciation —
cl.12 ddkag Goal 12B
cl.12 5t (cn) 89Q
cl.12 Bragdnuodow. Material 33p’ statement Appreciation —
9 cl.13 ‘0 92D
cL13 5t oj SOW
cl.13 Muyan Actor 93A
cl.13 6 92D
cl.13 dpydyyehog, 12A
cl.l14 e cj 67B
cl.14.1 6 92D
cl.14.1 i Bére Target 12A Judgement —
cl.14.1 Siaxpivdpevog Verbal 33X’ statement
cl.l14 JieréyeTo Verbal 33Y’ statement
cl.14 mepl 90F
cl.14 70U 92D
cl.l14 Muoioéwg 93A
cl.l14 TWUATOS, Verbiage 8A
cl.13 00X 69B negative
cl.13 ETOAUTEY Mental 25N statement
cl.13.1 xpiow Verbiage 56E
cl.13.1 emeveyxely Verbal 90N statement
cl.13.1 Braodnuiag 33p° Appreciation —
cl.15 AN cj 8OW
cl.15 elmev- Verbal 33F statement
cl.16 emTpRoaL Verbal 337 statement | projection, Heterogloss:
contingency Projection.
Appreciation —
cl.16 got Target 92C
cl.16 ° 92D
cl.16 eds. Sayer 12A Judgement +;
Projection
ends
10 cl.17 Ofol Sayer 92G
cl.17 5t oj SOW
cl.17.1 Soa Phenomenon | 59A
cl.17.1 uév cj 8OW
cl.17.1 ovx 69B negative
cl.17.1 oldaav Mental 28A statement
cl.17 Bracdypotio, Verbal 33P’ statement Appreciation —
cl.17.2 Soa Phenomenon | 59A
cl.17.2 ot cj 8OW
cl.17.2 duoixdis 58A Judgement —
cl.17.2 wg 64
cl.17.2 3 92D
cl.17.2 droya 30A Judgement —
1172 | La 4A
cl.17.2 ¢nioTavral, Mental Senser 28A statement
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cl.18 év 90B
cl.18 TolTolg 92G
cl.18 dbeipovral. Material Medium 20C statement Appreciation —
11 cl.19 odal Carrier: 22A Appreciation —
Possessed
cl.19 adrois, (implied) Attribute: 92D statement
Relational: Possessor
Possession
c1.20 8mt cj 389G
¢1.20 i 92D
cl.20 536 41A
cl.20 ol 92D
cl.20 Kdiv 93A Judgement —
c1.20 emopevbyoay Material Actor 41A statement
cl.21 xal cj 39Q
o121 i 92D
cl.21 W}ydvn 31B Appreciation —
cl.21 ol 92D
cl.21 Balaay 93A
cl.21 utobol 38B Appreciation —
cl.21 eEex0bnoay Material Actor 41A statement
cl.22 xal cj 39Q
c1.22 i 92D
cl.22 dvtidoyla 39G Appreciation —
cl.22 ol 92D
cl.22 Kdpe 93A Judgement —
cl.22 &mwAovTo. Material Actor/Goal 23G statement Appreciation —
12 cl.23 Odbol Carrier 92G
cl.23 elow Relational: 13A statement
Intensive
cl1.23 yoyyvoral Attribute 330’ Judgement —
cl.23 uewpiuopor Attribute 33V’ Judgement —
cl.23.1 xard 89E
cl.23.1 a5 92D
cl.23.1 emBuuias 25B Affect —
cl.23.1 avTdy 92D
cl.23.1 mropevduevor Material 41A statement
cl.23 D év 83C
cl.23 Tals 92D
cl.23 dydmalg 23A
cl.23 Oudy 92C
cl.23 ami\ades Attribute 21A Appreciation —
cl.23.2 TUVEVWYOULLEVOL Material 23A statement
cl1.23.2 addBws, 25V Affect —
cl1.233 £auTolg Actor/Goal 92D -
cl.23.3 TOLUAIVOVTES, Material 36A statement Judgement
cl.23 vepédat 1E
cl.23 dvudpot 2D Appreciation —
cl.234 wavrl 59C
cl.234 aveuw 14B
cl.23.4 mapadepdueval, Material Goal 15V statement
cl.23 Jévdpa Attribute 3B
cl.23 dbvomwpva 671
cl.23 dxapma 23L Appreciation —
cl.23.5 Jlg 60E Force +
cl.23.5 émobavévra Material 23G statement Appreciation —
c1.23.6 expilwbévra, Material Goal 43 statement Appreciation
13 cl.23 d’)/p[q 20A Appreciation —
cl.23 xuara Attribute 14E
cl.23 Badaons 1J
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c1.23.7 ¢madpilovra Material 14E statement
cl.23.7 TaG 92D
cl.23.7 £QUTRY 92D
cl.23.7 aloybvas, Goal 88T Judgement —
cl.23 doTépes Attribute 1D
cl.23 mAaviital 15B Appreciation —
c1.23.8 ofs Recipient 92F
cl.23.8 6 92D
c1238 | Lsdos 14G Appreciation —
cl.23.8 ol 92D
c1.23.8 axéToug Goal 14G Appreciation —
cl.23.8 €lg 67E
cl.23.8 aiéva 67E Force +
cl.23.8 TETAPYTAL. Material 13A statement
14 cl.24 Ipoedyrevoey Verbal 33A” statement
cl.24 ot marker 91A
cl.24 xal 89Q
cl.24 TolTolg Target 92G
cl.24 £Bdopog 60C
cl.24 amd 90C
cl.24 Addp 93A
cl.24 ‘Evwy Sayer 93A
cl.24.1 Aéywv- Verbal 33F statement
cl.25 idob Mental 91C command Heterogloss:
projection
cl.26 AAfev Material 15F statement
cl.26 x0ptog Actor 12A Judgement +
cl.26 év 89M
cl.26 uvpidaty 60B Force +
cl.26 ylwy 88C Judgement +
cl.26 ayyélwy 12A
15 cl.26.1 motfjoat Material 90K statement
cl.26.1 xpio Scope: Process | 56E
cl.26.1 xaTd 90H
cl.26.1 TAVTWY Goal 59C
c1.26.2 xal cj 39Q
c1.26.2 EMéyEal Material 33T statement Judgement —
cl.26.2 mTaoay 59C
cl1.26.2 Yuxnv Goal 9A
cl.26.2 mepl 90F
cl1.26.2 TAVTWY 59C
cl.26.2 TGV 92D
cl.26.2 tpywv & 42B
cl.26.2.1 v Goal 92F
cl.26.2.1 NoePnoav Material 53A statement Judgement —
cl1.26.2 xal (cn) 89Q
cl.26.2 mepl 90F
cl1.26.2 TAVTWY 59C
cl.26.2 TGV 92D
cl.26.2 c'x}mp(f)v 88Q Appreciation —
c1.26.2 Adywy 33F
cl.2622 | Qv Verbiage 92F
cl.26.2.2 | &dinoav Verbal 33F statement
cl.26.2.2 xat 90H
c1.26.2.2 | adtod Target 92D
c12622 | Guaptwhol Sayer 88L’ Judgement —
cl.262.2 | doepeis. 53A Judgement —.
Projection
ends
16 cl.27 Obol Carrier 92G
cl.27 elow Relational: 13A statement

Intensive
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cl.27 yoyyuotal Attribute 330° Judgement —
cl.27 pepipotpot Attribute 33V’ Judgement —
cl.27.1 xXaTd 89E
cl.27.1 TaG 92D
cl.27.1 embupiag 25B Affect —
cl.27.1 avTdy 92D
cl.27.1 mopevbuevol, Material 41A statement
cl.28 xal cj 39Q
cl.28 0 92D
cl.28 aTéua Actor 8B
cl.28 adTEY 92D
cl.28 Aa)el Verbal 33F statement
cl1.28 bmépoyxa, Verbiage 33M° Judgement —
cl.28.1 Bavudlovtes Verbal 331’ statement Judgement —
c1.28.1 mpéowma Target 9A
cl.28.1 Qdetelag 65E Judgement
cl.28.1 Xap. 891 -
17 cl.29 Oels Senser 92C
cl.29 3¢, marker 91A
cl.29 dyamnTol, 25C Affect +
cl.29 uviobyre Mental 29B command
cl.29 TGV 92D
cl.29 prudTwy Phenomenon | 33F
cl.29.1 TGV 92D
cl.29.1 TPOELPNUEVWY Verbal 33X statement
cl.29.1 PL) 90A
cl.29.1 TGV 92D
cl1.29.1 AmoaToAWY 531 Judgement +
cl.29.1 ol 92D
cl1.29.1 xuplov 12A Judgement +
1291 | nuév 92A
cl.29.1 ‘Inaoi 93A
cl1.29.1 XptoTod 531 Judgement +
18 cl.30 St1 91E
cl1.30 Eleyov Verbal 33F statement
cl.30 Ouiv- Receiver 92C
cl.31 D en’ 67B Heterogloss:
projection
cl.31 eoyaTou 61
cl.31 ol 92D
cl.31 xpévou 67E
cl.31 goovtal Existential 13D statement projection,
conlln"ency
cl.31 dumaixTal Existent: Entity 33R’ Judgement —
cl.31.1 xaTd 89E
cl.31.1 TaG 92D
cl.31.1 £QUTRY 92D
cl.31.1 embupiag 25B Affect —
cl.31.1 mopevbuevol Material 41A statement
cl.31.1 TGV 92D
cl.31.1 doefeéiv. 53A Judgement —.
Projection
ends
19 cl.32 Odbol Carrier 92G
cl.32 eiow Relational: 13A statement
Intensive
cl.32.1 ol 92D
cl.32.1 dmodopilovreg, Material 39B statement Judgement —
cl.32 Yuyxol, Attribute 41C Judgement —
cl.32.2 mvedpa Possessed 12A Judgement
cl.32.2 wy) 69B negative -
cl.32.2 gxovteg. Relational: 57A statement

Possession
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20 cl.33 Oels Senser 92C
cl.33 3¢, marker 91A
cl.33 dyamnTol, 25C Affect +
cl.33.1 émoixcodopolivreg Material 74 (command)
cl.33.1 £auTolg Goal 92D
cl.33.1 TH 92D
cl.33.1 &y[w'rd’rn 88C Force +
cl.33.1 Oudy 92C
cl.33.1 mioTel, 31 Appreciation +
cl.33.2 2% 90B
cl.33.2 TVELpaTL 12A Judgement +
cl.33.2 aylw 88C Judgement +
cl.33.2 TpoTEVYSUEVOL, Verbal 33M (command)
21 cl.33 £auTolg Goal 92D
cl.33 2% 83C
cl.33 dydmy 25C Affect +
cl.33 Beod 12A Judgement +
cl.33 TnpAoate Material 13A command
cl1.333 mpoadeyduevol Material 85C (command)
cl.33.3 0 92D
cl.33.3 E\eog 88J Affect +
cl.33.3 70U 92D
c1.33.3 xuplov 12A Judgement +
1333 | nuav 92A
cl.33.3 ‘Inaoi 93A
c1.33.3 XptoTol 531 Judgement +
cl.33.3 eig 67F
cl.33.3 Zw'hv 23G Appreciation +
cl.333 aidviov. 67E Force +
22 cl.34 Kal cj 89Q
cl.34 olg Goal 92G°
134 ubv 92G
cl.34 E\edite Material 88J command Affect +
cl.34.1 Jiaxpivopévoug, Mental 31F statement Judgement —
23 cl.35 olg Goal 92G
cl.35 ot 92G
cl.35 owleTe Material 21E command Appreciation +
cl.35.1 23 84A
cl.35.1 TUpdg 2C
cl.35.1 dpmdlovres, Material 18A (command)
cl.36 olg Goal 92G
cl.36 ot 92G
cl.36 E\edite Material 88J command Affect +
cl.36 &y 89N
cl.36 $3Bw 25V Affect —
cl.36.1 wiaolivreg Mental 88Z (command) Affect —
cl.36.1 xal 89Q
cl.36.1 TOV 92D
cl.36.1.1 amd 90A
cl.36.1.1 Tiig 92D
cl.36.1.1 | gapxds 26 Judgement —
cl.36.1.1 | ¢omAwpévov Material 79K statement Appreciation —
cl.36.1 xitéva. Phenomenon | 6Q
24 cl.37.1 Té 92D

¢ Though the usage of otig wév and odg 8¢ is not listed as demonstrative in Louw and Nida, eds.,

Lexicon, it is a usage that appeared elsewhere in the New Testament, see Davids, 2 Peter and Jude
Handbook, 35.
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cl.37 ot marker 91A

cl.37.1 Suvauéve Material 74 statement Judgement +

cl.37.1.1 | ¢vhradal Material 371 statement Appreciation +

cl.37.1.1 | duds Goal 92C

cl.37.1.1 amtalotoug 88L’

cl.37.1.2 xal cj 89Q

cl.37.1.2 | orfioat Material 85B statement

c1.37.1.2 | xarevamiov 83F

cl.37.1.2 Tiig 92D

cl.37.1.2 50’2}1g 79E Appreciation +

cl.37.1.2 avTol 92D

cl.37.1.2 duwpovg 88C Judgement +

cl.37.1.2 év 89N

cl.37.12 | dyaidaer, 25K Affect +
25 | cl37 vy 583G

cl.37 Bedd (implied) Attribute: 12A (statement) (projection, Judgement +

) Relational: Possessor contingency)
Possession

cl.37 TwTijpt 21F Judgement +

137 i 9N2A

cl.37 o 90A

cl1.37 ‘Inaoi 93A

cl.37 Xpiotol 531 Judgement +

cl.37 ol 92D

cl.37 xuplov 12A Judgement +

137 iy 92A

cl.37 50’2@( Carrier: 79E Appreciation +

Possessed

cl.37 ueyarwabvy Possessed 87C Appreciation +

cl1.37 XpATOS Possessed 76 Appreciation +

cl.37 xal (cn) 89Q

cl.37 ¢bouaia Possessed 37C Appreciation +

137 mod 67F

cl.37 TaVTOG 67F

cl.37 ol 67F

cl.37 ai@vog 67F Force +

cl.37 xal (cn) 89Q

cl.37 viv 67B

cl.37 xal (cn) 89Q

cl.37 €lg 67E

cl.37 & Tolg 67E

cl.37 aiévag, 67E Force +

cl.37 Guv. T2A Force +

Table of Domains’

Domain Domain Category Sub-Domain Category

Number

1D Geographical Objects and Heavenly Bodies
Features

1E Geographical Objects and Atmospheric Objects
Features

1J Geographical Objects and Bodies of Water
Features

1K Geographical Objects and Sociopolitical Areas
Features

7 The division of semantic domains is according to the division in Louw and Nida, eds., Lexicon,
domains and sub-domains. This list only contains those domains that have appeared in the above analysis

of the Book of

Jude.
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IN Geographical Objects and Population Centers
Features
2C Natural Substances Fire
2D Natural Substances Water
3B Plants Trees
4A Animals Animals
6D Artifacts Instruments Used in Binding and Fastening
6Q Artifacts Cloth, Leather, and Objects Made of Such Materials
8A Body, Body Parts, and Body Body
Products
&B Body, Body Parts, and Body . . . Parts of the Body
9A People Human Beings
11B A8 Groups and Classes of Persons Socio-Religious
and Members of Such Groups and
Classes
12A M* Supernatural Beings and Powers Supernatural Beings
12B Supernatural Beings and Powers Supernatural Powers
13A Be, Become, Exist, Happen State
13B Be, Become, Exist, Happen Change of State
13C Be, Become, Exist, Happen Exist
13D Be, Become, Exist, Happen Happen
14B Physical Events and States Wind
14E Physical Events and States Events Involving Liquids and Dry Masses
14G Physical Events and States Darkness
15B Linear Movement Travel, Journey
15D Linear Movement Leave, Depart, Flee, Escape, Send
15F Linear Movement Come, Come To, Arrive
15V Linear Movement Drive Along, Carry Along
18A Attachment Grasp, Hold
20A Violence, Harm, Destroy, Kill Violence
20C Violence, Harm, Destroy, Kill Destroy
21A Danger, Risk, Safe, Save Danger
21E Danger, Risk, Safe, Save Cause To Be Safe, Free from Danger
21F #* Danger, Risk, Safe, Save Save in a Religious Sense
22A Trouble, Hardship, Relief, Trouble, Hardship, Distress
Favourable Circumstances
22G " Trouble, Hardship, Relief . . . Favourable Circumstances or State
23A Physiological Processes and States | Eat, Drink
23G Physiological Processes and States | Live, Die
23L Physiological Processes and States | Ripen, Produce Fruit, Bear Seed
25A Attitudes and Emotions Desire, Want, Wish
25B Attitudes and Emotions Desire Strongly
25C N* Attitudes and Emotions Love, Affection, Compassion
25F Attitudes and Emotions Be Eager, Be Earnest, In a Devoted Manner
25H Attitudes and Emotions Acceptable To, To Be Pleased With
25K # Attitudes and Emotions Happy, Glad, Joyful
25N Attitudes and Emotions Courage, Boldness
25V Attitudes and Emotions Fear, Terror, Alarm
26 Psychological Faculties /

8 The symbol » denotes semantic domains appear in the opening of the book, while # denotes
those appear in the closing of the book, and * denotes those appear in the main body of the book while
also appear in either/or the opening/closing of the book. Those semantic domains without marking are

those that only appear in the main body of the book.



