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A HISTORICAL SURVEY

A literary approach to the study of the Bible is both a new
and an old phenomenon. In the past two decades unprecedented
attention has becn directcd to the l iterarv qualit ies ofthe text. In
the glare ofthc present cxplosiou ofinti..rt, howcver. we musr
not losc sight of the long prehistory of l i terary approaches. The
present chapter surveys the history of thc interrelationship of
biblical and literary studies. The early history is lightly treated,
not to denigrate its importance, but by choice our focus is the
different contemporary manifestations of the literary approach.
It is appropriate to emphasize the recent past, given the current
fascination of the biblical scholar for the literary approach.

The chapter is not exhaustive but serves as a beginning
guide to the use of literary concepts and tools in the field of
biblical studies. The concentration in the historical survey will
clearly be on the second half of the twentieth century. Pre-
twentieth-century schools and figures chosen for comment are
cited es high points or representarives.

PRECURSORS TO THE LITERARY APPROACH

Patristic Interpretation

Many ofthe early church fathers were educated in classical
rhetoric and poetics. As a result, they frequently applied the



DrinciDles ofl iterature that they learned in school to thc study of

ihe Scriptures. They often compared biblical stories and poems

with ones familiar to them in classical literature The result was,

from a modern persPective, a distortion of understanding and

evaluation of the Uiblical texts, Jerome, for example, scanned

Hebrew poems and described their poetic form in labels

developed fo. Greek and Latin poetry.r Kugel quotes Jerome as

saying:

What is more musical than the Psalter? which, in the manner of

our Flaccus or of rhe Greek Pindar, now flows in iambs' now

rings wirh Alcaics. swells ro a Sapphic melsure or moves along

with a halGfoot? What is fairer than the hymns of Deuteronomy

or Isaiah? Whet is more solemn than Solomon' what more

oolished then Job? All of which books' as Josephus and Origen

write, flow in the original in hexameter and pentameter verses 2

Augustine too comPared biblical stories with classical

sto.ies aid found the former rough and clumsy in their form

when compared with the latter. lnhis ConJessions (Book 3:5) we

find the following telling comment:

So I made up my mind to examine the holy Scriptures and see

what kind oi books they were. I discovered something that was

at once beyond the understanding ofthe proud and-hidden.from

the eyes of children. Its gait was humble, but the heights it

.eachid were sublime. . . When I first looked into the Scrip-

tures . - . they seemcd quite unworthy of comparison with the

stately Prose of Cicero 3

Augustine thought that the Bible had a low literary quality'

which for him iepresented a test of faith and humility' The

intellectual must be wil l ing to accePt the idea that the Bible is

inferior literature and must still believe the message Other

fathers of the church attempted to Prove that the Bible was

actually superior to Pagan literature in its form as well as in its

content.
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tJ. Kugcl, Tle ldea oJ Biblical Poelrl (New Haven: Yale University Press'

1981), pp. 149-s6.
,Ibid.,  p. 152.
3Quoted in ibid., pp. 159-60-

Of course, the flaw inherent in the Fathers' l i terarv
approach ro the Bible is that they judged the rext by standards
develo-ped for the analysis ofa ioieig"n literature. it. i-pori_
tion ofalien values on the biblical texl is a pitfall that continues
to the present day (see chapter 2). The positive aspect of the
ra[n€ru..approach rs that they recognized the l irerary qualiries of
tne brbtlcal srorles, an awareness thar gradually diminished as
the rontent of the Scriptures was abstracted into various
rneologrcat systems.

Robert Lowth and the Study of Hebrew poetry

Poetry is so obviously literary, in the sense of artful and
conventional, that it- was_ subjected to l iterary analysis long
betore prose. Robert Lowth, who was a professor of English ai
Oxford in the late eighteenth centuri, wrote a lariimark
analysis of the workings of Hebrew poetry. oarticularlv
parallelis6.r By categorizing parallelism, dir.urring 

'-.t"r, 
.ni

describing other poetic devices, Lowth 
"ppro"cheJ 

part of the
Bible as a l iterary rext. He was, in essince, desiribins the
conventions thar sheped the writ ing of the psalms, Isaiah] and
other poetic texts. Lowrh's resuhs, though eventuallv receivins
considerable modification, aided in thelorrect re"jing of th!
poetry of the Old Testament.

_- - Work on understanding the conventions and devices of
Hebrew poetry has continued unabared ever since. primarilv.
scholars have further refined Lowth's categories of parallelism
and have suggested various schemes foi describing meter.
Interesting work has also been done in the area of gra;matical
parallelism and in the delineation ofother secondary-devices (see
chapter 6).

Hermann Gunkel

In reading the most recent research on the literarv method-
one would be surprised to find Hermann Gunkel's name in a l ist

. 
.R..Lowth,. Lerarrcr or the Saffcd poetry oJthe Hebrcw\ (London: T. Tegg &

Son. 1835; orig. 1753); cf A. Baker, "para elism: Engtand's ContriburiJn'to
BiblicAl Srudies," CBe 35 (1973\: 429-n.
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texts. He was concerned as well with the emphasis that form
criticism placed on thc "typical and representative" to the
exclusion of "individual, personal, and unique features." On
the positive side, he recognized that the Old Testament had a
high literary quality and promoted the study ofstyle. His work
has since stimulated many other studies connected with the style
of Hebrew poetry and prose.

The preceding survey is very schematic. It completely
ignores some major figures of the past, particularly the
medieval period and also of this century (Nordcn, Kdnig, and
Alonso-Sch<ikel, for instance). Nonetheless, it is now clear that
the modern literary approach has a long history in the field of
biblical interpretation, evcn if it has never before reached the
current level of activity.

As we now turn to the modern period of l i tcrary study of
the Bible, there arc many ways in which we could proceed. One
possible approach is chronological and charts the different
dominant schools of thought in secular literary study and then
gives examples concerning how each school of thought has
exerted an influence on biblical studies. To proceed in such a
way, one would begin with New Criticism, then consider
structuralism and semiotics, and finally conclude with decon-
struction- Other influential minority positions could thcn be
discussed, particularly reader-response, archetypal, Marxist,
and feminist l i terary crit icism.

Biblical studies, however, does not follow the chronologi-
cal pattern ofsccular theory. Some researchers in Bible write in
a New Critical mode long after New Criticism has passed away
as a major school in literary theory. Others adopt more
traditional modes of literary criticism, even in this age of
deconstruction. In reality, oi course, this diversity reflects the
situation in literary theory. Deconstruction may be the avant-
garde movement today, but many in literary theory either
blithely or studiously avoid it in order to continue in traditional,
perhaps even pre-New Critical, modes of interpretation.e

esome believe, however, that deconstruction is already somewhat pass6,
evidence for which they see in rn article by C. Campbell, "Thi Tyranny ofthe
Yalc Critics," Nela York 

'fh1es 
Magazine, Feb. 9, 1986.

of reprcscntativc early developcrs of tbe l iterary aPproach'