211

28A Know Know

28C Know Well Known, Clearly Shown, Revealed
29B Memory and Recall Recalling from Memory

30A Think Think, Thought

31B Hold a View, Believe, Trust Hold a Wrong View, Be Mistaken
31F Hold a View, Believe, Trust Believe To Be True

311 Hold a View, Believe, Trust Trust, Rely

31J Hold a View, Believe, Trust Be a Believer, Christian Faith
33E Communication Written Language

33F Communication Speak, Talk

33L Communication Ask For, Request

33M Communication Pray

33X Communication Foretell, Tell Fortunes

33C’~ Communication Call

331 Communication Flatter

33M° Communication Boast

330° Communication Complain

33P’ Communication Insult, Slander

33R’ Communication Mock, Ridicule

33T’ Communication Rebuke

33V’ Communication Accuse, Blame

33X’ Communication Dispute, Debate

33y’ Communication Argue, Quarrel

33A” Communication Prophesy

33D~ Communication Non-Verbal Communication
34B Association Join, Begin to Associate

34E Association Establish or Confirm a Relation
36A Guide, Discipline, Follow Guide, Lead

36D Guide, Discipline, Follow Follow, Be a Disciple

37C# Control, Rule Exercise Authority

37D Control, Rule Rule, Govern

371 "#* Control, Rule Guard, Watch Over

38A Punish, Reward Punish

38B Punish, Reward Reward, Recompense

39B Hostility, Strife Division

39E Hostility, Strife Strife, Struggle

39G Hostility, Strife Rebellion

41A Behavior and Related States Behavior, Conduct

41C Behavior and Related States Particular Patterns of Behavior
42B Perform, Do Do, Perform

43 Agriculture /

53A Religious Activities Religious Practice

531 "#* Religious Activities Roles and Functions

56E Courts and Legal Procedures Judge, Condemn, Acquit

57A Possess, Transfer, Exchange Have, Possess, Property, Owner
57TH Possess, Transfer, Exchange Give

58A Nature, Class, Example Nature, Character

58F Nature, Class, Example Different Kind or Class

58G #* Nature, Class, Example Distinctive, Unique

59A Quantity Many, Few (Countables)

59C Quantity All, Any, Each, Every (Totality)
59G* Quantity Increase, Decrease

60B Number One, Two, Three, Etc. (Cardinals)
60C Number First, Second, Third, Etc. (Ordinals)
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60E Number Once, Twice, Three Times, Etc. (Cardinal of Time)

61 Sequence /

64 Comparison /

65E Value Advantageous, Not Advantageous

67B #* Time A Point of Time with Reference to Other Points of
Time: Before, Long Ago, Now, At the Same Time,
When, About, After

67E #* Time Duration of Time without Reference to Points or
Units of Time: Time, Spend Time, Always, Eternal,
Old, Immediately, Young

67F #* Time Duration of Time with Reference to Some Point of
Time: Until, Delay, Still, From

671 Time Definite Units of Time: Year, Month, Week, Day,
Hour

69B Affirmation, Negation Negation

71D Mode Should, Ought

T2A # True, False True, False

74 #* Able, Capable /

76 #* Power, Force /

78A Degree Much, Little (Positive-Negative Degree)

79E # Features of Objects Glorious

79K Features of Objects Spotted, Spotless

83C Spatial Positions Among, Between, In, Inside

83D Spatial Positions Around, About, Outside

83F # Spatial Positions In Front Of, Face To Face, In Back Of, Behind

831 Spatial Positions Above, Below

84A Spatial Extensions Extension From a Source

85B # Existence in Space Put, Place

85C Existence in Space Remain, Stay

85E Existence in Space Dwell, Reside

87C# Status High Status or Rank (including persons of high
status)

87E " Status Slave, Free

88C #* Moral and Ethical Qualities and Holy, Pure

Related Behavior

88J N Moral and Ethical Qualities . . . Mercy, Merciless

88Q Moral and Ethical Qualities . . . Act Harshly

88T Moral and Ethical Qualities . . . Act Shamefully

882 Moral and Ethical Qualities . . . Hate, Hateful

88H’ Moral and Ethical Qualities . . . Impurity

88J Moral and Ethical Qualities . . . Sexual Misbehavior

88L’ #* Moral and Ethical Qualities . . . Sin, Wrongdoing, Guilt

89E Relations Relations Involving Correspondence
(Isomorphisms)

89G Relations Cause and/or Reason

891 Relations Purpose

8OM Relations Attendant Circumstances

89N #* Relations Manner

89Q "#* Relations Addition

89T Relations Association

SOW Relations Contrast

90A "#* Case Agent, Personal or Nonpersonal, Causative or
Immediate, Direct or Indirect

90B Case Instrument
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90C Case Source of Event or Activity

90F Case Content

90H Case Opposition

90K Case Agent of a Numerable Event

90M Case Experience

90N Case To Cause To Experience

91A #* Discourse Markers Markers of Transition

91C Discourse Markers Prompters of Attention

91E Discourse Markers Markers of Identification and Explanatory Clauses
92A #* Discourse Referentials Speaker

92C M#* Discourse Referentials Receptor, Receptors

92D M#* Discourse Referentials Whom or What Spoken or Written About
92F Discourse Referentials Relative Reference

92G Discourse Referentials Demonstrative or Deictic Reference

93A "#* Names of Persons and Places Persons

93B Names of Persons and Places Places




APPENDIX 3

CHARTS OF TEXTUAL FORMATIONS OF JUDE

Multivariate Structural Relations

TF

Recipients of Letter-Well Treated- By/For God I;1

Author-Writing-Recipients

The Lord-Punishing-Evil Doers

;6;9; 14b-15
7,10; 11; 12—13

3
5
* Evil Doers-Being Punished [ergative instance] 4;
Certain Ones-Doing-Evil (-Towards God) 4

;4; 12-13; 16; 18b; 19

- Opposing-Authorities [a subtype] 4;6;8
Certain Ones-Following-Bad Example 11;11; 11
Someone-Foretelling-Evil Doers (-Condemnation/Punishment) | 4; 14; 17-18

Lexical-Taxonomic Relations

Relation Domain | Lexical instances

Love 25C 1 yyamyuévors; 2 dyamn; 3 dyammrol; 17 dyamyol; 20 dyamyrol; 21 dyamy

Writing 33E 3 ypadew; 3 ypadetv; 4 mpoyeypayuévol

Authorities 37D 4 Jeambny; 6 dpxny; 8 xuptétyag; 25 Eouaia

- Being- 88J, 4 qoédyelav; 7 éxmopvetoacat; 8 waivovaty; 12 émbuplag; 13 aioydvag; 16 émbupiag;

Immoral/ 25B + 18 émbuplag

Holy 88C 3 ayiows; 14 ayiwv; 20 aywtday; 20 ayiw; 24 duwpous

- Sinning- 33 8 Bracdnuoliow; 9 Bracdyuics; 10 racdnuolot; 12 yoyyvoral; 12 pepiporpot;

Verbally 15 T6v oxdpév Aéywy Gv EAdAnoav; 16 yoyyuoral; 16 pepbipotpot; 16 Aadet
Omépoywa; 16 Bavudlovres; 18 dumaintal

Condemnation/ | 56E+ | 4 xpiua; 6 xplow; 9 xpiow; 9 émmudoar; 15 xplow; 15 ENéybu

Punishment/ - 5 dmwdecev; 6 Omd {ddov Temipnxev; 7 dbeny; 10 dbelpovrar; 12 mavtl dvépe
mapadepbueval;
12 dxapma; 12 dig dmobavévra; 12 éxpilwbévra; 13 6 {Sdos ol oxdrous TemipnTat

Save 21E 5 ocwoag; 23 owlete

Keep/ 13A 6 mpnoavtag; 13 tetipntat; 21 ™poate

Guard 371 1 Temnpruévoig; 6 TeTipnxey; 24 durdia

Eternal 67E 6 &idlotg; 7 aiwviov; 13 &g aidva; 21 alwviov; 25 aiGvag

Know 28A 5 elddrag; 10 oidaaiv; 10 émioTavrat

Supernatural 12A 6 dyyéhous; 9 dpxdyyehog; 9 SiaPéAw; 14 dyyédwy

Beings

Darkness 14G 6 {édov; 13 {8dog; 13 axdroug

Live/ 23G 3 {wijs; 21 Lany

Die 23G 11 émwdovto; 12 dmobavdvta

Ungodly 53A+ | 4 doefels; 15 Aoéfnoav; 15 doefels; 18 doefedv; 19 Yuyixol

Benefit - 11 wobol; 16 wereiag

Foretelling - 4 mpoyeypaupévot; 14 Ipoepyrevaey; 17 mpoeipyuévay

Believe 31 3 mioet; 5 moTedoavtag; 20 mioTet; 22 Siaxptvopévoug

The Spirit 12A 19 mvelua; 20 mvedpatt

Mercy 88J 2 #\eog; 21 E)eog; 22 éledite; 23 élelite
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Covariate Structural Relations (TF): Collocation

Verses Thematic Item Thematic Item Thematic Item
6,7,13,21 | [Eternal] [Punishment/Live]

6,13 [Keep/Guard] [Eternal] [Darkness]

6, 14 [Supernatural Beings] | [The Lord-Punishing-Evil Doers]

1,21 [Keep/Guard] [Love]

7,23 [Punishment/Save] [Fire]

Rhetorical-Generic Formations

Verses | RF Activity structure Genre elements

1-2 Discourse Opening Letter Opening Address;
Greeting

34 Result-Reason Introduction to Letter Body | Introduction;
Writing Reason

5-10 Example-Comparison | Denounce with Examples Examples;
Specification of Sins;
Denunciation

11-13 | Reason-Result Woe Oracle Examples;
Denunciation;
Specification of Sins

14-16 | Quotation-Comparison | Quoting Prophecy Prophecy;
Specification of Sins

17-19 | Quotation-Comparison | Quoting Prophecy Prophecy;
Specification of Sins

2023 | Command-Means Exhortation Commands

24-25 | Discourse Closing Letter Closing Wish;
Exaltation
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APPENDIX 4
TEXT AND CLAUSE DIVISION OF 2 PETER

The Book of 2 Peter! can be divided into 100 clauses? as follow:

clause’ verse | downranked | text
clause
number
cl.1 1:1 cl.1 Supeav ITétpog dolitog xal dmdatoros Tnood Xpiotod
cl.l.1 [[Tols igdTiwov Huiv Aayolow mioTw e dixatostyyy Tob
xuplov Nuiv xal cwtijpos Inaot Xptorod,]]
cl.2 12 |cl2 Xépts Opiv xal eiprivy mAnBuvBely v emyvdioer Tol Beol
xat ‘Inooll Xprorod tol wuplov Ruév.
cl.3 1:3 cl.3 Q¢ 7 mdvra Wiy T Belag duvduews adTol Té mpdg
[Gen. Abs. indicating (v xal edoéPelav Sedwpnpévng it THg Emyvaoeng
Reason ~ , PNt Voo
of c1.6] cl3.1 [[Tol xaAéoavtos nuds idia 368y xal dpetf,]]
cl4 1:4 |cl4 O G Té T Huly xal uéyiora énayyélpata
dedwpnrat,
cl.5 1:4 | cls tva 01 ToUTwy yévnobe Beiag xovwvoi dloews
[Result of c1.4] cl.5.1 [[dmoduydvres v &v 16 xdopw Embyuiay dhopés.]]
cl.6 1:5 | clé6 Kal abtd J2 rodro
cl.6.1 [[omoudny méoay mapeioevéyxavtes]]
cl.6 émixopnynoate év Tf mioTel UiV THY dpeTHy,
cl.7 1:5 | cl7 gv 0t T§j dpetfi Ty yvéow,
cl.8 1:6 | cl8 &v 0% T§] yvwaet Ty éyxpdTelay,
cl.9 1:6 | cl9 év 0% T§j éyxpateia TV UmopovY,
cl.10 1:6 | cl.10 gv 0% T§j dmopovij Ty ebatPBelay,
cl.11 1:7 | cl.ll ¢v 0t T§j eboefeia T dAaderdiay,
cl.12 1:7 | cl.l2 &v 0t T§| prAadeddia Ty dydmy.
cl.13 1:8 cl.13 tadta yap
[Reason cl.13.1 [[Ouiv dmapyovta]]
of c¢l.6 to cl.12] cl.13.2 [[xai mAeovalovtal]]
cl.13 olx dpyols 000 dxdpmoug xabloTnaw eis v Tol xupiou
iy Tnool Xpiotol Emiyvwaty-

! Text according to Codex Sinaiticus.

2 There are 33, 34, and 33 clauses in the three chapters respectively.

® For those clauses that their relationship with the previous clause are not listed, they are either
the first clause of a new section, or a clause that has “Addition” relationship to the previous clause.

4 Lexemes in the Greek text that are italicized denote instances that are different from the text of
NA27.

5 The symbol [[ ]] denotes downranked clause and [[[ ]]] denotes downranked clause complex.
See Halliday and Matthiessen, Introduction, 10, Table 1(1).
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cl.14 1:9 |cll4 LoLyap ...
[Reason of ¢1.13] cl.14.1 [[&...un ndpeoTwv TadTa,]]
cl.14 TUpAGS €TV
cl.14.2 [[uvwrdlwy,]]
[[AnOny AP To xabapiopol Tév mdiar adtod
cl.14.3 duaptyudrwy.]]
cl.15 1:10 | cl.15 1o wéddov, ddeddoi, omovddoare
[Variation cl.15.1 [[ e i 7@y xaAdy Epywy BePaiav Hubv Ty xMjjov xal
of c1.14] éxdoyny motelobau-]]
cl.16 1:10 | cl.16 .yap ...
[Reason of c1.15] cl.16.1 [[tadta . . . moolvreg]]
cl.16 o0 wy mraionTé mote.
cl.17 11 | cl.17 oltws yap mhovaiwg émyopnyndioetan Ouiv 9 eivodog eig
[By means of ™V aidviov Pacideiav ol xupiov Huév xal cwtipog
cl.16] ‘Ingot Xprool.
cl.18 1:12 | cl.18 Atd peddjow del
cl.18.1 [[Ouds dmoptpuvAoxew mept ToUTwv]]
cl.18.2 [[xaimep eidbrag]]
cl.18.3 [[[xai é scm'r)plyyevovg &v T . . . aAnbela.
cl.18.3.1 [[. .. mapotay ... 1] 1]]
cl.19 1:13 | cl.19 dixalov 0¢ )’)youuat,
cl.19.1 [[éd’ Soov eipl év ToVTw T& oxnvaaﬂ 11
cl.19.2 [[Sreyeipey Duds év 7 dmouvioet,]]
cl.19 1:14 | c1.19.3 [[eides]]
(continue) cl.19.4 [[8Tt Tayv eotiv 7 ambBeats Tol oxnvouatos pov]]
cl.19.5 [[D Inoolic XproTds EdnAwaey pot,]]
cl.20 1:15 | cl.20 omovdEits Ot xal
c1.20.1 [[[...é&ewv...
cl1.20.1.1 [[éxdoTote . . . Uudg pnetd ™Y Eui Eodov THY ToUTWY
wuny motelofar.]] 11]
cl.21 1:16 | cl.21 yc‘cp...
cl.21.1 [[[ . wobotg égaxotovbioavtes
cl.21.1.1 (. osaod}wysvotg 111
cl.21 évapta‘aus‘v Opiv ™ Tol xuplov Ny Tnool Xptotod
Stvapy xal mapovaiay
cl.21.2 [N émémTal yevnBévteg TH éxelvou peyaieldtynTog.]]
c1.22 [Nom. Abs.] | 1:17 | c1.22 AaBav yap maps 700 Beoll matpds TNy xal 06Eay
c1.23 [Gen. Abs., 1:17 | ¢1.23 duwvijs tvexBeions adTé Towdiode Oo THg pueyarompemods
Temporal] 36&ns-
cl.24 1:17 | cl.24 0UTds éorrty S vids pov S dyamyTds
[Locution of c1.23]
cl.25 1:17 | cl1.25 elg dv &yo ebdbunoa,
cl.26 1:18 | cl.26 xal TadTY THY dwvny Nuels frodoauey
cl.26.1 [ €x o8 odpavol évexBeioav]]
cl.26.2 [[oUv adTd Bvtes év T6 dper 7d) dyiw.]]
cl.27 1:19 | cl.27 xal &yopev BeBatdrepov ToOV mpodnTIndy Adyov,
c1.28 [Elaboration | 1:19 | c1.28 .. . xaA¢ molelTe
of ¢1.27] cl1.28.1 [[& . .. mpooéyovres]]
cl.29 1:19 | cl1.29 wg AUV
[Comparison c1.29.1 [[daivovtt év adyunpd Tomw,]]
of ¢1.28.1] c1.29.2 [[Ews 0D 7 Huépa dravydoy]]
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c1.29.3 [[xal dwodbpos dvateily v Tals xapdialg Hudv,]]
c1.30 1:20 | ¢1.30 ToliTo TP&ITOY YWWTHOVTES
cl.31 1:20 | cl.31 i miioa mpodnTeia ypadijs idiag émAdoews ob ylvetat-
[Idea of ¢1.30]
cl.32 1:21 | cl.32 o0 yap Bedquatt dvBpwmou Wéxdn more mpogyreta,
cl.33 1:21 | cl1.33 AN
cl.33.1 [[Omd mvedpatog aylov depduevor]]
cl1.33 EMdAnoay dyror Beoli dvBpwmot.
c2.1 2:1 c2.1 "Eyévovto 8¢ xal Yevdompodiitatl &v 8 Aad,
¢2.2 [Comparison 2:1 c2.2 we xal v Uiy Egovrat Yevdodiddaxadol,
of c2.1]
c2.3 2:1 c2.3 oitives mapetodEouaty aipéoeis dmwielag
[Elaborate ¢2.2] c2.3.1 [[[xai Tév . . . decmdTyy dpvolpevor.
c2.3.1.1 [[...ayopdoavta adtods . . . 1] 1]]
c2.3.2 [[émayovTeg éauTois Taywny dmwielay,]]
c2.4 2:2 c2.4 xal modol éaxodoubijoovoty adtdv Tals doeyelag
[Result of ¢2.2]
c2.5 2:2 | c2.5 v olig 9 630 i dAndeias Bracdnunbiserat,
c2.6 2:3 c2.6 xal év mheovegla mAaaTois Adyots Dl éumopeboovrat,
c2.7 2:3 c2.7 olg TO xplpa Exemadar olx dpyet
[Result of ¢2.6]
c2.8 2:3 | c2.8 xal 1) dmwlela adtév ol vuetdlet.
c2.9 2:4 | c29 Ei yap 6 Oeds dyyédwv . . . olx épeloato
c2.9.1 [[...auapmnoavtwy . .. ]]
c2.10 2:4 c2.10 aAr
[Adversative ¢2.10.1 ([...Taprapwoas .. .]]]
of ¢2.9] c2.10 a1poic [bdou . . . mapéduwrey
c2.10.2 [[els xplow . . . ypeiv,]]
c2.10.2.1 [[...xodalousvous. . . 1]
c2.11 2:5 | c2.11 xal apyaiov xéapou odx épeloato
c2.12 2:5 | c2.12 GG Bydoov Néie dixatoatvyg wjpuxa épdrakey
[Adversative c2.12.1 [[xaTaxhvoudy xoouov | xdouw from corrector] doeB&v
of c2.11] ¢mdfac,]]
c2.13 2:6 | c2.13 xal méAets Zoddpwy xai Topdppag
c2.13.1 [[Tedprwoag]]
c2.13 xaTaoTpodfi kaTEXPIVEY
c2.13.2 [[[oméderyper . . . Tebernws,
c2.13.2.1 [[[ueArovTwy
c2.13.2.1.1 [[doeBeiv]] 111 111
c2.14 2:7 | c2.14 xal Olxatov AT . . . épploato
[Adversative c2.14.1 [[xaTamovobuevoy Umd THs TGV dBéopwy év doelyeia
of ¢2.13] dvaatpodiis]]
c2.15 2:8 | c2.15 BAéppatt yap xal dxofj 6 dixatog
[Clarification c2.15.1 [[éyxaTowxdv év adrols nuépav €€ Nuépas]]
of ¢2.14.1] c2.15 Yoy duxalay dvépols Epyois EBacdviley-
c2.16 29 | c2.16 oldev xptog
[Condition: c2.16.1 [[eboeBels éx meppaoudy pleadat,]]
Positive c2.16.2 [[[&dixoug 8¢ eic Nuépav xpioewg
to ¢2.9 to ¢2.15] c2.16.2.1 [[xoAadopévous]]
c2.16.2 TNpeWv,]]]
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c2.16 2:10 | c2.16.2.2 [[udAioTa 08 Todg dmiow gapxds &v émbupia piaopol