Indeei. i.t the eYes of some, Gunkel is the archenemy of a

literary approach.5 With his interest in discovering the individ-

ual forms and their setting in lifc, the emphasis was on

individual texrs outside of thcir clnonical context and on a

sociological rather than a literary cxplanation of their origins

A definitc gulf exists between Gunkel and contemporary

aesthetic crit ics, but we should sti l l  rccognize that Gunkel

devclopcd his undcrstanding of form crit icism in an interdisci-

olinarv context. His use of thc conccPts of genre (Gattttfg)'

iorm 
'(Forur), 

and setting in life (Sitz im Lehen) are heavily

informed by l iterary and sociological thcories of his day 6

Indecd one of the difficulties with biblical form criticrsm as

traditionally Practiced is not that it is alitcrary in its understand-

ing of genrc but that it adopts a neoclassical concept ol genre

thit wai obsolete even in Gunkel's day T In any case, Gunkel

advanced a literary approach to the study of Scripture by

focusing attention on the all-important issue of identifying the

genre of a text in the process of interprctation'

James Muilenburg and Rhetorical Criticism

Jamcs Muilenburg delivered his presidcntial address to. the

Society of Biblical Literature in 1968' an event that has surce

b".o-. 
" 

touchstone for holistic and litcrary approaches to the

study ofthe Bible.8 The tit le, "Form Crit icism and Beyond," is

instructive because, while appreciating the strcngths of form

crit icism. he felt it was time to move beyond the impasse that

had resulted from concentrating on individual pericopes within

5For instance, Weiss, The Bible fon Withh
6G. Tuckcr, Fom Ctititis'f oJ the old Tesranrenr (Phihdelphia: Fortress' 1971)'

no.  4-5:  and M. l  Buss,  The Srudv of  Forms n OId Tesramenr Forn

tr i r i , ;sn.  cd.  I .  H.  M,yc,  tsan Antonro:  
- l  

nnirv Univcrs i tv  Press ls?4) p 
.5o

TNce'classical g.tt.e th.".y is r ninetccnth-cenrury phcnomenon that held a

npid vrew ofeenies rs pure and hierrrchrcal :  scc G N ( i  drs inr '  Cenres in

i'h" Prinr"rcnLn,y,lop")ia oJ Poerry and Poentr (l)rrnceton: Pnnceton Unrversitv

Press, 1974), p. 308
sJ.  Mui l ;b; rs,  "Form Cr i t ic ism and tscvond."  JAL 88 (1969):  1-18
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lnstead of a diachronic survey ofliterary theory, then, I employ
a synchronic analysis.

Each school of thought concentrates attcntion on one
element of what might be called the act of l i terary communica-
tion. A l iterary text may bc seen as a message of one sort or
another addressed by an author to a rcader. The communication
itselftakcs placc in a certain social and temporal context, which

may be called the universc. These relations may be diagramed
as follows:

A TIISTORICAL SURVEY I-

AUTHOR-CENTERED THEORIES

Literary Studies

. Modern l iterary crit icism has rejectcd the author as tbema.;or t lemcnt in thc intcrpretlvc process. Sincc the advcnt ofNcw Crit icisn.r in thc 194bs unti l the prcsc'q ;;;;;;."1;;
proclaimcd the death of the author, gr",rri;,; ;,,;;;; ' ;;privileged insight into thcir owrr work. Th'is ;.J, ;i.;;r",l.
a completc rcversal of t lrc tradi
as it was known in,i"' i;:;ff i:ir,.#ll.f,lo. 

i"t".R.et"tr""

TITADITIONAL CRITICISM

. Traditional crit icism beforc 1940 took great intercst in theaurhor .  
.Thc  kcy  ro  rn rerprerar ion  was, r r? r rg l r i , ; ' 1 , " " i " " )

knowledge o f  thc  acr iv i r i cs  and thoughr  l i l c  o f ihe  , r , f , . .  
" r ' f r "o^r she was writ ing.a poem or narrative. f1" rr,".p.",., l .r i i ito dlscover thc author's intentiorral meaning. S""i.;;;;;;;

describes thc artirudc of traditional .. i, i . ir; ;,;;; l l ;;;;
i l lustrative way: ,,If 

wc read histories, bi.g."phi";,- 
";; ' ;;;;rSown ietters wirh enough scholarly pr, i.r."""n'J'rt i i t, ;"" ';;: l ;be-conf ident .o f  .ge t i ; rg  

the  pocm r rghr , .  .undcrs rand ins  
i r . .'rnterprering 

irs rruth."'r I tt i i  pivotaito kn.*,- f.. '" l l , irrf"

l l r ,  
* .1, :  wrore his ,onnet . .Bi ighr S,rr . . : '_ i , t ,  t ; ' ; : ; , :J; ;

;,,llJ1',LiXi.l.itfi ffi :',Ti::,i:JrT; ji"jH,"*Ti,:|,l;::
sobered by, the reality of dcath irr"fri, p"rri." f". #;:"#;background knowledge, it was thougbt, provided thc kcv to the
ln te rprera t io , .o f  

. .Br igh t  
S tar . . ,  , i i rh  i t s  l i r res  . ; ;h ' . ; ; ; ;lo l low ing :  " l  have rwo luxur ies  ro  U- "a . " " r - i "  _V * . f i r ,your Loveliness and the hour of my death. o tf,"t r .","lj'i""ipossession of them both in the same minute.,,

,_r^.--an:l. 
are powerful argumenrs agarnsr such approachcs.r-tow ls rt possible ro rcconstruct rn author,s inteniiorr in anterary tvork, since he or shc may not even have bear, aonraio,-r,vr rrr I ne poet otten ts his or her own worst interpreter. How

":l: 
r?:.ffi?:, ;. i?orution 

in Literary Cr iticism... hin ceton At un,, i we?hry,

Universe
(historical events or theological ideas)

I
*1,.r.

/'-"""\

/ \

nutnnr /  \ * "u0" , , "

Thcorists of the traditional school believc that we should
intcrpret the mcaning of a piecc of l i tcrature by concentrating
on thc author. Others locus on the tcxt, and sti l l  others focus on
thc reader. I discuss thc various schools ofl iterary theory under
their rcspectivc focuses-author-centcred, text-centered, and
reader-centered. The main principlcs of each school of l i tcrary
study wil l be cxamined, followed by specific cxamples of the
influcnce each has exerciscd on biblical studies.

' r 'M. H.  Abranrs,  The Mirrc l  n d r le LaDp (Ncw York:  Oxford Univcrs i ty
Press,  1tJ53),  pp.  3-29;  andJ.  Barton,  "Classi fy ing Bibl icr l  t l r i t ic isrn,  "  J .SO T
2 9  ( 1 ( r f r 4 ) : 1 9 - 3 5 .
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the meaning of a text is to bc identif ied with the author's
intended purpose. Hc is aware of all of the methodological
difficultics associated with his position, notably the problem of
recovering with certainty an author's purpose. After all, authors
are usually not very explicit in l i terary works.

Hirsch's approach is interesting in that he approaches the
author's meaning through a srudy ofthe text itsclf, particularly
its genre- In other words, hc infers the author's meaning
primarily through a careful study of the text in relationship to
other closely related texts. This move is important and
approaches the balanced view that I advocate in chapter 3
below. Furthermorc, Hirsch does not completely ignore thc
role of the reader in interpretation. He does not accept certain
reader-response theories that argue that readers create meaning.
Nevcrtheless, he does recognize that different readers will draw
out different implications from the same text. He makcs a
distinction at this point between "meaning" and "significance. "
We havc already seen that meaning is to be related to the
author's intention. "Significance" of a l iterary work refers to
the application that readers draw on the basis of their own
background and interests.