(continue) TopeVOuEVOUS] ]
c2.16.2.3 [ [xat xuptétyros xatadpovoivras.]]

c2.17 2:10 | c2.17 ToAwyTal adBadels 065as ob Tpépovaty

[Clarification c2.17.1 [[BAracdnpoivres,]]

of c2.16.2.3]

c2.18 2:11 | c2.18 dmou &yyehot
c2.18.1 [[iox 0t xal duvduer petloves Svreg]]
c2.18 ol pépovoy xat’ alTEY Tapd xuplew BAdadnuov xplow.

c2.19 2:12 | ¢2.19 avrol ¢
c2.19.1 [[w¢ &hoya LGa yeyevyuéva duoika eig dAwoty xal

dlopav]]
c2.19.2 [[[év of¢
c2.19.2.1 [[&yvoolow]]
c2.19.2 Bracdnuolvres,]]]
c2.19 &v Tff dBopé adTéiv xai ¢pbaphoovral

c2.19 2:13 | ¢2.19.3 [[&dtxodyevor piaBov ddixiag,]]

(continue) c2.19.4 [[#8ovny Nyodpevol TV &v Huépa Tpudny,]]
c2.19.5 [[[omidot xai pépol évtpuddvTes év Tals amaTals adT@Y
c2.19.5.1 [[guvevwyoiuevot Ouiv,]] 11]

c2.19 2:14 | ¢c2.19.6 [[8dOatpobs Exovtes peatods potyadias xal

(continue) axatamadaorovs apaptias,]]
c2.19.7 [[deAedlovres Yuxas domypixTous,]]
c2.19.8 [[[xapdiav . . . Exovres
c2.19.8.1 [[...yeyvpuvacuévny mheovegias . . .11 111
c2.19.9 [[xatapag Téxva-]]

c2.20 2:15 | ¢2.20.1 [[xaTaAelmovres edbeiay 6dOv]]
c2.20 émhavibnoay,
c2.20.2 [[€€axorovbrjoavtes Tf 606 Tob Badadu Tol

Bewopadp,]]

c2.21 2:15 | c2.21 & gy ddixiag fydmnoey

[Clarification

of c2.20.2]

c2.22 2:16 | c2.22 E\eyEy O¢ Eoyev idlag mapavoplag:

c2.23 2:16 | c2.23 Omollytov ddwvov
c2.23.1 [[év avbpwmov duwvij dbbeyéduevov]]
c2.23 éxwAvaey Ty Toll mpodyTou mapadpoviay.

c2.24 2:17 | c2.24 obtol elow myyal dvudpot xal dpixAat
c2.24.1 [[Omd Aairamog Ehavvépevat,]]

€2.25 2:17 | c2.25 olg & {8dbog o axdrous TEMipNTAL.

c2.26 2:18 | c2.26 LoLyap ...

[Reason of c2.25] c2.26.1 [[Omépoyxa . . . patarbtyros dBeyyduevor]]
c2.26 dereddovoty év émbupialg caprds doelyeialg
c2.26.2 [[[Tovg dvrews dmodedyovTag
c2.26.2.1 [[Todg &v mAavy dvaatpedouévous,]] 11]

c2.26 2:19 | c2.26.3 [[EAevBepiav adTols émayyeAiopevol,]]

(continue) c2.26.4 [[adTol doBhot Omdpyovtes THis dbopéis-1]

c2.27 2:19 | c2.27 @ yép Tig HroyTat,

[Reason of ¢2.26.4]

® This reading is from reading the manuscript online.



220

c2.28 2:19 | c2.28 ToUTw 0edovAWTAL.
c2.29 2:20 | c2.29 LoLyap ...
[Reason of ¢2.28] c2.29.1 [[el. .. amoduydvres Ta waouata Tol xéopov v
émyvaoet Tl xuplov AUEY xat cwtiipog Inool
¢2.29.2 Xptotod,]]
c2.29 [[TouTots 8¢ mdhv éumAaxévres]]
Hrrivral,
c2.30 2:20 | ¢2.30 Yéyovev aidtols Ta Eoyata xelpova TV TpUTwy.
[Condition:
Positive to ¢2.29]
c2.31 2:21 | ¢2.31 xpeiTToV yap v adois
[Reason of c2.30] c2.31.1 [[w) émeyvewxevar Ty 636V THis dixatoatvyg]]
c2.31.2 [[[%
c2.31.2.1 [[émyvolow]]
c2.31.2 &ls 1@ Omiow dvaxduper EmoTis . . . aylag évToldjs
c2.31.2.2 [[ ... apadobeions adrols . .. 1] 11]
c2.32 2:22 | c2.32 oupBEéPnxrey adtols T i dAnbolic maporpiag:
c2.33 2:22 | ¢2.33 wOwv émotpédag éml To dtov &épaua,
[Locution of ¢2.32]
c2.34 2:22 | c2.34 xal- O¢
c2.34.1 [[Aovoapévy]]
c2.34 gis xvidiopa BopBdpov.
c3.1 3:1 c3.1 Tadtyy 700, dyamyol, deutépav Hulv ypddw Ematody,
3.2 [Clarification] | 3:1 c3.2 &v alg dieyelpw dudv &v dmopvioer Ty eldixpwij didvolay
c3.2 3:2 c3.2.1 [[[wvnobivar Tév
(continue) c3.2.1.1 [[mpoetpnueévev]]
c3.2.1 ppaTwy U TV ayiwy TpoPNTEY xal T TGV
amogTéAwy Dudv évtodis Tol xupiou xal cwtjpog,]]]
c3.3 33 |33 ToliTo TP&ITOV YWWTHOVTES
c3.4 33 | c34 1 EdedoovTal ém EoyaTwy TEY NueplV Ev Eumarypovi
[Idea of ¢3.3] gumaintal
c3.4.1 [[xatd Tég idlag avrdy émbuuing mopeuduevot]]
c3.4 34 c34.2 [[xal Aéyovreg-]]
(continue) c3.4.3 [[mol éomv 9 émayyelia THc Tapovaiag adTol;]]
c3.4.4 [’ 7s yap of matépes éxorpnbnoav,]]
c3.4.5 [[mévra olTws diapével dm’ dpyfic xtioews.]] 1]]
c3.5 355 | ¢35 Aavbdver yap adrods TolTo
[Reason of ¢3.4] c3.5.1 [[6érovTac]]
c3.6 3:5 | c3.6 871 olpavol Roav Exmadal xal yij ¢€ Udatos xal &’ Udatog
[Idea of ¢3.5] ovveordra 6 Tob feol Myw,
c3.7 3:6 | c3.7 O G & Téte xdapog
c3.7.1 [[UdaTt xaTaxdvabelc]]
c3.7 dmwAeto-
c3.8 3:7 c3.8 oi 0 viiv odpavol xal ¥ yij 16 adrod Méyw
[Adversative telnoavpiopévor elotv mupl
of ¢3.7] c3.8.1 [[Tnpoduevol eis Huépav xpioews xai amwlelag TGV
doefév dvbpamuy.]]
c3.9 3:8 | c3.9 “Ev 8¢ Tolito w)) AavBavérw duds, dyamnTol,
c3.10 3:8 c3.10 61 uia nuépa mapa xuplov ws xiAa &t
[Idea of ¢3.9]
c3.11 3:8 c3.11 D we Nuépa pla.
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c3.12 39 | c3.12 ol Ppadiver xlpiog Tiis Emayyeliag,
c3.13 3:9 | c3.13 @ Tves Ppadimyra Ryolvrat,
[Comparison
of c3.12]
c3.14 39 | c3.14 GANG paxpobupel Jr’ dpds,
[Adversative c3.14.1 [[[19) BovAduevis
of ¢3.12] c3.14.1.1 [[Tvag amoréabar]] 11]

c3.14.2 [[dAA& mavTag eis petavolay ywpfioat.]]
c3.15 [Adversative] | 3:10 | c3.15 “Het 3t 5 sjudpa xuplov wg xhémtyg,
¢3.16 [Clarification] | 3:10 | ¢3.16 &v 7] D obpavol poilnddv mapededoovat
c3.17 3:10 | ¢3.17 oTotyeln 08 . . . AubroeTat

c3.17.1 [[. .. xaugolpeva . . .]]
c3.18 3:10 | c3.18 xal y#j xai T& év altf Epya ebpeioetar.
¢3.19 [Gen. Abs.] | 3:11 | ¢3.19 TolTwy ody TdvTwy Avopuévay
[Reason of
c3.20]
¢3.20 3:11 | ¢3.20 [[moTamobs]]
[Result of ¢3.19] ¢3.20.1 el

[[Omdpyev suds v ayiag dvaotpodalis xat edoefeials,]]

c3.20 3:12 | ¢3.20.2 [[mpogdoxddvras & Thv mapovciav Tfic Tol Beol Nuépas]]
(continue)
c3.21 3:12 | ¢3.21 Ot #jv otpavoi . . . Auboovtat
[Result of ¢3.20.2] c3.21.1 [[. .. mupovpevor . . .]]
c3.22 3:12 | c3.22 xal oTolyEla . . . TKETAL

c3.22.1 [[...xauoolpeva . . .]]
c3.23 [Adversative | 3:13 | ¢3.23 xawodg 0 obpavols xal xawyy yiy xatd 7o
of ¢3.21-¢3.22] Emdyyeluara adtol mpoodoxdiuey,
c3.24 3:13 | ¢3.24 &v olg duxaloalvy xaTotxel.
c3.25 3:14 | ¢3.25 A6, dyamyrol,
[Result of ¢3.23] c3.25.1 [[TadTa mpogdoxdivres]]

c3.25 omouddcaTe

c3.25.2 [[domidot xal duwunTot adTéd evpebijvar &v eiphvn]]
c3.26 3:15 | ¢3.26 xal T Tol xupiov v paxpobupiav cwtypiay Hyelode,
c3.27 3:15 | ¢3.27 xabag xal 6 dyamnTds Hubv Gderdds Iadros xata Ty
[Comparison of ¢3.27.1 [[Sobeioay adTé]]
€3.25 to ¢3.26] c3.27 codiav Eypaey Huly,
c3.27 3:16 | ¢3.27.2 [[@g xai év mdoalg Teic émaTodais Aaldv év adtals mept
(continue) ToUTWY, ]|
c3.28 3:16 | c3.28 &v als gotv uavéytd Tva,
c3.29 3:16 | ¢3.29 & ol quabeic xai domhpietol atpeBrolioty we xal Tag

Aowag ypadag mpds T idlav adTdv dmwAeiay.

c3.30 3:17 | ¢3.30 Oueis odv, dyamyrol,
[Effect of ¢3.28] ¢3.30.1 [[mpoywwoxovteg]]

c3.30 duldooeale,
c3.31 3:17 | ¢3.31 va u)
[Purpose of ¢3.30] c3.31.1 [[T] Tév aBéopwy mAdvy cuvamaybévreg]]

c3.31 éxméomnre Tod idiov aTyprypod,
c3.32 3:18 | ¢3.32 abédvere O v xdpiTt xal yvioel o xuplou Nudv xal
[Variation of ¢3.31] o'wq:ﬁpog ’Iy)o'of)' Xp[o‘q:of},
c3.33 3:18 | ¢3.33 adT® 1 88&a xal viv xal el Nuépav aildvos. duny.