Biblical Studies

While much of importance separates them, both critical
and evangelical interpretation traditionally have focused on the
author. The former has developed critical tools to enable the
interpreter to go behind the final form of the text to its original
setting, and the latter spends much energy on fixing and
describing the time period in which the author wrote. If the
author is known by name, then biographical information is
uti l i ,,ed in interpretation.

HISTORICAL_CRITICAL METHOD

Traditional criticism, also referred to as the historica]-
critical method, is usually contrasted with a literary approach.
As pointed out in the introduction, historical critics and literary
critics often define their positions as conflicting with each other.

2 1

can we set back into the mind of the poet? The latter is a

problem obviously heightened in the study of an ancient text'

As discussei below, the New Critics of the forties and

fifties moved away from authorial intent, a view formalized by

Wimsatt and Beaidsley in their description of the "intentional

fallacv" and rheir coniomitanr focus on the text alone in their

o*n 
' int..p..t iu. 

strategy.rz The intentional fallacy may be

defined as a view that:

claimed that whether the author has exPressly stated what his

intention was in writing a Poem, or whether it is merely inferred

from what we know about his life and opinions' his int€ntion rs

irrelevant to the literary critic, because meaning and value reside-

within the text ofthe finished, free-standing, and public work of

l iterature itself.r3

Certainly the argument of the intentional fallacy has some

measure of validity. Traditional critics spent so much -tlme-
Jh""tti"g the life and habits of authors that they lost sight of

the text before them. The New Critics did a great servlce' as we

will see, in directing attention to the text itself in the

rnterPretrve Process.

E. D. HIRSCH

It is dangerous, however, to move completely away from

anv consideraiion of authorial intention, which is the decided

direction of contemporary literary theory E D Hirsch is an

important contemporary advocate for the importance ot the

,,riho.. 't Hirsch maintains that to lose sight of the author's

intention in writing a text will result in the loss of any

established me"ning of a text. The author's intention provides a

kind of anchor in iire ,ea of interpretive relativity' For Hirsch'
- 

"Wjil4.t "",, 
-td M. Beardsley' "The Intentional Fallacy"' reprintcd in

The Verbal lcon: Studies in the Med ing oJ Poel\' (University Press of Kentucky'

1954), pp. 3-18. Some lerding New Citics softened their view on mtentron

later .
rrAbrams, Clo.rsary, p. 83.
raB. D. Hirsch, Ji., valitity in lfierp/etatiotl (New Haven: Yale Univcrsttv-

Press. 1967)r and idem, ?le Aiths oJ Intcrpretation (Chicago: Universitv of

Chicaeo Press, 1976).
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On another level, however, traditional criticism is a type of

literary approach. It bears some resemblance to pre-New

Critical approaches that seek the meaning of a text in the light

of a knowledge of the author and the author's background. In

biblical studies this orientation manifests itself in the concern to

interpret a text in the light of its original setting.

The difference between traditional literary theory and

traditional biblical criticism against contemporary forms ofboth

is the difference between a diachronic and a synchronic

approach. Roughly speaking a diachronic approach to l iterature

examines the historical development of literature and is con-

cerned with changes over time. On the other hand, a synchron-

ic approach concentrates on one stage (usually the final form of

rhe text). regardless of its prehistory.
Traditional crit ics developed tools for the study of thc

biblical text that were intended to recover thc history of the

text's development. They wanted to recover thc original tcxt

and its setting. Explicitly or implicitly, these critics made the

assumption that thc meaning resides in its origin and has been

distorted by its use in later forms. The tools most commonly

associated with traditional crit icism are sourcc, form, and

redaction crit icism. Much could be written about cach of thcse

approaches, but for the purposes of this chapter, brief descrip-

tions will be given. The interested reader may rcfer to the

secondary literature cited in the footnotes-
No one has cvcr doubted that biblical authors uti l izcd

sources in the composition of certain books.rs The author/-

editor of the books of Kings actually cites certain documents.
At the end of the nineteenth century, however, hypothetical

sources becarne thc object of intense scrutiny. Source criticism

of the Pentateuch came into its own primarily under the
influence of Julius Wellhausen.r6 Since that t ime, the main

tsBerton, Reading thc Old Testanent, pp. 1-29; N. Habel, Lituary Criti*n oJ

the Old Tesrament (Phihdelphia: Fortrcss. 1971); R. E Clemcnts, oac Hufited

Yearc oJ OId Testament lflteryrctation (Philadclphia: wcstminster, 1976).
l6J. W€llhausen, Cexhiehte lsraels I (Marburg, 1878); 2d ed.. Prolegonena z r

Ceuhkhte hraeb \1883 Eng. n^ns., Prcleeonetn to the History oJ Israel, 1885) Scc

impetus in Pentateuchal studies has been the delineation,
description, and dating of the various preexisting sources that
make up the Torah. Source criticism is not restricted to the
Pentateuch, but it began in earnest in this portion of ScriDture.
Use of different divine names. doublets, and other tvoes of
r€petit ion and supposed contradictions are some of the crireria
used to distinguish one source from another. The result of the
study ofsources is to move away from the final form ofthe text
to its prehistory. The method is thus diachronic. Furthermore,
it fragments the final form ofthe text into a number ofsources.
Both of these tendencies are resisted by modern literary
approaches to the study ofthe Bible. It is not surprising that the
modern tendency in Pentateuchal studies is to move away from
source  ana lys is . r?

Form criticism developed partly in reaction to source
crit icism, though it does not necessarily confl ict with it.1s As
formulated by Gunkel and others, form criticism too is a
diachronic method, seeking to discover the original form and
setting of a particular biblical passage. The implicit assumption
is that the key to the meaning of a passage is located in its
original use and not in its final (distorred) form. Form criticism
studics a text in the light of othcr texts that are similar in terms
of structure, content, language, and so forth. Gunkel argued
that each form had one and only one setting and that that setting
was a sociological one. Sigmund Mowinckel, a student of
Gunkel's, argued, for instance, that the Psalms for the most part
found their original home in an annual enthronement festival.

The next logical step is redaction crit icism.re Oncc aqain it
is partly a reaction against irs past-in rhis case. form crit icism.

nowj. Rogerson, Old T uranut Cnriciyn h thc Nin?t?enth Century: England and
Cst''arl (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1985).

'71. M. Kikawada and A. Quinn, BeJore Ahrcham Was: The unity of Cenesis
l - ,  t  (Nashvi l le .  Abingdon. 10851

tsBarton, Reading rhe Old Testaftent, pp. 30-44; Tucker, Fom Cliti.istt; for a
more detai led discussion and fu l ler  b ib l iography,  see my..Form Cr i t ic ism,
Recent Devefopments in ccnre Theory and the Evangelical," WTI 47 (lg15):
46-67

^ 
DBanon. R?ading t tu Old Te,ranenr,  pp.  45- iht  ) .  A.  Wh.rr ton.  . .Redacrron

uf locism. Old l  esrrmcnt,  fDA, Supplcn)c ' r r r ry Volumr.  729-32.

A TIISTORICAL SURVEY
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Form criticism tended to fragment a text. The concern was to
isolate a passage from its context in the biblical text and studv it
in the light of its prehistory. Redaction criticism deals with the
shape of the final form. What principles were active in the
bringing together ofthese isolated forms? This approach usually
tries to identify the theological concerns of thi redactor, or
editor, the so-called Tendenz. Redaction criticism is obviouslv
helpful in the study of the Gospels or Kings and Chronicles,
where the same events are being presented two or more times.
It becomes much more tentative where there is no parallel text
to serve rs a control. Redaction crit icism is a step bivond borh
source and form crit icism in looking for the hand thai drew the
text into its f inal form. Wirh redacrion crit icism we are movins
closer to whar we recognize as contemporary l iterarv crit icisri
with its interest on the final form of the i xr.

These brief descriptions of source, form, and redaction
criticism show a contrast with the agenda of modern literary
approaches. The difference may be summarized as the differ_
ence between a diachronic and a synchronic approach. The
diachronic approach asks questions that are extrinsic to the text
itself: Who is the author? What are the author's characteristics?'tr/hat 

is the historical background of the text? and so forth.
Implicitly or explicitly, the interpretivc key is thought to lie
outsidc of the text itself in its origin or background. These

.questions sri l l  arise in l i terary theory. bur the approach ro
lirerature rhar rhey imply is now recognized a, obsolere o,
problemaric. Advocares of a l iterary approach tend to rejecr.
ignore, or scriously modify these tools of historical crit icism.
Recently, however, there have been attempts at synthesis.2r)

TIIADITIONAL EVANCELICAL APPROACHES

Evangelicals, for the most part, have also assumed that the
meaning of a text resides in the author's intention and the
historical background. The historical-grammatical approach to
rnterpretation has emphasized the necd to study the Bible in the

^,oV. 
Phi l ips Longs,  "The Rcign and Reject ion of  King Saul , , (ph.D. d iss. ,

Cambridge Univcrs i ry,  19U7).

light of its historical origin. Of course, the major difference
with 

. 
traditional crirical a-pproaches is that the ;*, ;;; ' ;.";

identif ied with its canonical form. the final form 
"f,h;;._;. 

;recenr, Iucid defense of identifying ,t . _."nin; oi ; iJ;;,;;the author's inrenrion is that.,f Wa"her K;il *il;;;it.jJ:
theory of E. D. Hirsch to theboldly stated, ;,ri.- rrrlr,r,r'l,,ttj:il:"-X1l',ff I ffi::T ;Xlmeans. "2l

TEXT-CENTERED THEORIES

Literary Studies

Extreme cases of the tradthingbuttr,ewo.i-;]ilffi T:#];i:'.'"1'.lJ:':jf .?Til;1940s and continues unril the present day. Critics h;;;,irtfte;dramatically from a study of the origin 
""a 

a.rJ"p^."i 
"ilpiece.of literar ure to a_stujy of the texi itself. Since ,.'_r_".i."","j

$:il1;ri:fu.*$i' i: "r;xi$ilr""#:T#lr j:
:t::l: ", thoughr wi be presented ,, it i, poi.,i, N,."*L.rr clsm and structuralism

NEW CRITICISM

,n".ilff "',:'i':il,T,.ff :l,T:?;il:"i j.jii#J';;iil,*;I
giffelc.nc:s of opinion existea ,-"rg it. 

";,-r;';ililiidentified with this school oI thought. ih.y _.r. ,"i,.j o; ;l;malor points discussed below. Cleanth fjrootr, n"U..r-p."r,Vanen, and W. K. V/imsatt in the United S,"r., 
"J'e.'n.Leavis in Britain are a few of tl

*qr;: ;,t,:-.:"..tj*1il i*,;",1''t,ffi ii:{lRichards, and !I. Empson. The name may be traced to the title

o'rI ""t"", 
Toward an Exesetinl Theotogy (Gra,nd Rapids: Baker, t9s1),

'z,For this terminology, sce Barron, ,,Classifyinq. ,,
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ofJohn Crowe Ransom's book Tfie New Critickm, published in
1941. Many of the concerns of this predominantly Anglo-
American school are shared by Russian formalism, but discus-
sion of this latter school will be delayed until later, since there is
a direct connection with structuralism.

The primary tenet of New Crit icism may be expressed
positively and negatively: the literary work is selGsufficient; the
author's intention and background are unimportant to the critic.
New Critics speak of the literary text as an artifact or verbal
icon. Both ofthese metaphors express the self-sufficiency of the
literary work. Such critics require (indeed must restrict them-
selves to) only the text and do not use outside, or extrinsic,
information in its interpretation- The self-sufficiency of the
literary text implies the denial of the author. Tbe author does
not speak from a position of privilege or special insight into his
or her own text. Here, New Criticism parts company with
traditional interpretation, not only of the first part of this
century, but since the Enlightenment.

The self-sufficiency of the text further implies the neces-
sity for a close reading ofthe text. If mcaning resides in the text
itself, it may be discovered only through careful analysis. Such
close rcading analyzes the complex interrelationships within the
work itself. The study of poetic ambiguity (in the sense of
multiple meaning), tension, irony, and paradox are examples of
the l iterary concerns of New Crit ical scholars.

In the late 1950s New Crit icism faded as the dominant
force in literary studies.2r Until that time the ideas associated
with Ncw Criticism were widespread, bcing taught even on the
high-school level. [t is not surprising, therefore, that its
influence was felt on biblical studies as well. M. Weiss, for
example, explicit ly states and applies the principles of New
Criticism to the intcrpretation of the biblical text.21 Weiss citcs
various New Critical theories to justify his rcjection of cxternal
approaches to the meaning of a passage of Scripture and to read
thc text "closcly." He is concerned with the interpretation of

,rF. Lentricchir, A,fu rhe New C/i,tris', (London: Mcthucn, 1980), p. 4.
ra Weiss, Trd Bihlc font Within.

the whole poem as it stands, thus the name total intelzretdtion for
his approach. His book begins with studies oftexrs on the word
and phrase levels. He continues with an analysis of sentences
and sequences ofsentences and rhen concludes wirh research on
structure and whole texts. The outl ine ofhis book i l lustrates his
twin concerns with close reading and with the text as a whole.

The "Sheffield school" and those more or less associated
with it (mosdy through the Journal Jor the Study o.f the Old
Testament) have in the past adopted many of New Criticism's
insights into biblical cxegesis. Good examples may be cited in
D. Gunn's stimulating studies of the Saul and David mate-
rials.2s See also A. Berlin's work.26

J. Barton has advanced the provocative thesis that
B. Childs's "canonical method" is formally related to New
Criticism.rT Childs himself, Barton concedes, distances himself
from any literary justification lor his approach. Nonethelcss,
Childs's treatment of biblical texts as self-sufficient and as
understood within a literary tradition (canon) bears a close
relationship ro the principles of New Crit icism.

STRUCTURALISM

New Crit icism has had a relatively minor imoact on
biblical studies. In contrast, structuralism is of maior imoor-
tance in contemporary rese.rrch on the Old 

"nd 
Nc* Tcst.-

ments. Structuralism describes a broad movement that affccts
many disciplines. Linguistics, anthropology, law, philosophy,
and sociology are just a few, though perhaps the most
discussed, of the fields of study in which an application of
structural thinking may be found. Structuralism is broad in a
second sense as well. Vastly different approaches are placed
under the structuralist umbrella. As Povthress has stated.
"Structuralism is morc a diverse collcction of methods. oara-
digms and personal preferences rhan ir is a 'sysrcm,' a theoiy or

_.,5-D. Gunn, Th. Story oJ Kin! Ddvid: Cenre and rntetprctatio, (/SOT Supp. 6;
Sheff ictd:J SOT. I  e78)r idern. The Fare of Kins Saut: ai nwp,ninon or o ai i tnot
Jlory USOI Supp. t4: Shcff ietd: J5OT, t98U).