APPENDIX 5
CHART OF 2 PETER

Chart of 2 Peter with reference to lexical items:

verse | clause lexical item discourse process participant | semantic | speech polarity appraisal
no. no. ::f;:jl:e;éﬁon type domainl function and/or (positive+
(connections number modality or
in brackets) negative—,
if
applicable)

1:1 cl.l Supewv Actor 93A

cl.l Iétpog 93A

cl.1 50[’}}@; 87E Judgement —/+2

cl.1 xal (cn) 89Q

cl.1 amdaTolog 531 Judgement +

cl.1 ‘Inagoi 93A

cl.1 Xpiotol 531 Judgement +

cl.1.1 Tolg (implied) Goal 92D statement

Material

cl.l.1 igdTipov S8E

cl.l.1 iy 92A

cl.l.1 Aayoliow Material 571 statement

cl.l.1 TloT Scope: 31] Appreciation +

Entity

cl.l.1 els 84B

cl.1.1 Jueatoatyyy 88B Appreciation +

cl.l.1 70l 92D

cl.l.1 xvplov 12A Judgement +

cl.l.1 A&y 92A

cl.1.1 xal (cn) 89Q

cl.l.1 TwTpog 21F Judgement +

cl.1.1 ’Ino’oﬁ 93A

cl.l.1 Xpiatol, 531 Judgement +
1:2 cl.2 xo’[p[; Medium 881 Appreciation +

cl.2 Ouiv Recipient 92C

cl.2 xal (cn) 89Q

cl.2 elpvy Medium 22G Appreciation +

cl.2 mAnBuvbeiy Material 59G statement projection,

contingency

cl.2 &v 89G

cl.2 Emyvaoel 28B

cl.2 70l 92D

cl.2 feod 12A Judgement +

cl.2 xal (cn) 89Q

cl.2 ‘Inaoi 93A

cl.2 Xptorod 531 Judgement +

cl.2 70l 92D

cl.2 xuplov 12A Judgement +

cl.2 AV, 92A

! The semantic domain number is according to the domain numbering system in Louw and Nida,
eds., Lexicon, domains and sub-domains. A table of domains can be found after this table of analysis.
2 See Louw and Nida, eds., Lexicon, §87.76.
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1:3 cl.3 ‘Qg cj 89G
cl.3 ™ 92D
cl3 Tdvta Goal 59C
cl.3 Nulv Recipient 92A
cl.3 Tiig 92D
cl.3 ee,fa; 12A Appreciation +
cl.3 duvduewg Actor 76 Appreciation +
cl.3 avTod 92D
cl.3 3 92D
cl.3 mpds 89H
cl.3 thv 23G Appreciation +
cl.3 xal (cn) 89Q
cl3 eboéfetay 53A Judgement +
cl.3 Jedwpnuévng Material 57H statement
cl.3 o 89L
cl.3 Tiig 92D
cl.3 EMYVATEWS 28B
cl.3.1 ol 92D
cl.3.1 XaAETAVTOS Material 33C” statement
c13.1 Aués Goal 92A
cl.3.1 iia STA
cl.3.1 50’2}1 79E Judgement +
cl.3.1 xal (cn) 89Q
cl.3.1 dpeti, 76 Judgement +
1:4 cl4 o 89L
cl4 v 92F
cl4 3 92D
cld Ti(LlOt 65A Appreciation +
cl4 Huly Recipient 92A
cl4 xal (cn) 89Q
cld /15’)/10'7'62 65F Appreciation +
cl4 emayyéAuata Goal 33Y Appreciation +
cl.4 dedwpyral, Material 57H statement
cl.5 o cj 89H
cl.5 ol 89L
cl.5 TOUTWY 92G
cl.5 yévnobe Relational: Carrier 13B statement projection
Intensive
cl.5 ee[ag 12A Appreciation +
cl.5 X0lVwvol Attribute 34A
cl.5 duoENg 58A
cl.5.1 dmoduydvTeg Material 21D statement
cl5.1 o 92D
cl.5.1 év 83C
cl5.1 % 92D
cl.5.1 x6ouw 9A
cl.5.1 embuuiay Scope: 25B Affect —
Entity
cl.5.1 dBopiis. 880’ Judgement —
1:5 cl.6 Kal marker 91A
cl.6 adTd 92H Force +
cl.6 Jé marker 91A
cl.6 10070 92G
cl.6.1 O"ITOU5}"]V Scope: 25F Appreciation +
Process
cl.6.1 méoay 59C Force +
cl.6.1 TaPELTEVEYRAVTES Material 68F command
cl.6 EMLY0pNYyNoaTe Material 59H command
cl.6 év 89D
L6 i 92D
cl.6 TloTEL Scope: 31J Judgement +
Entity
cl.6 Oudy 92C
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cl.6 ™y 92D
cl.6 dpeTiy, Goal 88A Judgement +
cl.7 &y (Material) 89D (command)
cl.7 ot cj 39Q
cl.7 f 92D
cl.7 dpetij Scope: 88A Judgement +
Entity
cl.7 ™y 92D
cl.7 &gy, Goal 28B Judgement +
1:6 cl.8 &y (Material) 89D (command)
cl.8 ot cj 39Q
cl.8 f 92D
cl.8 YVWOoEL Scope: 28B Judgement +
Entity
cl.8 ™y 92D
cl.8 eyxpdTelay, Goal 88K Judgement +
cl.9 &y (Material) 89D (command)
cl.9 ot cj 39Q
cl.9 fi 92D
cl.9 gyxpatela Scope: 88K Judgement +
Entity
cl.9 ™y 92D
cl.9 bmopoviy, Goal 250 Judgement +
cl.10 &y (Material) 89D (command)
cl.10 ot cj 39Q
cl.10 f 92D
cl.10 Ymopovfj Scope: 250 Judgement +
Entity
cl.10 ™y 92D
cl.10 ebotPBetay, Goal 53A Judgement +
1:7 cl.11 &y (Material) 89D (command)
cl.l1 ot cj 39Q
cl.l1 f 92D
cl.11 eboefeio Scope: S53A Judgement +
Entity
cl.l1 ™y 92D
cl.11 dAaderdiay, Goal 25C Judgement +
cl.12 &y (Material) 89D (command)
cl.12 ot cj 89Q
cl.12 f 92D
cl.12 dAaderdia Scope: 25C Judgement +
Entity
cl.12 ™y 92D
cl.12 dydmny. Goal 25C Judgement +
1:8 cl.13 Tadta Carrier: 92G
Possessed
cl.13 yap cj 89G
cl.13.1 Ouiv Attribute: 92C
Possessor
cl.13.1 Omépyovra Relational: 57A statement
Possessive
cl.13.2 xal cj 39Q
cl.13.2 mAeovdlovta Material 59F statement Appreciation +
cl.13 ox 69B + (from ——)
cl.13 dpyols 65D Judgement
cl.13 000E 69C + (from ——)
cl.13 dxedpmoug 65D Judgement
cl.13 xabioTnow Material 13A statement
cl.13 elg 90F
cl.13 ™y 92D
cl.13 70l 92D
cl.13 xuplov 12A Judgement +
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cl.13 NuEy 92A
cl.13 ‘Inaoi 93A
cl.13 Xpiotol 531 Judgement +
cl.13 ¢miyvwaty- 28B Appreciation +
1:9 cl.14.1 & Attribute: 92F
Possessor
cl.14 yép cj 89G
cl.14.1 ) 69B negative -
cl.14.1 ThpeoTIy Relational: 85A statement Judgement
Possessive
cl.14.1 Talta, Carrier: 92G
Possessed
cl.14 TudAds Attribute 32E Judgement —
cl.14 goTIv Relational: 13A statement
Intensive
cl.14.2 uvwndlwy, Relational: Attribute 32E statement Judgement —
Intensive
cl.14.3 }m’env Scope: 29C Judgement —
Process
cl.14.3 AaBov Material 90M statement
cl.14.3 70l 92D
cl.14.3 xabapiopol Goal 53C Appreciation +
cl.14.3 TGV 92D
cl.14.3 11'0'0\0([ 67B
cl.14.3 adTod 92D
cl.14.3 duapryudray. 88L’ Judgement —
1:10 cl.15 otd cj 89H
cl.15 uédAdov, 39W
cl.15 &deAdol, 11B Judgement +
cl.15 omouddoate Material 25F command Appreciation +
cl.15.1 e cj 90F
cl.15.1 Jiz 89L
cl.15.1 Ay 92D
cl.15.1 xaAdy 65C Appreciation +
cl.15.1 pywy 42B
cl.15.1 BeBaiav Scope: 71C
Process
cl.15.1 Db 92C
cl.15.1 ™y 92D
cl.15.1 xkﬁo‘w Goal 33C’ Appreciation +
cl.15.1 xal 89Q
cl.15.1 éxkoyi',v Goal 30F Appreciation +
cl.15.1 moteloBat- Material 90K command
cl.16.1 TalTa Goal 92G
cl.16 yép cj 89G
cl.16.1 motolivTeg Material 42B statement projection
cl.16 ol 69B negative + (from ——)
cl.16 ) 69B
cl.16 nralonTé Material 88L’ statement projection | Appreciation
cl.16 TOTE. 67A
1:11 cl.17 ot 61
cl.17 yép 91A
cl.17 mAouging 59F Appreciation +
cl.17 Emiyopnynbioetal Material 35C statement projection
cl.17 Ouiv Recipient 92C
cl.17 7 92D
cl.17 elgodog Medium 15F
cl.17 elg 84B
cl.17 ™y 92D
cl.17 aidviov 67E Force +
cl.17 Bacthelay 37D Appreciation +
cl.17 7ol 92D
cl.17 xuplov 12A Judgement +
cl.17 A&y 92A
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cl.17 el 89Q

cl.17 cwtijpog 21F Judgement +

cl.17 ‘Inaoi 93A

cl.17 Xpiatol. 531 Judgement +
1:12 cl.18 Ay cj 89H

cl.18 ueAMjow Mental 67B statement projection

cl.18 Gel 67E Force +

cl.18.1 Db Receiver 92C

cl.18.1 Omopiuvyoxey Verbal 29B statement projection

cl.18.1 mepl 90F

cl.18.1 TOUTWY 92G

cl.18.2 xaimep cj 89K

cl.18.2 eldéTag Mental 28A statement

cl.18.3 xal (cn) 89Q

cl.18.3 éc"ry)pryuévoug Material 74 statement

cl.18.3 év 89D

cl.18.3 TH 92D

cl.18.3.1 Tapovoy Existential 85A statement

cl.18.3 dnbela. 72A Appreciation +
1:13 cl.19 dlxaiov 66 Appreciation +

cL.19 ot oj 89Q

cl.19 Ayobuat, Mental 31A statement

cl.19.1 £’ 78E

cl.19.1 8aov 67G

cl.19.1 elul Relational: Carrier 13A statement

Intensive

cl.19.1 év 83C

cl.19.1 Toz’)’r{,}j 92G

ST ET 92D

cl.19.1 TRNYDUATL, 85E

cl.19.2 dieyeipety Material 90L statement

cl.19.2 buds Goal 92C

cl.19.2 év 90B

cl.19.2 7 92D

cl.19.2 Ymouvioet, Scope: 29B

Process

1:14 cl.19.3 eldag Mental 28A statement

cl.19.4 ét1 90F

cl.19.4 Taywi Attribute 67B Force +

cl.19.4 goTIv Relational: 13D statement

Intensive

cl.19.4 7 92D

cl.19.4 amébeoig Carrier 23G

cl.19.4 ol 92D

cl.19.4 TRNYHUATES 85E

cl.19.4 wou 92A

cl.19.5 & ’Inaoli Actor 93A

cl.19.5 Xptotdg 531 Judgement +

cl.19.5 EMAwady Material 33J statement

cl.19.5 pot, Recipient 92A
1:15 | cl.20 arovddiw Mental 25F statement Affect +

c1.20 o cj 89Q

c1.20 etk 89Q

c1.20.1.1 | éxdorote 67E

cl1.20.1 Exew Material 90L statement

cl.20.1.1 | dpég Actor 92C

cl.20.1.1 ueta 67B

cl.20.1.1 ™y 92D

12011 | zuipy 92A

c120.1.1 | &odov 23G

cl.20.1.1 ™y 92D

c1.20.1.1 | toldTwy Goal 92G
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c1.20.1.1 uvhuny Scope: 290B
Process
cl.20.1.1 moteloBat. Material 90K command
1:16 cl.21.1 (o)) 69B negative
cl21 Yip 91A
cl.21.1.1 | gegodpropévorg Material 32D Appreciation —
cl.21.1 uvborg Goal 33C
cl.21.1 éaxolovbroavtes Material 36D statement
cl.21 eyvwploauey Material 28B statement
cl.21 Ouiv Recipient 92C
cl21 o 92D
cl.21 ol 92D
cl.21 xuplov 12A Judgement +
cl.21 v 9NA
cl.21 ‘Ingol 93A
cl.21 Xpiotol 531 Judgement +
cl.2l Sbvauw Goal 76 Appreciation +
cl.21 xal (cn) 89Q
cl.21 mapovaioy Goal 15F Appreciation +
cl.21.2 AN cj 8OW
cl.21.2 emémTal Attribute 24A
cl.21.2 yevnbévreg Relational: 13B statement
Intensive
cl.21.2 Tiig 92D
cl.21.2 éxelvou 92G
cl.21.2 ueyaeléTnTog. 76 Appreciation +
1:17 cl.22 AaBov Material 571 statement
cl.22 yap 91A
cl.22 Tapd 90C
cl.22 700 92D
cl.22 feod 12A Judgement +
cl.22 maTpog 12A
cl.22 'nyj)v Goal 87B Appreciation +
cl.22 xal (cn) 89Q
cl.22 50’2@(1} Goal 79E Appreciation +
cl.23 dwvi Medium 33F
cl.23 eveyBeiong Material 13D statement
cl.23 avTé Recipient 92D
cl.23 Toldode 58G Focus +
cl.23 PL) 90A
c1.23 g 92D
cl.23 peyadompemolig 79D Judgement +
cl.23 38Exs: Agent 12B Judgement +
cl.24 obtds Carrier 92G Heterogloss:
Projection.
cl.24 oty Relational: 13A statement
Intensive
cl.24 ° 92D
cl.24 vids Attribute 10B
cl.24 uov 92A
cl.24 ° 92D
cl.24 ayamyrds 25C Affect +
cl.25 €lg 90F
cl.25 ov Phenomenon | 92F
cl.25 gyw Senser 92A
cl.25 e0ddxnoa, Mental 25H statement Affect +.
Projection
ends.
1:18 | cl.26 xal 89Q
cl.26 TalvTY 92G
c1.26 o 92D
cl.26 ¢wvi)v Phenomenon | 33F
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cl.26 Nuels Senser 92A
cl.26 Axovoauey Mental 24B statement
cl.26.1 Ex 84A
cl.26.1 700 92D
cl.26.1 odpavol 1B Appreciation +
cl.26.1 eveyBeioay Material 13D statement
cl.26.2 auv 89T
cl.26.2 adTd 92D
cl.26.2 dvteg Relational: 13A statement
Intensive
cl.26.2 év 83H
cl.26.2 6 92D
cl.26.2 dper 1G
cl.26.2 70 92D
cl.26.2 Eylw. 88C Appreciation +
1:19 | cl.27 xal cj 39Q
cl.27 Exouey Mental 31A statement
cl.27 Bsﬁalo"rspov 311 ?gr];reeiiation +
cl.27 TOV 92D
cl.27 TPOPNTINOV 33A” Appreciation +
cl.27 Abyov, Phenomenon | 33F
cl.28.1 (f; 92F
cl.28 xalGig 65C Appreciation +
cl.28 ToLElTE Material 90K statement
cl.28.1 TPOTEYOVTES Mental 31F statement Appreciation +
c1.29 o oj 64
cl.29 Ayve 6N
c1.29.1 dalvovl Material 14F statement Appreciation +
cl.29.1 év 83C
cl.29.1 af)xy.y,p(;) 14G Appreciation —
c1.29.1 Témw, 30A
cl.29.2 £wg 67F
cl.29.2 ol 67F
cl.29.2 i 92D
1292 | yubpa 671
cl1.29.2 diavydon Material 14F statement
cl1.29.3 xal cj 39Q
cl1.29.3 duadbpog Actor 1D
cl1.29.3 dvateiiy Material 15J statement
cl.29.3 év 83C
cl.29.3 Tals 92D
1293 | xapdiais 26
cl.29.3 v, 92C
1:20 c1.30 ToliTo Phenomenon | 92G
cl.30 Tp&TOV 65F Force +
cl1.30 YIVoKRoVTES Mental 28A command
cl.31 ét1 90F
cl.31 maoo 59C
cl.31 mpodyTEia Carrier 33A”
cl.31 Ypadiis 33B
cl.31 idlag 57A
cl.31 emAdoewg 33)
cl.31 oY 69B negative
cl.31 yivetat- Relational: 13C statement
Intensive
1:21 cl.32 ol 69B negative
132 Yip G 89G
cl.32 beMjuatt Agent 25A Appreciation —
cl.32 dvBpcimou 9A
cl.32 Avéxdn Material 13D statement
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cl.32 7oré 67A Force +

cl.32 mpogyrei, Medium 33A”

133 GG 5 SOW

cl.33.1 Mo 90A

cl.33.1 TVEVLATOS Agent 12A

cl.33.1 aylov 88C Judgement +

cl.33.1 depduevot Material 36A statement

cl.33 eddAnoay Verbal 33F statement

cl.33 dyror 88C Judgement +

cl.33 feod 12A Judgement +

cl.33 dvBpuwmol. Sayer 9A
2:1 c2.1 "Eyévovto Existential 85A statement

c2.1 ot marker 89Q

c2.1 xal 89Q

c2.1 YevdompodiiTat Existent 531 Judgement —

c2.1 2% 83C

2.1 % 92D

2.1 Aatip, 11B

c2.2 wg cj 64

c2.2 xal 89Q

c2.2 2% 83C

c2.2 Ouiv 92C

c2.2 Eoovtat Existential 13A statement projection

c2.2 Yeudodiddaxadol, Existent 33Q Judgement —

c2.3 oiTiveg Actor 92D

c2.3 napeigdEovaty Material 13D statement projection

c2.3 aipéoelg Goal 33Q Appreciation —

c2.3 amwlelag 20C Appreciation —

c2.3.1 xal (cn) 89Q

c2.3.1 TOV 92D

c2.3.1.1 dyopdoavta 570

2311 | arobg 92D

c2.3.1 deoméTny 37D

c2.3.1 dpvovpevot. Material 34E statement Appreciation —

c2.3.2 émdyovreg Material 13A statement

c2.3.2 £avTolg Recipient 92D

c2.3.2 Taywny 67E Force +

c2.3.2 amalelay, Goal 20C Appreciation —
2:2 c2.4 xal cj 39Q

c2.4 moAol Actor 59A

c2.4 Eaxolovdrjoouaty Material 36D statement projection

c2.4 adTEV 92D

c2.4 Tals 92D

c2.4 &o‘g}\ygimg Scope: 88J)’ Appreciation —

Process

c2.5 o 90J

c2.5 olg Agent 92F

25 7 92D

c2.5 600 Medium 41A

c2.5 Tiig 92D

c2.5 &}\YjeEiCtg T2A Appreciation +

c2.5 Bracdnundroeral, Material 33P statement projection | Appreciation -
2:3 c2.6 xal cj 39Q

c2.6 2% 89G

c2.6 W}\SOVSE{Q{ 25B Appreciation —

c2.6 11'7\0(0"1'0'1"; T2A Appreciation —

c2.6 Adyorg 33F

c2.6 buds Goal 92C

c2.6 EumopevoovTal, Material 88S statement projection | Judgement —
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c2.7 ol¢ Beneficiary 92F
c2.7 70 92D
2.7 xpigm Carrier 56E Appreciation —
c2.7 Exmalal 67F Force +
c2.7 ovx 69B negative
c2.7 dpyel Relational: 42A statement
Circumstantial
c2.8 xal cj 89Q
238 7 92D
c2.8 amalela Carrier 20C Appreciation —
c2.8 adTEY 92D
c2.8 oY 69B negative
c2.8 wotdlel. Relational: 23E statement
Circumstantial

2:4 c2.9 Ei cj 89J
c2.9 yap 91A
c2.9 6 92D
c2.9 Bedg Actor 12A Judgement +
c2.9 dyyédwy Goal 12A
c2.9.1 AUAPTNTAVTWY Material 88L’ statement Judgement —
c2.9 00X 69B negative -
c2.9 edeioato Material 22C statement Appreciation
2.10 GG 5 SOW
c2.10 aipoic Scopc: 1H Appreciation —

Entity

2.10 odbou 14G Appreciation —
c2.10.1 TapTaphoas Material 1C Appreciation —
c2.10 TapEdwxey Material 37G statement
c2.10.2 €lg 67F
c2.10.2 xpiow 56E Appreciation —
c2.10.2.1 | xolalouévous Material 38A Appreciation -
c2.10.2 TIpEl, Material 371

2:5 c2.11 xal cj 39Q
c2.11 dpyaiov 67E
c2.11 x4 uou Goal 9A
c2.11 ovx 69B negative -
c2.11 edeioato Material 22C statement Appreciation
212 GG 5 SOW
c2.12 dydoov 60C
c2.12 Néje Goal 93A
c2.12 duxatoatvyg 88B Judgement +
c2.12 xpuxa 33S Judgement +
c2.12 gpvlagey Material 371 statement Appreciation +
c2.12.1 XQTAXAVTUOY Goal 14E Appreciation —
c2.12.1 KO’O’(.LL‘U (corrector) 9A
c2.12.1 doefdv 53A Judgement —
c2.12.1 ¢mdfag, Material 13A statement

2:6 c2.13 xal cj 89Q
c2.13 mAeLg Goal IN
c2.13 Sodduwy 93B
c2.13 xal (cn) 89Q
c2.13 Toudppag 93B
c2.13.1 Tepwoag Material 14H statement Appreciation —
c2.13 KOLTOLO‘TPOCPﬁ Scope: 20C Appreciation —

Process

c2.13 XQTEXPIVEY Material 56E statement Appreciation —
c2.13.2 Oméderyua Attribute 581
c2.13.2.1 | ueddvrwy Material 67B statement
€2132.1.1 | Zoefety Material 53A statement Judgement —
c2.13.2 Tebexds, Material 13A statement
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2:7 c2.14 xal cj 89Q
c2.14 dixatov 88B Judgement +
c2.14 ALt Goal 93A
c2.14.1 XQTATOVOULLEVOV Material 88P statement Appreciation —
c2.14.1 Mo 90A
2141 | mig 92D
c2.14.1 TGV 92D
c2.14.1 dbéopwy Agent 88R Appreciation —
c2.14.1 2% 89N
c2.14.1 doeAyeia 88J Appreciation -
c2.14.1 avaaTtpodiig 41A
c2.14 éppuoato- Material 21E statement Appreciation +
2:8 c2.15 BAéupat 24A
215 yip G 89G
c2.15 xal (cn) 89Q
c2.15 axofj 24B
c2.15 6 92D
c2.15 dixatog Actor 88B Judgement +
c2.15.1 Eyxatoxiv Material 85E statement
c2.15.1 2% 83C
c2.15.1 a0TOlg 92D
2151 | juépav 67E
c2.15.1 33 67E
2151 | quépag 67E
c2.15 Yuxnv Goal 26
c2.15 deaiay 88B Judgement +
c2.15 &Vé{iol; 88R Appreciation —
c2.15 Epyols 42B
c2.15 ¢Bacdvilev- Material 25W statement Affect —
2:9 c2.16 oidev Mental 28A statement
c2.16 x0ptog Senser 12A Judgement +
c2.16.1 eboefeis Goal 53A Judgement +
c2.16.1 23 89U
c2.16.1 TEPRTUDY 88L’ Appreciation —
c2.16.1 puecba, Material 21E statement Appreciation +
c2.16.2 &dixoug Goal 88B Judgement —
c2.16.2 ot cj 89Q
c2.16.2 elg 67E
2162 | Huépav 67H
c2.16.2 xploewg 56E Appreciation —
€2.16.2.1 | xoAalouévoug Material 38A statement Appreciation —
c2.16.2 Tpely, Material 13A statement
2:10 €2.16.2.2 | udAiota 78A focus +
c2.162.2 | ot 89Q
c2.16.2.2 | Tolg 92D
c2.16.2.2 | émiow 36D
€2.16.2.2 | gapxdg 26 Judgement —
c2.1622 | & 89D
€2.16.2.2 | émbuuia 25B Affect —
€2.16.2.2 | waouol 88H’ Judgement —
€2.16.2.2 | mopevouévoug Material 41A statement
c2.16.2.3 xal cj 89Q
c2.16.2.3 KUpléTnTog Phenomenon | 37D
c2.16.2.3 | xatadpovolivtag. Mental 88Y statement Judgement —
c2.17 TodunTal 25N Judgement —
c2.17 avfadels, 88A’ Judgement —
c2.17 ddkag Phenomenon | 12B Judgement +
c2.17 oY 69B negative
c2.17 Tpépovaty Mental 25V statement
c2.17.1 Bracdnuodvreg, Verbal 33p’ statement Appreciation —
2:11 c2.18 8mou cj 92F
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c2.18 dyyehot Actor 12A

c2.18.1 loy 0t Attribute 79M Judgement +

c2.18.1 xal (cn) 89Q

c2.18.1 Juvduet Attribute 76 Judgement +

c2.18.1 ueiloveg 78A Force +

c2.18.1 dvteg Relational: 13A statement

Intensive

c2.18 oY 69B negative

c2.18 dépovaty Material 13D statement

c2.18 xat’ 90H

c2.18 adTEY 92D

c2.18 Tapd 89T

c2.18 xuple 12A Judgement +

218 57\d0¢71H0V 33p’ Appreciation —

c2.18 xplow. Goal 56E Appreciation —
2:12 c2.19 avrol Medium 92D

c2.19 ot marker 89Q

2191 | ag oj 64

c2.19.1 droya 30A Judgement —

c2.19.1 {Ba Medium 4A

c2.19.1 yeyevyudva Material 13A statement

c2.19.1 duoixd 58A Judgement —

c2.19.1 €lg 89H

c2.19.1 dAwoty 44 Appreciation —

c2.19.1 xal (cn) 89Q

c2.19.1 q;eopo‘w 20C Appreciation —

c2.19.2 év 90F

c2.19.2 ol¢ 92F

c2.19.2.1 ayvooliowy Mental 28A statement

c2.19.2 Braodnuoivreg, Verbal 33P’ statement Appreciation —

c2.19 év 89N

2.19 i 92D

c2.19 ¢90pé‘z 20C Appreciation —

c2.19 adTEY 92D

c2.19 el 89Q

c2.19 dbapioovral Material 20C statement projection | Appreciation —
2:13 c2.19.3 &duxoduevol Material 20B statement Judgement —

c2.19.3 utohov 38B

c2.19.3 4duclag, 88B Judgement —

c2.194 Hooviy 25J

c2.19.4 Ayoduevor Mental 31A statement

2194 | up 92D

c2.19.4 év 67G

2194 | yubpa 671

c2.19.4 TPUDRY, Phenomenon | 88G’ Appreciation —

c2.19.5 amilot 79K Appreciation —

c2.19.5 xal (cn) 89Q

c2.19.5 udpot 79L Appreciation —

c2.19.5 2vTpudEvTeg Material 838G’ statement Appreciation —

c2.19.5 év 89N

c2.19.5 Tais 92D

c2.19.5 dmdTalg 31B Appreciation -

c2.19.5 adTEY 92D

c2.19.5.1 TUVEVWYOULLEVOL Material 23A statement

c2.19.5.1 Ouiy, 92C
2:14 c2.19.6 3dbaAuods Possessed 8B

c2.19.6 Exovteg Relational: 57A statement

Possession

¢2.19.6 ueaTolg 59D

c2.19.6 woryedizs 88J° Judgement —

c2.19.6 xal (cn) 89Q

¢2.19.6 axatanadoToug 68D

c2.19.6 dpaptiag, 88L’ Judgement —
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c2.19.7 Jehed{ovreg Material 88L’ statement Judgement —
c2.19.7 Yuyag Goal 9A
c2.19.7 doTnpixTous, 31H Appreciation —
c2.19.8 xapdiav Possessed 26
€2.19.8.1 | yeyvuvaouévny Material 36B statement
€2.19.8.1 | mheovekiag 25B Judgement —
c2.19.8 gxovteg, Relational: 57A statement
Possession
c2.19.9 xaTapog 33C” Judgement —
c2.19.9 TEXVQL (implied) Attribute 58D statement
2:15 ¢2.20.1 XATAAEITOVTES Material 15D statement -
c2.20.1 e0belay 88B Appreciation
¢2.20.1 600V Scope: 41A
Entity
c2.20 emhavibyoay, Material 31B statement Judgement —
€2.20.2 égaxodovBoavreg Material 36D statement
c2.20.2 TH 92D
c2.20.2 836 Scope: 41A
Entity
c2.20.2 ol 92D
¢2.20.2 Balaay 93A
c2.20.2 ol 92D
¢2.20.2 Bewopadp, 93A
c2.21 & wiabov Phenomenon | 38B
c2.21 &duelag 38B Appreciation —
c2.21 fyamynoey Mental 25J statement
2:16 c2.22 Eleytw Scope: 33T Appreciation —
Process
222 5t oj 89Q
c2.22 Eoyev Material 90M statement
c2.22 idlag 57A
€2.22 mapavoplag: 88R Judgement —
€2.23 Omoldytov Actor 4A
c2.23 dpwvov 33F
c2.23.1 év 90B
c2.23.1 dvBpcimou 9A
2231 | gwvii 33F
c2.23.1 dbeyEduevov Verbal 33F statement
c2.23 ExwAuoey Material 13D statement Judgement +
223 o 92D
c2.23 ol 92D
c2.23 mpodyiTou Goal 531
c2.23 mapadpoviav. 30A Judgement —
2:17 c2.24 obrol Carrier 92G
c2.24 elow Relational: 13A
Intensive
c2.24 myyal Attribute 1
c2.24 dvudpot 2D
c2.24 xal (cn) 89Q
c2.24 oulxAat 1E
c2.24.1 PL) 90A
c2.24.1 Aailamog 14B
c2.24.1 elavvéueval, 15V
c2.25 ofs Recipient 92F
c2.25 6 92D
c2.25 Zéq;og 14G Appreciation —
c2.25 0l 92D
c2.25 axdTOUG Goal 14G Appreciation —
c2.25 TETAPYTAL. Material 13A statement
2:18 c2.26.1 bmépoyxa Verbiage 33M’ Appreciation —
226 Yip G 89G
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c2.26.1 paTatéTnTOg 65D Appreciation —
c2.26.1 dBeyybuevor Verbal 33F statement
c2.26 Jehedlovay Material 88L’ statement Judgement —
c2.26 év 90B
c2.26 embupialg 25B Affect —
c2.26 c'ap;a‘)g 26 Appreciation —
c2.26 doeAyeiog 88J)’ Appreciation —
c2.26.2 Toz‘)g 92D
€2.26.2 Syrws 70 Force +
c2.26.2 dmodpedyovrag Material 21D statement
c2.26.2.1 TOUG 92D
c2.26.2.1 év 89N
c2.26.2.1 W)\dvn 31B Appreciation —
¢2.26.2.1 dvaoTpedousvous, Material 15G statement
2:19 | ¢2.26.3 elevBepiay Verbiage 37) Appreciation +
c2.26.3 avTols Receiver 92D
c2.26.3 émayyedhépevol, Verbal 33Y statement
c2.26.4 adol Carrier 92H Focus +
c2.26.4 dolidot Attribute 87E Judgement —
c2.26.4 Omdpyovres Relational: 13A statement
Intensive
2264 | mig 92D
c2.26.4 ¢90p0~t;~ 88I’ Judgement —
c2.27 4 Agent 92F
227 Yyip G 89G
c2.27 TS Medium 92D
c2.27 frTyTa, Material 39L statement Judgement —
c2.28 ToUTW Agent 92G
c2.28 dedovAwTal. Material 87E statement Judgement —
2:20 c2.29.1 €l 89J
229 Yip G 91A
c2.29.1 dmoduydvTeg Material 21D statement
c2.29.1 3 92D
c2.29.1 Wo'w“m:a SCOPCZ 88H’ Appreciation —
Entity
c2.29.1 ol 92D
c2.29.1 KO’O’(}.OU 41C Appreciation —
c2.29.1 év 90B
c2.29.1 émyvd)oz—:t 28B Appreciation +
c2.29.1 ol 92D
c2.29.1 xuplov 12A Judgement +
2291 | quibv 92A
c2.29.1 ol 89Q
c2.29.1 awTiipog 21F Judgement +
c2.29.1 ‘Inaoi 93A
c2.29.1 Xpiood, 531 Judgement +
c2.29.2 TOUTOIS 92G
c2.29.2 0t 89Q
c2.29.2 TAAY 67B
c2.29.2 EUTAaXEVTES Material 90M statement Judgement —
c2.29 NrTévTal, Material 39L statement Judgement —
€2.30 yéyovey Relational: 13B statement
Intensive
c2.30 adTols 92D
c2.30 o 92D
c2.30 Eoyata Carrier 61
c2.30 xelpova Attribute 65C Appreciation —
c2.30 TGV 92D
c2.30 TPWTWYV. 67B
2:21 c2.31 xpelTToV Attribute 65C Appreciation +
231 Yip G 89G
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c2.31 v Relational: 13A statement
Intensive
c2.31 avTols 92D
c2.31.1 ) 69B negative
c2.31.1 Emeyvawxéval Mental 28A statement
c2.31.1 ™y 92D
c2.31.1 600V Phenomenon | 41A
c2.31.1 THig 92D
c2.31.1 duxatoadvyg 88B Judgement +
c2.31.2 7 64
c2.31.2.1 emryvoligw Mental 28A statement
c2.31.2 els 13B
c2.31.2 (3 92D
c2.31.2 Smiow 36D
c2.31.2 avexduen Material 31H statement
c2.31.2 and 89U
c2.31.2 THig 92D
c2.31.2.2 | mapadobeiong Material 57H statement
c2.31.2.2 | adtolg 92D
c2.31.2 aylag 88C Appreciation +
c2.31.2 EVTOATS. 33F°
2:22 c2.32 auuféBnxey Material 13D statement
c2.32 adTols 92D
c2.32 T0 Medium 92D
c2.32 THig 92D
c2.32 &Anfolic 72A Appreciation +
c2.32 mapotuiag: 33C
c2.33 xOWY Actor 4A Appreciation —;
Het_em_gloss:
projection
c2.33 emotpédag Material 15G statement
c2.33 éml 84B
c2.33 T0 92D
c2.33 dtov 57A
€2.33 egepapa, 8C ;i?;i;ﬁlzd%
c2.34 xal: cj 39Q
c2.34 1S Actor 4A Appreciation —;
Het_em_gloss:
projection
c2.34.1 Aovgauévy Material 47B statement
c2.34 ei¢ 84B
c2.34 xigue 16
c2.34 BopPépov. 2E ;{’)ﬂ’;i;‘:“l“;ﬁdg
3:1 c3.1 Tadm 92G
c3.1 #on, 67B
c3.1 dyamnTol, marker 25C Affect +
c3.1 Jeutépav 60C
c3.1 Ouiv Receiver 92C
c3.1 Ypadw Verbal 33E
c3.1 EMTTOMY, Verbiage 6J
c3.2 &v 83C
c3.2 als 92F
c3.2 dieyelpw Material 90L statement
c3.2 Dby 92C
c3.2 &v 90B
c3.2 bmouvioet 29B
c3.2 'n‘/,v 92D
c3.2 elAxpivi 88E Judgement +
c3.2 didvolay Goal 26
3:2 c3.2.1 uvnobivat Mental 29B command
c3.2.1 TRV 92D
c3.2.1.1 TPOELPNUEVWY 33X
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c3.2.1 ﬁymd'rwv Phenomenon | 33B
c3.2.1 Mo 90A
c3.2.1 TGV 92D
c3.2.1 aylwy 88C Judgement +
c3.2.1 TPoPNTHY 531
c3.2.1 xal (cn) 89Q
321 Tilg 92D
c3.2.1 TGV 92D
c3.2.1 GmoaTOAWY 531 Judgement +
c3.2.1 Oudy 92C
c3.2.1 EVToMTig Phenomenon | 33F’
c3.2.1 70U 92D
c3.2.1 xuplov 12A Judgement +
c3.2.1 xal (cn) 89Q
c3.2.1 TwTHpog, 21F Judgement +
3:3 c3.3 ToliTo Phenomenon | 92G
c3.3 Tp&TOV 65F Force +
c3.3 YIVoKRovTES Mental 28A command
c3.4 8nt cj 90F
c3.4 Eeboovtal Material I5F statement projection
c34 em’ 67G
c3.4 EoYATWY 61
c34 TGV 92D
c3.4 Nuepiv 67H
c34 2% 89N
c3.4 gumaryuovij 33R’ Judgement —
c3.4 gumaixtal Actor 33R’ Judgement —
c3.4.1 xaTd 89E
341 i 92D
c3.4.1 idlag 57A
c3.4.1 avTdy 92D
c3.4.1 embuuias 25B Affect —
c3.4.1 TopevSuEVOL Material 41A statement
3:4 c3.4.2 xal cj 89Q
c3.4.2 Aéyovteg: Verbal 33F statement
c3.43 ol 83B Hctlcrolgloss:
projection
343 oty Relational: 13A question
Intensive
343 7 92D
c3.4.3 émayyehia Carrier 33Y Appreciation +
343 Tilg 92D
c3.4.3 mapovaioag 15F
c34.3 adTol; 92D
c3.4.4 ag’ 67F
344 Fe 92F
344 | yip g 89G
c3.4.4 ol 92D
c3.4.4 TATEPES Actor 10B
c3.4.4 exotunfnoay, Material 23G statement Appreciation —
c3.4.5 Tdvta Carrier 59C
c3.4.5 otwg 61
c3.4.5 Siapével Relational: 68B statement
Intensive
c3.4.5 am’ 67F
c3.4.5 apxdis 68A
c3.4.5 xtioews. 42C projection
ends
3:5 c3.5 AavBavel Material 28E statement
c3.5 yap cj 89G
c3.5 adTovg Scope: 92D
Entity
c3.5 ToliTo Actor 92G
c3.5.1 Hérovrag Mental 30D statement Judgement —
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c3.6 dmt cj 90F
c3.6 ovpavol Actor 1B
c3.6 ﬁo'av 13C periphrastic
c3.6 Exmalal 67B
c3.6 xal (cn) 89Q
c3.6 ¥ii Actor 1F
3.6 & 90C
c3.6 Udatog 2D
c3.6 xal (cn) 89Q
c3.6 o 90B
c3.6 Udatog 2D
c3.6 TUVETTOTA Material 63B statement Appreciation +
3.6 % 92D
c3.6 ol 92D
c3.6 feol 12A Judgement +
c3.6 Adyw, 33F
3:6 c3.7 o 90B
c3.7 v 92F
c3.7 6 92D
c3.7 TéTe 67B
c3.7 x6a0g Medium IF
c3.7.1 Udatt Agent 2D
¢3.7.1 xataxlvadelg Material 14E statement Appreciation —
c3.7 dmwleTo- Material 20C statement Appreciation —
3.7 c3.8 ol 92D
38 5t oj SOW
c3.8 viv 67B
c3.8 ovpavol Medium 1B
c3.8 xal (cn) 89Q
338 7 92D
c3.8 ¥ Medium 1F
338 I 92D
c3.8 avrod 92D
c3.8 Adyw 33F
c3.8 Tebnoavplopévol Material 13A3 statement
c3.8 eloly 13A periphrastic
c3.8 Wupi 2C Appreciation —
c3.8.1 TrpovuEvoL Material 13A statement
c3.8.1 elg 67E
c3.8.1 Auépav 671
c3.8.1 xpic'gwg 56E Appreciation —
c3.8.1 xal (cn) 89Q
c3.8.1 amwlelag 20C Appreciation —
c3.8.1 TGV 92D
c3.8.1 doefdv 53A Judgement —
c3.8.1 avBpdymwy. 9A
3:8 c3.9 “Ev 60B
c3.9 ot marker 89Q
c3.9 ToliTo Actor 92G
c3.9 w) 69B negative
c3.9 Aavbavétw Material 28E command
c3.9 Opds, Scopc: 92C
Entity
c3.9 dyamnTol, 25C Affect +
c3.10 8mt cj 90F
¢3.10 pia 60B