'z6Berfin, Poetia and lnteryrctatio .
27 Barron. Reading the Old Testanent, pp. 140-5j.
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a well formulated thesis. "28 Most important, perhaps, strucrur-
alism is broad in that it claims to bc, "nor a mcthod ofinquiry,
but a general theory about human culture."2e

By necessity then, our brief description of structuralisnl
wil l be simplistic- Aftcr a short history of thc development of
structuralism, the main principles wil l bc displayed and dis-
cussed. Thc structuralism presented here might be called thc
conservativc version, associated with the carly R. Barthes and
the summarizing work of J. Cullcr.

Hktory oJ developmeat. The linguist Fcrdinand dc Saussure
turned the attention oF his ficld to the sign naturc of language.
He is commonly crcdited as the father of structuralism, though
a lesser-known precursor is Charles S. Peirce. Saussure, whose
major work is really the posthumous compilation of his lecture
notes, proposed a series of distinctions that set the stage for
modern studies.3o His most famous division is between /angae
and parole, The former may be defined as "a system, an
institution, a set ofinterpersonal rules and norms.'111 Thc latter
refers to actual sentences used in writing or speaking. The
second distinction identifies the two aspects ofa sign, particu-
larly the linguistic sign: the signifer and the signi.fied. The
signifier refers to the word, or acoustical image, while the
signified pertains to the concept evoked by the signifier.
Consider the word dog. The combination of the letters them-
selves, or, better, the phonemes represented by the lettcrs, are
the signifier. The concept (not the object, since the dog may be
a nonexistent, metaphorical dog) evoked by the signifier is an
animal of a certain species. The relationship betwecn the
signifier and the signified is arbitrary in that there is no inherent,
predetermined relationship between the acoustical image and
the concept. This fact may be demonstrated easily by noting the
diflerent words used in various languages to refer to the animal
English speakers call dog.

'z3V. S. Poythress, "Structuralism and Biblical Studies, " _/ETS 21 (1978):221.
,eBarton, Rsadirrg the Old Testane , p. 112.
30F. de Saussure, Cowse in Cenenl Linguirrt J, ed. C. Bally and A. Sechehaye

(New York: Mccrrw-Hil l .  1959).
3t C\llet, Sttucuftlist Poeries, o. 8.
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A third distinction places syntagmatic analysis over
against paradigmatic analysis. This distinction is i l lustratcd
most simply on thc level of the sentcnce- In the man saw the wol.f,
a syntagmatic approach would analyzc the five words in the
sentence in their relationships to each other. A paradigmatic
analysis, on thc other hand, cxamincs each slot in the sentence:
the man / saw / the raof As McKnight states it: "Paradigmatic
relationships of a word are those which may replace it in a
sentence without making thc sentence unacceptable. "3 2 These
words are related as a group, and the use of any one wil l call
into mind the others. For instance, sap could be replaced by
observed, espied, or the like. This third Saussurian distinction is
particularly important in differentiating the variation between
Propp's and L6vi-Strauss's method of studying narrative (see
below).

Meanwhile in Moscow and latcr in Praguc, literary
scholars (as a group labeled Russian formalists) were exploring
avcnues that eventually led to common concems and ap-
proaches with European and American structuralists.33 Indeed,
thc connection is cmbodied in one prominent practitioner of
structuralism, Roman Jakobson. Jakobson was involved with
thc Moscow Linguistic Circle (founded in 1915), moved to
Prague when the Moscow group was suppressed by the Soviets,
and eventually endcd up in New York, where he influenced thc
anthropologist Claude L6vi-Strauss. A second major f igure of
Russian formalism whose work orovided a direct influence on
the dcvelopment of structuralist approaches to narrative is V.
Propp.

Structuralism as a major school of literary criticism really
began only in the 1960s. H. Felperin would date the coming of
age of literary structuralism to 1966, the year in which Roland
Barthes published Critique et v6rit6.3a Here, Barthes proclaimed
the importance of what he called the "science of literature,"

s,McKnight, The Bible and the Reoder, p. 7.
r3F- Jameson, The Prison-House oJ Langaage (Princeton: Princeton University

Press, 1972), pp. 43-98; mosr recenrly, McKnight, The Bible and the Readet, pp.
16 -19 .

r{H. Felperin. B.yonl De@nst ction (Oxford: Clarendon, 1985), p. 74.
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which is concerned not with the interpretation of particular
works but with the "conditions of meaning." He and others
such as Todorov desired to describe a "grammar" of l i terature.

Majot principles. A major impetus for the development of
shucturalism in the area ofliterary criticism was the desire to be
"scientific," to raise literary studies from the realm of the
subjective to the objective-that is, to provide literature with a
method ofanalysis that could be demonstrated and repeated. As
R. C. Culley summarized it, structuralists "are seeking a
method which is scientific in the sense that they are striving for
a rigorous statement and an exacting analytical model. "3s More
recent structuralist studies do not take such a radicallv scieDtific
approach.36

Structuralism developed from linguistics. In particular,
the development traces to Saussure's insight into the nature of
the sign in l inguistics. Another common name for this field is
semiotics (from the Greek word for srgr). Words are perhaps
the clearest examples of Saussure's thought as he discussed the
workings of signs. Structuralism as a whole may be defined as
the extension of the linguistic metaphor to other semiotic
systems. Literature is considered by structuralists to be a
"second-order semiotic system," in that literary tcxts are
constructed from language. Literature and literary texts are,
therefore, capable of structuralist analysis.

The analogy between linguistics and literature leads to
insights into the nature of literature. The two most important
ideas for our purposes are literary competence and literature as
systemic. The conception of literary competence may be traced
back to Saussure's foundational distinction between langue and
parole, or abstract rules and actual utterances. Speakers of a
language do not have a complete or explicit knowledge of all
the rules. These rules are "tacitlv shared bv members of a

$R. C. Culley, "Exploring New Directions," in The Hebrew Bible and lts
Modem Interprcten, ed. D. A. Knight and G. M. Tucker (Philadelphia: Fortress,
1985), p. 174.

36R. Polzin, Biblkal St ctunlkm (Philadelphia: Forrress, 1977), esp. chap. l,
"What Is Structuralism?"
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speech community."37 The internalization of langze permits the
understanding of any particular utterance. When studying a
second language, for instance, the student learns the rules of
morphology and syntax, memorizes basic vocabulary, and thus
becomes competent in that language. Noam Chomsky popular-
ized the notions of competente, which describes the mastery of
the basic rules of a language, and performance, which concerns
the production of actual sentences.38

Early structuralist critics extended this linguistic notion to
literature. One becomes competent in a literary tradition or
literature in general by learning the syntax, or rules, of
narrative. Deep underlying structures may be discerned that cut
across literature as a whole. Another way of describing these
rules is to call them rcnventions.