3 This lexical item is not under the sub-domain 13A in Louw and Nida, eds., Lexicon, but the
sematic it conveys and its pairing up with T)podyuevot makes it highly probable that we can consider it used
as a lexical under the sub-domain.
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c3.10 Nuépa Carrier 671
c3.10 Tapd 84A
c3.10 xvplov 12A Judgement +
c3.10 g (Relational: 64 statement
Intensive)
c3.10 XA 60B
c3.10 ) Attribute 671
c3.11 O dg (Relational: 64 statement
Intensive)
c3.11 Nuépa Attribute 671
311 wia. 60B
T
3:9 c3.12 od 69B negative Appreciation
c3.12 Bpadivel Material 67F statement
c3.12 x0ptog Actor 12A Judgement +
312 Tilg 92D
c3.12 é’lrayys)u’ag, Scope: 33Y Appreciation +
Entity
c3.13 &g cj 64
c3.13 TIVES Senser 92D
c3.13 Bpa&jrmq—a Phenomenon | 67F Appreciation —
c3.13 Nyolvtat, Mental 31A statement
3.14 Ak oj SOW
c3.14 uaxpoBupel Relational: Attribute 250 statement Judgement +
Intensive
c3.14 a’ 901
c3.14 Db, Beneficiary 92C
c3.14.1 w) 69B negative +
c3.14.1 BovAduevés Mental 25A statement
c3.14.1.1 | twag Medium 92D
c3.14.1.1 | émoréohaut Material 23G statement projection | Appreciation
c3.14.2 AL cj 89W
c3.14.2 TAVTAg Actor 59C
c3.14.2 elg 13B
c3.14.2 UeTAvOLAY Scope: 41E Appreciation +
Process
c3.14.2 xwpijoat. Material 15A statement projection
3:10 c3.15 "HEe Material 15F statement projection
3.15 5t oj 89Q
3.15 5 92D
c3.15 Nuépa Actor 671
c3.15 xuplov 12A Judgement +
3.15 o 64
c3.15 KAETTYG, 570 Judgement —
c3.16 2% 67G
3.16 7 92F
c3.16 D odpavol Existent 1B
c3.16 pot{nddv 141 Force +
c3.16 napeledoovTal Existential 13C statement projection | Appreciation —
c3.17 atotyela Medium 2A
3.17 ot oj 89Q
c3.17.1 xauoodueva Material 14H statement projection Appreciation —
c3.17 Abrjoetal Material 20C statement projection | Appreciation —
c3.18 xal cj 39Q
c3.18 ¥ Medium IF
c3.18 xal (cn) 89Q
c3.18 3 92D
c3.18 &y 83C
c3.18 avt] 92D
c3.18 Epya Medium 42B
c3.18 ebpebrjoetal. Material 27A statement projection
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3:11 c3.19 Toltwy Medium 92G
3.19 ol cj 8OH
c3.19 TAVTWY 59C
c3.19 Avouévwy Material 20C statement Appreciation —
¢3.20.1 ToTATOVS Attribute 58D interrogative
c3.20 Ol Material 71E command Force +
¢3.20.1 Imdpyetv Relational: 13A (command)
Intensive
¢3.20.1 uds Carrier 92A
¢3.20.1 év 89D
¢3.20.1 aylaig 88C Judgement +
¢3.20.1 avaaTtpodais Attribute 41A Judgement +
¢3.20.1 ol 89Q
c3.20.1 edoefelag, Attribute 53A Judgement +
3:12 ¢3.20.2 mpoadoxBvTag Material 25U statement Appreciation —
¢3.20.2 &y 92D
c3.20.2 mapovaioy Scopc: 15F
Entity
c3.20.2 Tiig 92D
c3.20.2 ol 92D
c3.20.2 feod 12A Judgement +
¢3.20.2 Nuépag 071
c3.21 o 90J
321 v 92F
c3.21 odpavol Medium 1B
c3.21.1 TUPOUUEVOL Material 14H Appreciation —
c3.21 Avbroovrat Material 20C statement projection | Appreciation —
c3.22 xal cj 89Q
c3.22 atotyela Medium 2A
c3.22.1 xauoodueva Material 14H Appreciation —
c3.22 TAxeTaL. Material 79C statement Appreciation —
3:13 c3.23 xavols 58K Appreciation +
3.23 5 oj SOW
c3.23 ovpavodg Scope: 1B
Entity
c3.23 xal (cn) 89Q
c3.23 ;az”,;;'y 58K Appreciation +
c3.23 yiv Scopc: 1F
Entity
c3.23 xaTd 89E
c3.23 ™ 92D
c3.23 endyyeluara 33Y Appreciation +
c3.23 adTod 92D
c3.23 mpoadoxuey, Material 25U statement Appreciation —
c3.24 év 83C
3.24 ol 92F
c3.24 Jixatoativy Actor 88B Appreciation +
c3.24 QTOIXEL. Material 85E statement
314 | c3.25 AiS, oj 8OH
c3.25 dyamnTol, 25C Affect +
c3.25.1 Tadta Scope: 92G
Entity
c3.25.1 TpoadoxvTeS Material 25U statement Appreciation —
c3.25 gmouddoate Material 25F command Force +
c3.25.2 &amidot Attribute 83C Judgement +
c3.25.2 xal 89Q
c3.25.2 duounrot Attribute 83C Judgement +
c3.25.2 avTé Agent 92D
c3.25.2 ebpebijvat Material 27A
c3.25.2 év 13A
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c3.25.2 elpvy Attribute 22G Appreciation +
3:15 c3.26 xal cj 39Q

326 o 92D

c3.26 70U 92D

c3.26 xuplov 12A Judgement +

326 iy 92A

c3.26 paxpobupiay Phenomenon | 250 Appreciation +

c3.26 cwtyplay Attribute 21F Appreciation +

c3.26 yeiobe, Mental 31A command

c3.27 xafog cj 64

327 xal 89Q

c3.27 o 92D

c3.27 dyamnTdg 25C Affect +

327 Aoy 92A

c3.27 4eAddg 11B

c3.27 Tablog Sayer 93A

c3.27 XaTd 89E

327 o 92D

c3.27.1 Jobeioay Material 57H statement

c3.27.1 avTé Recipient 92D

c3.27 coplav 32D Appreciation +

c3.27 Eypapev Verbal 33E statement

c3.27 Ouiy, Receiver 92C
316 | 3272 | ac 5 64

c3.27.2 xal 89Q

c3.27.2 2% 83C

c3.27.2 mdoalg 59C

c3.27.2 Tls 92D

c3.27.2 émioTolals 33E

c3.27.2 AaAiv Verbal 33F statement

c3.27.2 2% 83C

c3.27.2 avtals 92D

c3.27.2 mepl 90F

c3.27.2 ToUTWY, Verbiage 92G

c3.28 2% 83C

3.28 ofs 92F

c3.28 ¢oTY Existential 13C statement

c3.28 duavénta 32C Appreciation —

c3.28 Tva, Existent 92D

c3.29 a 92F

c3.29 ol 92D

c3.29 duabeis Actor 27A Judgement —

¢3.29 xal (cn) 89Q

c3.29 doTApueToL Actor 31H Judgement —

c3.29 atpefrodowy Material 33J) statement Appreciation —

3.29 o 64

329 xal 89Q

3.29 i 92D

c3.29 Aotmég 63E

c3.29 ypadag 33E

329 mpds 8OH

329 o 92D

c3.29 idlav 57A

c3.29 ad TV 92D

c3.29 dmdheiay. 20C Appreciation —
3:17 ¢3.30 Oels Actor 92C

¢3.30 odv, cj 89H

¢3.30 dyamnTol, 25C Affect +

¢3.30.1 TPOYIVWTXOVTES Mental 28A statement

c3.30 $urdooeabe, Material 371 command Appreciation +
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c3.31 v cj 891
c3.31 ) 69B negative
c3.31.1 fi 92D
c3.31.1 TGV 92D
c3.31.1 abéopwy 88R Judgement —
c3.31.1 W}ydvn 31B Appreciation —
c3.31.1 auvamayfévreg Material 31H statement projection Appreciation —
c3.31 gxméonTe Material 13B statement projection Appreciation —
c3.31 70l 92D
c3.31 idlou 57A
c3.31 aTyprypod, 74 Appreciation +
3:18 c3.32 avkdvete Material 59G command
c3.32 ot cj 39W
c3.32 &v 89D
c3.32 xo’[pw[ SCOPCZ 881 Appreciation +
Entity
c3.32 xal 89Q
c3.32 yv(,:)o's[ Scope: 28B Appreciation +
Entity
c3.32 70D 92D
c3.32 xuplov 12A Judgement +
c3.32 A&y 92A
c3.32 xal (cn) 89Q
c3.32 TwTpog 21F Judgement +
c3.32 ‘Inaoi 93A
c3.32 Xpiatol. 531 Judgement +
c3.33 a0TR (implied) Attribute: 92D (statement) (projection,
' Relational: Possessor contingency)
Possession
c3.33 7 92D
c3.33 50’2@( Carrier: 79E Appreciation +
Possessed
c3.33 xal (cn) 89Q
c3.33 vijv 67B
c3.33 xal (cn) 89Q
c3.33 ei¢ 67E
c3.33 Auépav 67E
c3.33 aiévog. 67E Force +
c3.33 Quiv. T2A Force +
Table of Domains*
Domain Domain Category Sub-Domain Category
Number®
1B Geographical Objects and Regions Above the Earth
Features
1C Geographical Objects and Regions Below the Surface of the Earth
Features
1D Geographical Objects and Heavenly Bodies

Features

4 The division of semantic domains is according to the division in Louw and Nida, eds., Lexicon,
domains and sub-domains. This list only contains those domains that have appeared in the above analysis
of the Book of Jude.

5 The symbol * denotes semantic domains appear in the opening of the book, while # denotes
those appear in the closing of the book, and * denotes those appear in the main body of the book while
also appear in either/or the opening/closing of the book. Those semantic domains without marking are

those that only appear in the main body of the book.
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1E Geographical Objects and Atmospheric Objects
Features
IF Geographical Objects and The Earth’s Surface
Features
1G Geographical Objects and Elevated Land Formations
Features
1H Geographical Objects and Depressions and Holes
Features
1J Geographical Objects and Bodies of Water
Features
IN Geographical Objects and Population Centers
Features
2A Natural Substances Elements
2C Natural Substances Fire
2D Natural Substances Water
2E Natural Substances Earth, Mud, Sand, Rock
4A Animals Animals
6J Artifacts Instruments Used in Marking and Writing
6N Artifacts Lights and Light Holders
&B Body, Body Parts, and Body . . . Parts of the Body
8C Body, Body Parts, and Body . . . Physiological Products of the Body
9A People Human Beings
10B Kinship Terms Kinship Relations Involving Successive
Generations
11B Groups and Classes of Persons Socio-Religious
and Members of Such Groups and
Classes
12A ~* Supernatural Beings and Powers Supernatural Beings
12B Supernatural Beings and Powers Supernatural Powers
13A Be, Become, Exist, Happen State
13B Be, Become, Exist, Happen Change of State
13C Be, Become, Exist, Happen Exist
13D Be, Become, Exist, Happen Happen
14B Physical Events and States Wind
14E Physical Events and States Events Involving Liquids and Dry Masses
14F Physical Events and States Light
14G Physical Events and States Darkness
14H Physical Events and States Burning
141 Physical Events and States Sound
15A Linear Movement Move, Come/Go
15D Linear Movement Leave, Depart, Flee, Escape, Send
15F Linear Movement Come, Come To, Arrive
15G Linear Movement Return
15J Linear Movement Come/Go Up, Ascend
15V Linear Movement Drive Along, Carry Along
16 Non-Linear Movement /
20B Violence, Harm, Destroy, Kill Harm, Wound
20C Violence, Harm, Destroy, Kill Destroy
21D Danger, Risk, Safe, Save Become Safe, Free from Danger
21E Danger, Risk, Safe, Save Cause To Be Safe, Free from Danger
21F "* Danger, Risk, Safe, Save Save in a Religious Sense
22C Trouble, Hardship, Relief, Cause Trouble, Hardship
Favourable Circumstances
22G "* Trouble, Hardship, Relief . . . Favourable Circumstances or State
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23A Physiological Processes and Eat, Drink
States
23E Physiological Processes and Sleep, Waking
States
23G Physiological Processes and Live, Die
States
24A Sensory Events and States See
24B Sensory Events and States Hear
25A Attitudes and Emotions Desire, Want, Wish
25B Attitudes and Emotions Desire Strongly
25C Attitudes and Emotions Love, Affection, Compassion
25F Attitudes and Emotions Be Eager, Be Earnest, In a Devoted Manner
25H Attitudes and Emotions Acceptable To, To Be Pleased With
25] Attitudes and Emotions Enjoy, Take Pleasure In, Be Fond of Doing
25N Attitudes and Emotions Courage, Boldness
250 Attitudes and Emotions Patience, Endurance, Perseverance
25U Attitudes and Emotions Worry, Anxiety, Distress, Peace
25V Attitudes and Emotions Fear, Terror, Alarm
25W Attitudes and Emotions Sorrow, Regret
26 Psychological Faculties /
27A Learn Learn
28A Know Know
28B M* Know Known (the content of knowledge)
28E Know Not Able to Be Known, Secret
29B Memory and Recall Recalling from Memory
29C Memory and Recall Not Remembering, Forgetting
30A Think Think, Thought
30D Think To Intend, To Purpose, To Plan
30F Think To Choose, To Select, To Prefer
31A Hold a View, Believe, Trust Have an Opinion, Hold a View
31B Hold a View, Believe, Trust Hold a Wrong View, Be Mistaken
31F Hold a View, Believe, Trust Believe To Be True
31H Hold a View, Believe, Trust Change an Opinion Concerning Truth
311 Hold a View, Believe, Trust Trust, Rely
31 7* Hold a View, Believe, Trust Be a Believer, Christian Faith
32C Understand Ease or Difficulty in Understanding
32D Understand Capacity for Understanding
32E Understand Lack of Capacity for Understanding
33B Communication Word, Passage
33C Communication Discourse Types
33E Communication Written Language
33F Communication Speak, Talk
33J) Communication Interpret, Mean, Explain
33Q Communication Teach
33S Communication Preach, Proclaim
33X Communication Foretell, Tell Fortunes
33Y Communication Promise
33C Communication Call
33F° Communication Command, Order
33M° Communication Boast
33P’ Communication Insult, Slander
33R’ Communication Mock, Ridicule
33T Communication Rebuke
33A” Communication Prophesy
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33C” Communication Bless, Curse