Structuralists and their interpreters orten illustrate these
ideas by using garne analogies. American football, for example,
is played by a set of rules that are not too difficult to assimilate
or internalize, but unless they are learned, one cannot play the
game or cven follow it. To become competent in football
entails learning the rules and conventions ofthe game (i.e., a
forward pass is permissible, a l ineman may not go downfield on
a pass play, ctc.).

Litcrary conventions are numerous and depend on the
type of litcrature being analyzed. Indeed, genre is a way of
describing a convention of literaturc. The interpreter needs to
distinguish between prose and poetry, novel and lyric, etc. Such
an approach to literature leads to the suppression of both the
author and the reader in structuralist thought. As Culler
describcs it: "The [structuralist] concepts of 6ctiture znd lecture
have been brought to the fore so as to divert attention from the
author as source and the work as object and focus it instead on
two correlated networks ofconvention: writ ing as an institution
and reading as an activity."3e

To put it perhaps in extreme form, writers are not seen as

rTAbrams, Clossary, p. 95.
r8cuffcr. Slnl.ruldrirr Poetis, o. 9.
y l b i d . .  D .  1 3 1 .
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original contributors to their work but as users of prcviolls
deviccs. Thcir work is a conglomcration of previous works.
Since, by ncccssity, only establishcd l itcrary conventiorrs can bc
used, tlrc nrcarring ofthe work is found in thc convcntion rathcr
than thc intcrrtiorr of the author. Thc conrnron usc of l i tcrary
convcntiofrs clcscribcs the structur:rl ist rrotiorl i l te,/extudIity.
According toJulia Kristeva, "Evcry rcxt takcs shape as a mosaic
of citations, cvcry tcxt is the absorptiorr and translorrnation of
other tcxts. Thc norion of intertcxtu:rl i ty comes to takc rhc
placc of thc notion of inrcrsubjctiviry. "ri, The rcader nrcets rhc
samc latc. Thc conrpetcnt rcadcr has assirrri latcd the convcn-
tiorrs. FIc or shc brings Dothing to thc i lrtcrprctation of thc tcxt
besides :rn cxplicit and irlplicit knowlcclgc of how lireraturc
"works." In short, the nrcarring of I tcxt residcs in thc
convcntional codc, which has a prrblic nrcaDing, not in thc
author's iDtcntion or in thc readcr's prcundcrstanding. Rcaclirrg
ts a "rulc-sovcnrcd proccss."{1 Accortl ing to Iiobert Scholes,
both rcadcrs rrnd luthors are "cliviclctl psychcs traverscc.l try
codcs .  " r  r

l lesiclcs thc iclca of l i terary c()nrpcrcncc! thc notiorr <>f
ltt.tt l lut 't t1\ -rl-Jk,,1,. rcpre'sents ;r scconcl insight provide,d bv thc
structrlr i l l ist lnlkrgy bctwccn lirr{:rl istjcs aDcl l i tcraturc. TIrc
division bclwccrr rhc convcntional lt i l trtrc of l i tcraturc l lcl
l i teraturc as r systcln is artif icial. Thc systcrrr of l i teraturc is
composccl of thc vurious convcntions. ()rrcc lgain it is hclpfirl
to  bcg in  rv i th  ln  i l l t r s t ra t ion  fmr r r  l insu is t i cs .  phoncnrcs ,
words, lncl scrrrcnces heve no inhercrrt rrrc:rnin!r. Mcrnirrg is
conrnrrrnic:ttcd bt. rvly ofcontrlst rvithirr ;r closccl svstcnr. For
i t t s r . t 1 1 1 i  .  1 1 , .  l i ' r r r r s  / , , r r . r r r d  l , , r r r r t  l l ) , , D , , 1 , , { l . . i l l v  d i \ l r I ! _ u i \ l l ( ( l
by the cliffcrcncc bcrwccn p and 6, rvhich js u tl i f lcrcncc bctr,",ccn
vo icc lcssrcss  ar rd  vo ice .  But  P  and I  h lvc  n rca : r ing  on ly  in  thc
systcm of English photrcrncs antl particullr ly in contrast to onc
anothcr. ()lr thc lcvcl of thc clisti l lctivc fcarurc, wc noticc
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binarisnr, another characteristic fcaturc of structuralism. Struc-
turalists "look lor functional oppositions in whatevcr matcrial
they arc studying."{.r According to lJartorr, structuralists

rcnd to lrguc that all structurcs withirr which nrcaning cen bc
llcr)crxtc(i, whethcr they bc l ingrristic, socirl or acstheric, caD trc
ana iyzcd  in  tc r rns  o fpa i rs  o foppos i tcs - . .  To  bc  ab lc  to  s . ry
what nrcarrinq is to bc attachctl to i ln rlrtcrtnce, a gcslurc or an
objcct, wc rreec{ to know what it is not, as well as what it is: ro
know fionr rvhat range of possibil iucs it hrs bcen sclcctcd, and
what w:rs cxcluded when it w:rs choscn.{n

Rigororrs structuralists arguc that, l ikc conrputcrs, the hurnan
brain pcrceivcs and processes data according to thc pri lrciplc of
binarisnr.

Stnrcluhtl ist approaches to pros( larntiu.. Structuralisrrr has
cmphasizccl prose Darrativc ovcr against poctry. Structurtl ist
study of plot ;rnd charactcr in prosc storics has had a nr:rjor
inrpact orr t lrc rnirlysis of biblical tcxts. I rhus dcscribc briclly
thc clcvclopnrcnt oistructurelist thinkinq in this area, followctl
by thc applic:rt ion of structuralisnr to thc parablc of the (lood
Samar i ta r .

I rcstrict nry survey of stntcturl l ist approachcs to prosc
narrativc to its bcginnings with V. I)ropp ancl thc lrtcr
rcfincnrcrrts of A. J. Grcimas. To bc corrpicte, onc would nccd
to  cxrnr inc  rhc  Ia tc r  ins igh ts  o f l l .  l i . r r t l r cs  ( in  h is  work  S , /Z) , '1  .
Todorov ,  i rnd  ( ) thcrs .  Spacc  w i l l  r )o t  pcn l r i r  such I  survcy . r5  lD
any casc, thc rrr:rjority ofbiblicl l sturl ics thut edopr a structurl l-
ist pcrspcctivc rre thcorctically dcpcldcnt on Propp and
Grcim:rs.

l)ropp's ,l/orp,lro rgy o.l ' t lrc |:olktalt t lcscrvcs to be notcci :rs
one of thc rrrl jor contributions of ltussi:ur tbrnralism.r. I)ropp
wro te  a  "n rorpho logy"  o r  "poc t ics"  o f  thc  lo lk ta lc .  I I c
analyzed thc fir lkt:rlc as corrsisting of two clcrnelts: rolcs end

{J( lo l lcr .  Srn. t r , " / i r l  ?,o(r i . I ,  p.  l .+.
11l l : r r torr ,  /?r ' , r r i r r rq t tu ( ) l l  T6tar . i \ t ,  l i .  111
l iScc tht  sul r r r r r ry (wi th b ib l ioqr. rpb))  or 'MtKrrr{ t r t .  I tu Biht(  d" t  t t

R?d./fr, pp +e 5il
16V. I ) ropf .  . l1 , , ' / r r . / , , { t  , t  r l , f  f , ) / l t , r i i  ,  lc l  r .1. ,  r r . , rs .  L A Wiqnrr  (Al |sr I l , :

Univcrs i tv  o l  l f \ . 's  I ' rLss.  1( .168).

r rs.  r , t i l i ; :  I?t lnrhL:  ytut  r r .  Jr t ,dr , r / ) ,n (sc,r i l .
Quotcd in ( l l l . r .  srr i r , , r / i j r  11)r1i$,  p.  r . )

r r l b i d . .  p . 2 1 1 .
rrR S.hol . \ ,  St  in t !  nnl  I tn(r f . tdt i ( ' ,  (N.*  I I . r !cr l

l ( } j l ) .  p I . { .

Prr is .  1969).  P t .16.

Y,r1.  Uni lcrs i tv  l , r (s\ .
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firnctions. In crlnrirring aplrroxirnatcly a hurrclrcti l{r,rssian t:rlcs,
Itc corrcluclccl rl) irt therc w:ls i l  stnlcturc tcl bc clisccrncd undcr
tlrc suriacc of thc tcxt. This irrsigJrt lcd hinr to dcscribc a firritc
nunrbcr of rolcs lnd functiorrs that sr.rrfacc irr actual talcs in
cliffcrent quiscs.

Accorcling ro [)ropp thcrc i lrc scvcrr rolcs, or "spheres of
lctiorls": thc vil l l in, thc donor, the helpcr. thc soLrght-l irr
pcrson and hcr ththcr, thc clisprtcher, thc hcro, arcl thc fl lsc
hcro. Spccific churactcrs nray fi l l  rrrorc than onc o1'thcsc rolcs in
a partictrlar lolkrrlc, but thcsc clrcgories exharrst thc possibil i-
t ics tbr chlrlctcrs.

Propp dcfirrcs r function ns "ln act ofa chlr.rctcr, dchrccl
tiorrr the point of vie*' of its sigrif-rcancc ior thc coursc of thc
action."rt Thcrc rtrc thirty-onc firnctions, accortl irrg to Propp,
encl whilc not all f irnctions occur in arry onc tcxt. thcy alwirys
occur in thc sanrc scqucircc- l ly way of i l lustmtior. I l ist herc
thc first f ivc of l)ropp's functions:

L A rncnrbcr of a fnnrily lcavcs honrc (altsotation).
2. At into'dictittrt is acldrcssccl to thc hcro.
3. Thcrc is t uiolatiott of thc interdictiorr.
4 .  lhC v r l i l r r r  rnakc .  . r r r  J t tc r l lp t  a t  l "  l  r " l  r / , r / : . c r l , i r  r ' .
5. Thc vil lain receivcs irrtbrmation rbout his victirr

(lt l iuuy).

Gre'imas builds on Propp's rnalysis and rcfircs it so that it
is more rlanagcable.r3 Thc rcfirrcment takcs a dccided turrr
under thc irrf lucncc of L6vi-Str:r uss.l e l)ropp's analysis may be
catcgorized as a syrrtagmatic approach that follows rhc l incar
sequencc ofthc story. Ldvi-Strar.rss adopts a paracligmllt ic stancc
that departs from the ordcr of t lre story as givcrr :rnd probes the
structurc througll thc analysis of "schemata" that "exist
sit 'nultaneously, superirnposcd ol onc anothcr on plancs witlr

' ? t b i d . , 2 t .
1-A. J. Grcur.rs, .S/rtl.r/rd! S.ftr,rirti Afi Att?nt)t at a ,llrtlrol, trans.

l ) .  McDowcl l  et .  r l .  (L i r rcolr r :  Univtrsnv of  Ncbraskr I ' rc \s,  198.1) .
{ / ( l f .  McKnight ,  lhc Bib le anl  rht  l?t tL lcr ,  pp 53 5l i  l l .  Schei f fcr ,

' ' l D t r o d u c r ' n r "  r , ,  ( ; r ( r r r . ,  s r n , , r r r , r /  . i , 4 r r r r , , .
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dif-fcrcnr lcvcls of rbstrrction."i" IIc is bcst knowrr lbr his
dcscription of thc oppositional charactcr of Propp's "sphcrcs of
acti()n." Hc rcfc'rs to thcsc sphcrcs :rs .i.tdrl.r :rDd clrarts thc
rclationship bctwccrr thcm in a t:rlc irr thc followiug way:

Sender * Object ----+ Receiver

t
Helper * Subject +Opponent

Thc opposition in rhe talc occurs bctwecn thc subjcct and the
object, the sendcr vcrsus thc rcccivcr, and the hclpcr vcrsus the
opporrcr)t. By scttirrg l)ropp's furrctions in birrary opposition,
Livi-Strauss also rcduccs thcir nunrbcr to twcnty.

Biblical Studies

As mentioned, biblical schollrs nrost frcqucitly:rppcal to
thc work of Grcirnrs to providc thc thcoretical basis for their
stmcturalist study of the Bible. Thcsc scholars havc particularly
uscd his actantial rrodcl, which is only a part or onc lcvcl ofhis
analysis. Schciffcr has noted:

Most cornnrcntators on Grcinras havc t;rkcn (ircinras's
d.ld l inl analysis as thc ccntral fc;rtrrrc of his scr:r:rntics of
discoursc, and whilc thjs is not inc()rrcct, ir has thc tcrrdcncy ro
nrakc the tcchniquc ofactanrial analysis thc pinnlclc of(ireinras's
pyramid rathcr tharr ro position it as a struclurc wlrich both
crowns and supp()rts its ncighboring slructurcs in a kind of
gcodcsic donrc.sl

Grcimas and othcr structuralist lvriters-as wcll as thcir
conrnrcntators arc oftcn unclcar in rheir thcorctical cxpres-
siotr. Scholes finds that Greimas is "trequently crabbed and
cryptic."s2 Thc rcsult is that biblical scholars :rrc et odds

5r 'McKnight ,  The Bi [b atd the Reodu, p.  52.
5 'Schci f fer .  " lnrroducr ion,"  p.  x l i .
srQuotcd in J.  D.  Crossan, 'Comments on the Arr ic lc  of  l ) . rn ie l  Pat te,"

S(,n. t . ,  2 (1974):  |  21.
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conccrnir)g the corrcct . lppl icJt iolr {)f  his thcory to Part ictt l i l r
tc\ts. Morc basic <1is:rgrccnrcrrt  occrrrs rcglrcl i trg the valr. tc of

stnrcrl l r i l  lnalvsis f irr  thc exegctir ' .r l  rr tsk.
' l hcsc  

i ss t r cs  n l r v  bc  mos r  c l c . r r l , l ' obsc rvec l  l r t  r c f c r r i r r q  t t r

t hc  css ; r vs  o f  l ) : r t t c ,  ( i r cspv .  ( l r ossu r .  l nc l  T l n r c l r i l l  i t r  S l t t r i , r

(11)74). r l , 'hich f ircus orr thc analysis of the p;rrrblc ofthc ( ioorl

S : rn r ; r r i t ; r n .  Eacb  l t t c rnp t s  t o  app l v  ( l r c i n l l s  s  t t t o t l c l  t o  t hc

p l r l b l c  . rDc l  con rcs  ! r p  r v i r h  s t r i k iDg l v  c l i f f c r c r t r  r cs t t l t s .  I  d i sc t r ss

[) lr tr 's .rnl lvsis herc. since i t  perlr.rps r l lost . lccrrnltc],v i ipPlics

Circirrr.rs's uoclcl to t lrc tcxt.