34A Association Associate

34E Association Establish or Confirm a Relation

35C Help, Care For Provide For, Support

36B Guide, Discipline, Follow Discipline, Train

36D Guide, Discipline, Follow Follow, Be a Disciple

37D Control, Rule Rule, Govern

37G Control, Rule Hand Over, Betray

371 Control, Rule Guard, Watch Over

37] Control, Rule Release, Set Free

38A Punish, Reward Punish

38B Punish, Reward Reward, Recompense

39L Hostility, Strife Congquer

41A Behavior and Related States Behavior, Conduct

41C Behavior and Related States Particular Patterns of Behavior

41E Behavior and Related States Change Behavior

42A Perform, Do Function

42B Perform, Do Do, Perform

42C Perform, Do Make, Create

44 Animal Husbandry, Fishing /

47B Activities Involving Liquids or Use of Liquids

Masses

53A Religious Activities Religious Practice

53C Religious Activities Purify, Cleanse

S3I 1 Religious Activities Roles and Functions

56E Courts and Legal Procedures Judge, Condemn, Acquit

57A Possess, Transfer, Exchange Have, Possess, Property, Owner

57TH Possess, Transfer, Exchange Give

571 ~* Possess, Transfer, Exchange Receive

570 Possess, Transfer, Exchange See, Buy, Price

57U Possess, Transfer, Exchange Steal, Rob

58A Nature, Class, Example Nature, Character

58D Nature, Class, Example Class, Kind

S8EX Nature, Class, Example Same or Equivalent Kind or Class

58G Nature, Class, Example Distinctive, Unique

581 Nature, Class, Example Pattern, Model, Example, and Corresponding
Representation

58K Nature, Class, Example New, Old (primarily non-temporal)

59A Quantity Many, Few (Countables)

59C Quantity All, Any, Each, Every (Totality)

59D Quantity Full, Empty

S59F Quantity Abundance, Excess, Sparing

59G M* Quantity Increase, Decrease

59H Quantity Add, Subtract

60B Number One, Two, Three, Etc. (Cardinals)

60C Number First, Second, Third, Etc. (Ordinals)

61 Sequence /

63B Whole, Unite, Part, Divide Unite

63E Whole, Unite, Part, Divide Remnant

64 Comparison /

65A Value Valuable, Lacking in Value

65C Value Good, Bad

65D Value Useful, Useless

65F Value Important, Unimportant
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66 Proper, Improper /

67A Time A Point of Time without Reference to Other Points
of Time: Time, Occasion, Ever, Often

67B #* Time A Point of Time with Reference to Other Points of
Time: Before, Long Ago, Now, At the Same Time,
When, About, After

67E #* Time Duration of Time without Reference to Points or
Units of Time: Time, Spend Time, Always, Eternal,
Old, Immediately, Young

67F Time Duration of Time with Reference to Some Point of
Time: Until, Delay, Still, From

67G Time Duration of Time with Reference to Some Unit of
Time: During, In, While, Throughout

67H Time Indefinite Units of Time: Age, Lifetime, Interval,
Period

671 Time Definite Units of Time: Year, Month, Week, Day,
Hour

68A Aspect Begin, Start

68B Aspect Continue

68D Aspect Cease, Stop

68F Aspect Do Intensely or Extensively

69B Affirmation, Negation Negation

69C Affirmation, Negation Negation Combined with Clitics

70 Real, Unreal /

71C Mode Certain, Uncertain

71E Mode Necessary, Unnecessary

T2A #* True, False True, False

74 Able, Capable /

76 Power, Force /

78A Degree Much, Little (Positive-Negative Degree)

78E Degree Up To, As Much As, To the Degree That (Marked
Extent of Degree)

79C Features of Objects Solid, Liquid

79D Features of Objects Beautiful, Ugly

79E #* Features of Objects Glorious

79K Features of Objects Spotted, Spotless

79L Features of Objects Blemished, Unblemished

79M Features of Objects Strong, Weak

80A Space Space, Place

83B Spatial Positions Where, Somewhere, Everywhere

83C Spatial Positions Among, Between, In, Inside

83H Spatial Positions On, Upon, On the Surface Of

84A Spatial Extensions Extension From a Source

84B "* Spatial Extensions Extension To a Goal

85A Existence in Space Be in a Place

85E Existence in Space Dwell, Reside

87B Status Honor or Respect in Relation to Status

87E N* Status Slave, Free

88A Moral and Ethical Qualities and Goodness

Related Behavior

88B "* Moral and Ethical Qualities . . . Just, Righteous

88C Moral and Ethical Qualities . . . Holy, Pure

88E Moral and Ethical Qualities . . . Honesty, Sincerity

881 Moral and Ethical Qualities . . . Kindness, Harshness
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88K Moral and Ethical Qualities . . . Self-Control, Lack of Self-Control

88P Moral and Ethical Qualities . . . Treat Badly

88R Moral and Ethical Qualities . . . Act Lawlessly

88S Moral and Ethical Qualities . . . Exploit

88Y Moral and Ethical Qualities . . . Despise, Scorn, Contempt

88A° Moral and Ethical Qualities . . . Arrogance, Haughtiness, Pride

88G’ Moral and Ethical Qualities . . . Extravagant Living, Intemperate Living

88H’ Moral and Ethical Qualities . . . Impurity

88’ Moral and Ethical Qualities . . . Licentiousness, Perversion

88J Moral and Ethical Qualities . . . Sexual Misbehavior

88L’ Moral and Ethical Qualities . . . Sin, Wrongdoing, Guilt

89D Relations Specification

89E Relations Relations Involving Correspondence
(Isomorphisms)

89G "* Relations Cause and/or Reason

89H Relations Result

891 Relations Purpose

89J) Relations Condition

89K Relations Concession

89L Relations Means

89N Relations Manner

89Q "#* Relations Addition

89T Relations Association

89U Relations Dissociation

SOW Relations Contrast

90A Case Agent, Personal or Nonpersonal, Causative or
Immediate, Direct or Indirect

90B Case Instrument

90C Case Source of Event or Activity

90F Case Content

90H Case Opposition

901 Case Benefaction

90J Case Reason Participant

90K Case Agent of a Numerable Event

90L Case Agent in a Causative Role Marked by Verbs

90M Case Experience

91A Discourse Markers Markers of Transition

92A N* Discourse Referentials Speaker

92C "* Discourse Referentials Receptor, Receptors

92D "#* Discourse Referentials Whom or What Spoken or Written About

92F Discourse Referentials Relative Reference

92G Discourse Referentials Demonstrative or Deictic Reference

92H Discourse Referentials Emphatic Adjunct

93A N* Names of Persons and Places Persons

93B Names of Persons and Places Places




APPENDIX 6
CHARTS OF TEXTUAL FORMATIONS OF 2 PETER

Multivariate Structural Relations

TF

Verses

God-Giving-Christians-Precious Things

1:3; 1:4; 2:21; 3:15 (ergative)

Christians-Adding-Good Quality-In Good Quality

1:5 (2x); 1:6 (3x); 1:7 (2x)

Good Quality-Belonging-Christians

1:8; 1:9

Bad Christians-Being-Not Able to Understand

1:9 2x)

Author-Reminding-Recipients

1:12; 1:13; 1:15; 3:1

God’s Message-Happened-By an Agent

1:17; 1:18; 1:20; 1:21 (2x)

Exist-False Leaders-Among People

2:1 (2x)

Certain Ones-Doing-Evil

2:1 (2x); 2:2 (2x); 2:3; 2:10; 2:15a; 2:15b;
2:18; 2:20; 2:21; 3:3

The Lord-Punishing-Evil Doers

2:4 (2x); 2:5 (2x); 2:6; 2:9

* Evil Doers-Being Punished [ergative instance]

2:1; 2:3 (2x); 2:12-14; 2:17; 3:16

The Lord-Rescuing-Righteous Ones

2:5;2:7;,2:9

Someone-Controlled-By Something 2:19 (2x)
Animal-Return-To Dirty Place 2:22 (2x)
Know-This-Most Importantly 1:20; 3:3
This-Escape-Someone 3:5;3:8

Nature-Being Destroyed

3:6; 3:7; 3:10; 3:10; 3:11; 3:12; 3:12

Christians-Waiting-Future

3:12; 3:13; 3:14

Apostle-Writing-Recipients

3:1; 3:15

Lexical-Taxonomic Relations

Relation Domain | Lexical instances
Knowledge 28B 1:2 emyvwoet; 1:3 émyvaoews; 1:5 yvéow; 1:6 yvaoet; 1:8 enlyvwoty;
1:16 éyvwpioapey; 2:20 émryvaoet; 3:18 yvwoet
Know 28A 1:12 eidétag; 1:14 eidag; 1:20 ywaoxovtes; 2:12 dyvoolaty; 2:21 émeyvanéval;
2:21 émryvoliow; 3:3 ywwoxovteg; 3:17 mpoywwoxovteg
Godly/ 53A 1:3 eboéPeray; 1:6 edoéBeiav; 1:7 edoefela; 2:9 eboefeis; 3:11 eboepeiaig
Ungodly 53A 2:5 qoeBév; 2:6 doefely; 3:7 doeBév
Love 25C 1.7 prhaderdiav; 1:7 didadeddia; 1:7 dydmyy; 1:17 dyamyrds; 3:1 dyamyrof;
3:8 dyamyroi; 3:14 dyamyroi; 3:15 dyamytdg; 3:17 dyamnrol
Reminding 29B 1:12 dmopupvyoxew; 1:13 dmowviaer; 1:15 pviuny; 3:1 dmouvioet; 3:2 pynobijvat
Live/ 23G 1:3 {wiy
Die 23G 1:14 &mdbeais; 1:15 Eodov; 3:4 éxowifnoay; 3:9 droréoa
Being Eager 25F 1:5 omoudiy; 1:10 gmouddoarte; 1:15 omovddlw; 3:14 omovddaate
God’s Message | 33 + 1:19 mpodnTindv Adyov; 1:20 mpodnteia; 1:20 ypadiis; 1:21 mpodyreia;
3:2 mpoetpyuévwy pruatwy; 3:16 ypadag
Speak 33F 1:17 dwviis; 1:18 dwviy; 2:16 ddwvov; 2:16 dwvii; 2:16 dbeyEdpevov,
2:18 ¢pBeyyduevor
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Power 76 1:3 duvduews; 1:3 dpetfj; 1:16 dvapy; 1:16 pueyadeiétnros; 2:11 duvdue

Holy 88C 1:18 aylw; 1:21 ayiov; 1:21 dytoy; 2:21 aylag; 3:2 aylwv; 3:11 aylag; 3:14 domo,
3:14 duouytot

Light/ 14F 1:19 ¢aivovry; 1:19 Suawydoy

Darkness 14G 1:19 adyuned; 2:4 {8dov; 2:17 {bdog; 2:17 axdroug

Condemnation/ | 56E + 2:3 xpipa; 2:4 xplaw; 2:6 xatéxptvev; 2:9 xpicews; 2:11 xplaw; 3:7 xploewg

Punishment/ 20C + 2:1 dnwlelag; 2:1 dnddeway; 2:3 dnddewn; 2:4 xohalopévous; 2:9 xoralopévoug;
2:6 xatactpodfj; 2:12 pbopav; 2:12 $bopé; 2:12 dpbapyoovrar; 3:6 dmdeto;
3.7 dmwhelag; 3:10 Avbhoetar; 3:11 Avopévawy; 3:12 Avbroovtal; 3:16 dmdieay

Save 21E 2.7 éppiaato; 2:9 phecbat

True/ 72A 1:12 dAnbeia; 2:2 dAnbeiag; 2:22 dinbolis

False 72A 2:3 mhaoTols

Sin 33L’ 1:9 auaptyuatwy; 1:10 nraionte; 2:4 auapmoavtwy; 2:9 merpacudv; 2:14 apaptias;
2:14 dehedlovreg; 2:18 dehedlovaty

Righteous 88B 1:1 dieatoatvyy; 2:5 dixatootvyg; 2:7 dixatov; 2:8 dixatog; 2:8 dixaiayv;
3:13 dixatootvy

Unrighteous 88B 2:9 &dixoug; 2:13 aduxlag; 2:15 leaving edbelav; 2:15 ddilag;
2:21 not knowing dtxatootvng

Keep/ 13A 2:17 Temipytay; 3:7 Tebnoavpiouévor; 3:7 Tnpoduevol

Guard 371 2:4 Typely; 2:5 EbdAabey; 2:9 tpely; 3:17 duldooeabe

Follow 36D 1:16 g&axoloubrioavtes; 2:2 ggaxolovbrioovay; 2:10 émiow; 2:15 égaxoovbrjoaves;
2:21 émiow

Being Immoral | 88J, 1:4 embupiav; 1:4 dbopés; 2:2 doedyelaig; 2:3 mheovebia; 2:7 doelyela;

25B + 2:10 émbupia; 2:10 wacuol; 2:14 poryariag; 2:14 mheovegiag; 2:18 émbupials;

2:18 daelyeiatg; 2:19 ¢bopdg; 2:20 waouata; 3:3 émbupiag

Sinning 33+ 2:2 Bracdyunbhcetal; 2:3 Ayorg éumopedaovtar; 2:10 BAacdnuolvres;

Verbally 2:11 Brdodypov; 2:12 Bracdyuolvres; 2:18 dmépoyxa; 2:19 falsely émayyediduevor;
3:3 éumarypovij; 3:3 umaixtat

Animal 4A 2:12 {Ga; 2:16 Smolbyrov; 2:22 xdwv; 2:22 B¢

Deception 31B 2:13 dmataig; 2:15 émdavidyoay; 2:18 mhdvy; 3:17 mhdwy

Lawless 88R 2:7 abBéapwy; 2:8 qvopows; 2:16 mapavopiag; 3:17 abféouwy

Escaping 21D 1:4 dmoduydvreg; 2:18 dmodedyovrag; 2:20 dmopuybvteg

Slave 87E 1:1 dodhog; 2:19 doBAot; 2:19 dedoviwTal

Give 57H 1:3 dedwpnuévns; 1:4 dedwpntat; 2:21 mapadobeiong; 3:15 dobeioay

Promise 33Y 1:4 émayyédpata; 2:19 émayyeAdopevor; 3:4 emayyelia; 3:9 émayyehiag;
3:13 émayyelpata

Heavens 1B 1:18 ovpavol; 3:5 odpavol; 3:7 odpavol; 3:10 ovpavot; 3:12 odpavol; 3:13 odpavols

Earth IF 3:5 y#; 3:7 yi#; 3:10 y#; 3:13 yijy

Water 2D 3:5 Udatog; 3:5 Udatog; 3:6 Uoatt

Patience 250 1:6 Umopovny; 1:6 dmopovij; 3:9 waxpobuyel; 3:15 paxpobuuiay

Waiting 25U 3:12 mpocdoxdvrag; 3:13 mpoodoxddyuev; 3:14 mpoadondivtes

Coming 15F 1:16 mapovaiav; 3:4 mapovaiag; 3:12 mapovaiay

Burning/ 14H 2:6 tedppwoag; 3:10 xavooipeva; 3:12 mupoduevor; 3:12 xavaolueva

Fire 2C 3.7 mupi

Unstable 31H 2:14 dobeloay; 2:21 dvaxdupar; 3:16 doripierot; 3:17 ouvamayBévres

Glory 79E 1:3 06&y; 1:17 d8Eav; 3:18 déka




Covariate Structural Relations (TF): Collocation

Verses Thematic Item | Thematic Item

1:18; 1:21 [Holy] [God’s Message-Happened-By an Agent]
2:4;2:17 [Keep/Guard] | [Darkness]

1:4;2:18 [Escaping] émbupia

3:5; 3:7; 3:10; 3:13 | [Heavens] [Earth]

2:6; 3.7 [Punishment] | [Fire/Burning]

Rhetorical-Generic Formations
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Verses RF Activity structure Genre elements
1:1-2 Discourse Opening Letter Opening Address;
Greeting

1:3-11 Reason-Result; Exhortation with Reasons Foundation of
Reason-Command; Christian Life;
Command-Reason Commands;

Christian Anticipation

1:12-15 | Result-Reason Urgency of the Reminder Writing Reason

1:16-21 | Assertion-Adversative; Defending the Authority of Proofs;
Assertion-Quotation; Testimony and Prophecy Appealing to Authority;
Assertion-Comparison; Simile as Proof;
Command-Projection Command

2:1-3 Comparison-Elaboration; | Warning Against False Teachers | Specification of Sins;
Reason-Result Denunciation

2:4-11 Condition-Positive; God’s Punishment Examples and Inference;
Assertion-Adversative; and Rescue Denunciation;
Example-Adversative; Specification of Sins
Assertion-Clarification

2:12-22 | Assertion-Comparison; Description and Simile;
Reason-Result; Denunciation of Denunciation;
Result-Reason; False Teachers Specification of Sins;
Assertion-Clarification; Example;
Condition-Positive Proverb

3:1-10 Assertion-Clarification; Refuting the Mockers Commands;
Command-Projection; Prediction;
Result-Reason; Mockers’ Questions;
Assertion-Projection; Author’s Answers
Assertion-Adversative;
Assertion-Comparison

3:11-16 | Reason-Result; Advice for the Time of Commands;
Assertion-Adversative; Waiting Christian Anticipation;
Command-Comparison Comparison

3:17-18a | Command-Purpose; Exhortation Command
Adversative-Variation

3:18b Discourse Closing Letter Closing Exaltation




APPENDIX 7

A COMPARISON OF LEXICAL-TAXONOMIC RELATIONS AND SEMANTIC

SUB-DOMAINS

A comparison of lexical-taxonomic relations between Jude and 2 Peter is as follow:

in common unique for Jude unique for 2 Peter

Know Writing Knowledge

Ungodly Authorities Godly

Love Eternal Reminding

Live Supernatural Beings Being Eager

Die Benefit God’s Message

Holy Foretelling Speak

Darkness Believe Power

Condemnation The Spirit Light

Punishment Mercy True

Save False

Keep Sin

Guard Righteous

Being Immoral Unrighteous

Sinning Verbally Follow

Fire Animal
Deception
Lawless
Escaping
Slave
Give
Promise
Heavens
Earth
Water
Patience
Waiting
Coming
Burning
Unstable
Glory
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A comparison of semantic sub-domains between Jude and 2 Peter is as follow:

Domain | Domain Category Sub-domain in common Sub-domain unique | Sub-domain unique for
Number for Jude 2 Peter
1 Geographical Objects | Heavenly Bodies Sociopolitical Areas | Regions Above the
and Features Earth
Atmospheric Objects Regions Below the
Surface of the Earth
Bodies of Water The Earth’s Surface
Population Centers Elevated Land
Formations
Depressions and Holes
2 Natural Substances Fire Elements
Water Earth, Mud, Sand,
Rock
3 Plants Trees
4 Animals Animals
6 Artifacts Instruments Used in | Instruments Used in
Binding and Marking and Writing
Fastening
Cloth, Leather, and | Lights and Light
Objects Made of Holders
Such Materials
8 Body, Body Parts, Parts of the Body Body Physiological Products
and Body Products of the Body
9 People Human Beings
10 Kinship Terms Kinship Relations
Involving Successive
Generations
11 Groups and Classes of | Socio-Religious
Persons and Members
of Such Groups and
Classes
12 Supernatural Beings Supernatural Beings
and Powers
Supernatural Powers
13 Be, Become, Exist, State
Happen
Change of State
Exist
Happen
14 Physical Events and Wind Light
States
Events Involving Liquids Burning
and Dry Masses
Darkness Sound
15 Linear Movement Leave, Depart, Flee, Escape, | Travel, Journey Move, Come/Go
Send
Come, Come To, Arrive Return
Drive Along, Carry Along Come/Go Up, Ascend
16 Non-Linear Non-Linear Movement
Movement
18 Attachment Grasp, Hold
20 Violence, Harm, Destroy Violence Harm, Wound
Destroy, Kill
21 Danger, Risk, Safe, Cause To Be Safe, Free Danger Become Safe, Free
Save from Danger from Danger
Save in a Religious Sense
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22 Trouble, Hardship, Favourable Circumstances Trouble, Hardship, Cause Trouble,
Relief, Favourable or State Distress Hardship
Circumstances

23 Physiological Eat, Drink Ripen, Produce Sleep, Waking
Processes and States Fruit, Bear Seed

Live, Die

24 Sensory Events and See

States
Hear

25 Attitudes and Desire, Want, Wish Happy, Glad, Joyful | Enjoy, Take Pleasure

Emotions In, Be Fond of Doing
Desire Strongly Patience, Endurance,

Perseverance

Love, Affection, Worry, Anxiety,
Compassion Distress, Peace
Be Eager, Be Earnest, In a Sorrow, Regret
Devoted Manner
Acceptable To, To Be
Pleased With
Courage, Boldness
Fear, Terror, Alarm

26 Psychological Psychological Faculties
Faculties

27 Learn Learn

28 Know Know Well Known, Known (the content of

Clearly Shown, knowledge)
Revealed
Not Able to Be
Known, Secret
29 Memory and Recall Recalling from Memory Not Remembering,
Forgetting
30 Think Think, Thought To Intend, To Purpose,
To Plan
To Choose, To Select,
To Prefer
31 Hold a View, Believe, | Hold a Wrong View, Be Have an Opinion, Hold
Trust Mistaken a View
Believe To Be True Change an Opinion
Concerning Truth
Trust, Rely
Be a Believer, Christian
Faith
32 Understand Ease or Difficulty in
Understanding
Capacity for
Understanding
Lack of Capacity for
Understanding
33 Communication Written Language Ask For, Request Word, Passage
Speak, Talk Pray Discourse Types
Foretell, Tell Fortunes Flatter Interpret, Mean,
Explain
Call Complain Teach
Boast Accuse, Blame Preach, Proclaim
Insult, Slander Dispute, Debate Promise
Mock, Ridicule Argue, Quarrel Command, Order
Rebuke Non-Verbal Bless, Curse
Communication
Prophesy
34 Association Join, Begin to Associate Associate
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Establish or Confirm a
Relation

35 Help, Care For Provide For, Support
36 Guide, Discipline, Follow, Be a Disciple Guide, Lead Discipline, Train
Follow
37 Control, Rule Rule, Govern Exercise Authority | Hand Over, Betray
Guard, Watch Over Release, Set Free
38 Punish, Reward Punish
Reward, Recompense
39 Hostility, Strife Division Conquer
Strife, Struggle
Rebellion
41 Behavior and Related | Behavior, Conduct Change Behavior
States
Particular Patterns of
Behavior
42 Perform, Do Do, Perform Function
Make, Create
43 Agriculture Agriculture
44 Animal Husbandry, Animal Husbandry,
Fishing Fishing
47 Activities Involving Use of Liquids
Liquids or Masses
53 Religious Activities Religious Practice Purity, Cleanse
Roles and Functions
56 Courts and Legal Judge, Condemn, Acquit
Procedures
57 Possess, Transfer, Have, Possess, Property, Receive
Exchange Owner
Give See, Buy, Price
Steal, Rob
58 Nature, Class, Nature, Character Different Kind or Class, Kind
Example Class
Distinctive, Unique Same or Equivalent
Kind or Class
Pattern, Model,
Example, and
Corresponding
Representation
New, Old (primarily
non-temporal)
59 Quantity Many, Few (Countables) Full, Empty
All, Any, Each, Every Add, Subtract
(Totality)
Abundance, Excess, Sparing
Increase, Decrease
60 Number One, Two, Three, Etc. Once, Twice, Three
(Cardinals) Times, Etc.
(Cardinal of Time)
First, Second, Third, Etc.
(Ordinals)
61 Sequence Sequence
63 Whole, Unite, Part, Unite
Divide
Remnant
64 Comparison Comparison
65 Value Advantageous, Not | Valuable, Lacking in

Advantageous

Value

Good, Bad

Useful, Useless




254

Important,
Unimportant
66 Proper, Improper Proper, Improper
67 Time A Point of Time with A Point of Time
Reference to Other Points of without Reference to
Time: Before, Long Ago, Other Points of Time:
Now, At the Same Time, Time, Occasion, Ever,
When, About, After Often
Duration of Time without Duration of Time with
Reference to Points or Units Reference to Some
of Time: Time, Spend Time, Unit of Time: During,
Always, Eternal, Old, In, While, Throughout
Immediately, Young
Duration of Time with Indefinite Units of
Reference to Some Point of Time: Age, Lifetime,
Time: Until, Delay, Still, Interval, Period
From
Definite Units of Time:
Year, Month, Week, Day,
Hour
68 Aspect Begin, Start
Continue
Cease, Stop
Do Intensely or
Extensively
69 Affirmation, Negation | Negation Negation Combined
with Clitics
70 Real, Unreal Real, Unreal
71 Mode Should, Ought Certain, Uncertain
Necessary,
Unnecessary
72 True, False True, False
74 Able, Capable Able, Capable
76 Power, Force Power, Force
78 Degree Much, Little (Positive- Up To, As Much As,
Negative Degree) To the Degree That
(Marked Extent of
Degree)
79 Features of Objects Glorious Solid, Liquid
Spotted, Spotless Beautiful, Ugly
Blemished,
Unblemished
Strong, Weak
80 Space Space, Place
83 Spatial Positions Among, Between, In, Inside | Around, About, Where, Somewhere,
Outside Everywhere
In Front Of, Face On, Upon, On the
To Face, In Back Surface Of
Of, Behind
Above, Below
84 Spatial Extensions Extension From a Source Extension To a Goal
85 Existence in Space Dwell, Reside Put, Place Be in a Place
Remain, Stay
87 Status Slave, Free High Status or Rank | Honor or Respect in
(including persons Relation to Status
of high status)
88 Moral and Ethical Holy, Pure Mercy, Merciless Goodness
Qualities and Related
Behavior
Impurity Act Harshly Just, Righteous

Sexual Misbehavior

Act Shamefully

Honesty, Sincerity




255

Sin, Wrongdoing, Guilt

Hate, Hateful

Kindness, Harshness

Self-Control, Lack of
Self-Control

Treat Badly

Act Lawlessly

Exploit

Despise, Scorn,
Contempt

Arrogance,
Haughtiness, Pride

Extravagant Living,
Intemperate Living

Licentiousness,
Perversion

89

Relations

Relations Involving
Correspondence
(Isomorphisms)

Attendant
Circumstances

Specification

Cause and/or Reason

Result

Purpose

Condition

Manner

Concession

Addition

Means

Association

Dissociation

Contrast

90

Case

Agent, Personal or
Nonpersonal, Causative or
Immediate, Direct or
Indirect

To Cause To
Experience

Benefaction

Instrument

Reason Participant

Source of Event or Activity

Agent in a Causative
Role Marked by Verbs

Content

Opposition

Agent of a Numerable
Event

Experience

91

Discourse Markers

Markers of Transition

Prompters of
Attention

Markers of
Identification and
Explanatory
Clauses

92

Discourse
Referentials

Speaker

Emphatic Adjunct

Receptor, Receptors

Whom or What Spoken or
Written About

Relative Reference

Demonstrative or Deictic
Reference

93

Names of Persons and
Places

Persons

Places




APPENDIX 8
PROBABLE INTERTEXTS OF JUDE AND 2 PETER

The following table summarizes the probable intertexts of Jude, according to the order

of the text of Jude.!

Jude Old Jewish Other Jewish | 2 Peter Contemporary
Testament Pseudepigrapha Writings Christian
and Apocrypha writings?
4 Ps 9:25;3 Midr. Ps. 2:1-3a°
Ps 13:2-5* 10.6°
5-7 Sir 16:7-10; CD 2:17— 2:4-8
3 Macc 2:4-7, 3:12;
T. Naph. 3:4-5 m. Sanh. 10:3
5 Num 14;
Num 26:64—
65
6 Gen 6:1-4 1 En. 6—19,
especially ch. 10;
1 En. 20—22;
1 En. 22:117
7 Gen 18:16—
19:29
8 2:10a®
9 Zech 3:2 now-lost ending of
T. Mos.
11a T. Benj. 7:5 Post. 38-39; 1 John 3:11
Tg. Ps—J. and
Tg. Neof. on
Gen 4:8
11b Num 25:1-3; | LAB 18:13 Mos. 1.295—
Num 31:8; 300;
Josh 13:21— Ant. 4.126—
22 130;

! The data is from Watson unless otherwise stated. See Watson, “Oral-Scribal and Cultural
Intertexture,” 189-97.

2 Only those intertexts that are probably earlier or contemporary with Jude are listed.

3 Neyrey, “Form and Background,” 416, especially n33.

4 Neyrey, “Form and Background,” 416-17.

5 Neyrey, “Form and Background,” 416, especially n33.

¢ Bauckham, Jude-2 Peter, 236.

7 This reference is from Davids, 2 Peter and Jude Handbook, 10.

8 Bauckham, Jude-2 Peter, 246.
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y. Sanh.
10.28d;
b. Sanh. 106a
11c Num 16:1- LAB 16:1 Tg. Ps.—J. on
35; Num 16:1-2;
Num 26:9— Num. Rab.
10 18:3, 12
12-13 1 En. 2:1—5:4;
1 En. 80:2-8
12 Ps 52:5; Wis 4:4 Matt 3:10;
Prov 2:22; Matt 7:19;
Prov 25:14; Matt 15:13;
Ezek 31; Luke 3:9;
Ezek 34:2 Luke 13:9
13 Gen 4:1-6; 1 En. 18:13-16;
Isa 57:20 1 En. 83—90
14-15 1 En. 1:9
17-19 2 Tim 3:1-9
23 Amos 4:11;
Zech 3:2-4

The following table summarizes the intertexture of 2 Peter, according to the order of the

text of 2 Peter.’

2 Peter Old Jewish Other Jewish | Jude Contemporary
Testament Pseudepigrapha Writings Christian
and Apocrypha writings'?
1:1-2 1 Pet 1:1-2
1:11 [Dan 7:27]'!
1:14 John 21:18
1:16-18 Independent
Gospel
tradition'?
1:16 [Matt 16:28;
Mark 9:1]
1:17-18 Ps 2:6-7
1:17 [Ps 8:5
(LXX 8:6);
Dan 7:14]
1:19 Num 24:17; T. Levi 18:3; 1 QM 11:6-7;
[Song 2:17] T. Jud. 24:1"3 CD 7:18-20;
y. Ta‘an.
68d'4

% The data is from Bauckham unless otherwise stated. See Bauckham, Jude-2 Peter, 138-51,

245-47.

10 Only those intertexts that are probably earlier or contemporary with 2 Peter are listed.

! Texts that are put in brackets are allusions that are possible, but not certain, as Bauckham
describes. See Bauckham, Jude-2 Peter, 138-51, 245-47.

12 Watson, “Oral-Scribal and Cultural Intertexture,” 198.

13 Watson, “Oral-Scribal and Cultural Intertexture,” 200n43.

14 Watson, “Oral-Scribal and Cultural Intertexture,” 200n43.
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2:1-3a Ps 13:1-5"% Matt 7:15-20;
Matt 24:11, 14;
Mark 13:22;
1 John 4:1;'¢
Acts 20:29-30;
2 Tim 3:1-9;
2 Tim 4:3-4"7
2:1 Midr. Ps.
10.6
2:2 Isa 52:5
2:4-9 Sir 16:6-23!8
2:4-5 Sir 16:8
2:4 Job 40:20; Story of the Ant. 1.73%
Job 41:24; Watchers?°
Prov 30:16
LXX"
2:5-9 Wis 10:1-15
2:5 Gen 6:17 CD 2:20-21; 1 Pet 3:20
m. Sanh.
10:3;
B.J. 5.566
2:6-8 3 Macc 2:7; CD 3:2-4;
Wis 10 Mos. 2:53—65
2:6 Gen 19:29
2:7 Wis 10:6
2:9-10a Sir 16:6, 11-14; CD 2:16-17
3 Macc 2:3—4a
2:9 [Matt 6:13]
2:10a
2:15-16 Num 22:21-
35
2:19 [Rom 6:16;
Rom 7:5;
Rom 8:21]
2:20 Matt 12:45;
Luke 11:26
2:21 [Mark 9:24;
Mark 14:21]
2:22 Prov 26:11
3:4-13 El. Mod.
3:4 [Mark 9:1;
Mark 13:30]
3:5 Gen 1:1
3:8 Ps 90:4
(LXX 89:4)

15 Neyrey, “Form and Background,” 416-17.

16 Watson, “Oral-Scribal and Cultural Intertexture,” 201n44.
17 Watson, “Oral-Scribal and Cultural Intertexture,” 201n45.
18 Neyrey, “Form and Background,” 427-28.

1 Davids, Letters of 2 Peter and Jude, 226.

20 Bauckham thinks that the author of 2 Peter was unfamiliar with 1 Enoch and the Testament of
Moses, but the main outline of the story of the Watchers was well-known to Jews and Christians who had
never read 1 Enoch. See Bauckham, Jude-2 Peter, 139—40.

2! Davids, Letters of 2 Peter and Jude, 226.
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3.9 Hab 2:3 1 Pet 3:20

3:10 Isa 34:4 [1 Thess 5:2;]
Matt 24:43;
Luke 12:39

3:12 Isa 34:4;

Isa 60:22

3:12-14 Hab 2:3

3:13 Isa 65:17

3:15 [Rom 12:3;

Rom 15:15]
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