I ) r t t c ' s  s tn r c t r l r : r l i s t  ana l ys i s  o f  t hc  pa r l bJc  o1 - the  ( l ood

Ser ru r i t u r  ( Lukc  l { } : 3 { ) -35 )  . t c knouJcdqcs  ( i r c i r r r as ' s  t h r cc

str lrcturr l  lcvcls-dccp. srtpcrf ici : t l  ( i rrrcrnrccl i ;r tc).  : tncl sttr-

i lcc [)ut l) i r t tc rcul lv trcats on]r '  t l tc t t t ic lcl lc lcVcl of n;rrr lr ivc

s t r l r ( t u r c .  Fu r thc rn ro rc ,  hc  d i v i dcs  t h i s  r n i dc l l c  I cvc l  o fa l r l l l s i s

i n t ( )  rw ( )  t ypcs :  sc l l i ( ) l i c  i nc l  sen l i l r ) t i c ,  r v i t h  t l t c  s t r o rg  c tuph l t s i s

oD  t l ) f  l J t t c r .
' I ' hu  

scn r . t n t i c  r r . l r r i t t i v c  s t r - t r c t t r r e  i s  i r l  t r . r r r )  t l i r , i dcc l  i r r t t r
" s i x  l r i c l r r ch i c l l l l  t l i s t i nc r  c l c r l c l r r s "  bv  l ) . r t r c .  l o l l os  i r g
( l r c i r r . r s .  Thcv  i l r c ' s cqueDce .  sy r ) t . l gn l ,  L r t t c r i t l r c c ,  i l c t : l I l t l : r l

r r r odc l .  f i r nc t i on ,  i r ! ) d  i l c t i u l r . " 5 t  I l uch  o f  t l r c sc  i t c r r s  i s  b r i c l i y

cxp l ; r i r c r l  bv  I ) l t t c ; r r r d  s i t u i r t cd  i r )  h i s  ovc r l l l  n r c thoc l .

l) ,r t tc bcqi l ls his .rrr l lvsis oi thc l ' . rr . tblc br scp.tr l l i : rg thc

sc ( l ucn .e \ .  r i  h i ch  hc  c | r cs  b r  . r r . r l v z i nq  t he  r l i s j unc t i ona l

f i r r r c t i o r s  ( t hc  "n rovc rncn ts  anc i  c r coun tc r s  o i _  l t r ' t o r s " )  r v i t h i r r

t hc  pu rub l c .  T l r i s . r r . r l y s i s  uncovc rs  c i gh t  scquc rccs  i t t  t he  t cx t  o f

t hc  pe r . r b l c .  r vh i ch  t r r r s t ' b rn r  t hc r r sc l vcs  so r l l c l ) ( ) r l '  ( no  cxp lanu -

t i on  i s  g i vcn )  i r t o  scvcn  / r ' r 1 , .

I ) i r f t c  l pp l i c s  t hc  . r c t . r n t i r l  r r r odc l  o fC l re i r t t . r s  t ( )  c i l ch  o t  t l ) c

1 r ' r i r '  ( r r r l i k c  C l ross . r r .  r v l t o  c l cve lops  i r  t b r  t he  t cx t  , r s  r t  uho le ) .

S incc  i r  t l r i s  scc t i ( ) r r  I  c ; l n  g i vc  l i t t l c  l l l o r c  f h i l r  i t  t l s r c  o f  t l r i s

t v f c  o i . r r l l v s i s .  I  r l i s cuss  hc rc  o l l v  t l r c  t nodc l  f i r r ' / r ' s i  ( r :  " . r r d

bou rc l  r r p  h i s  r r  ou r . l s .  po r r r i ng  ( ) r  o i l  , t r t c l  u  i r t c :  t l r c r  hc  sc t  h i n r

o l l  l l i s  ( ) \ \ ' n  bc . r s t . r r r d  i r r o t rqh r  h i r r r  t ( )  lD  i nn .  . r r r d  t ook  c . t r c  o t

' r l ) .  l ' , r t c .  N r r r , r r l c , r r r d  S t f u ( r u r e . r , r r l  t L .  ( ; o o J  S . r ' ) r . u i t , r r .  . \ . , r  i , r  l
( r  e7 . l )  l ] r .

A ITISTORICAL SURVEY

h inr .  Anc l  rhc  r rcx t  c l f , y  l rc  took  ou t  two dcr re r i i  lnc l  gavc  rhcrn
to  thc  iDnkccpcrs .  .  . "  (uu .  3 .1 -35  r rsv ) .

AppJv i r rg  ( i rc in ras 's  Jc t . l l l r i t l  l l oc lc l  t ( )  th is  te \ t .  \ r ' c  l ) ( ) tc
the t  the  scndcr  i s  unknoun;  the  ob jcc r  i s  thc  in ju rcc l  n ran 's
"s ta rus  as  s r r l l cc t , "  the t  i s ,  h is  rccovcry ;  . rnc i  the  recc ivc r  i s
thcrcfbrc r]rc irr. jurcd rnlrr. Ihc subjcct, or hcro, lccordinrg to
I ) ropp 's  rc r r r r ino logy ,  i s  the  S l tn l r i t ln ;  r l t c  opponcnts  u rc  t l t c
robbcrs  (cvcn  t l roush thcv : r rc  n ( ) t  ncn t i ( )ncd  i r )  rh is  l . r i { ,  I ) : i t t c
cxrrics thcnl ovcr); ;rncl thc hclpcrs includc thc oil, rvinc,
clt. lnkcy, trtorcy, :rnd innkccpcr.

? - -- ---------- slntus as subjecl - ------------ the nl.tn

1
oil, win(', ctc:+5amaritan+roblrt 'rs

Such,  i r r  b r ie f ,  i s  thc  rvpc  o f rn l l vs is  l )a t tc  and o thcrs  usc
lor biblical cxcgcsis. Hc st.rtcs that such rrr nn.rlysis scrvcs the
func t ion  o i " rcc l t rc inq  thc  ru r ra t i vc  to  i t s  bus ic  c lcmcnts , "  rvh ich
"c la r i f ies  whut 'happens ' in  thc  tcx t . "5 r  Both  ( l rossan lu r l  l ) l t t c ,
however, bclicvc that thc irrrportance of such stuclics rcelly is
forrnd clscrvlrcrc in a "corrrplctc:rnd svstcrn.rric investig.rrion of
tlrc fbrrns rr)d gcnrcs ofthc Ncrv Testanrcrrt. ' i5 This cll irn has
yct to bc clcntoustrated. l)crhaps, :rs Oullc,v in his rathcr
rcscrved praisc ofstructurxlisnr pLrrs it, "l lcl l insights arc guirrcd
into thc phcnonrcnon of l i tcrlturc."5. Ncvcrtheless, its high
lcvc)  o f  conrp lcx i ty ,  i t s  l ln ros t  csn tc r ic  tc rn r ino loqy .  und i t s
(thus far) vcrv Iinritcd hclp to,"vard unclcrstandins rhc tcxt
(wli ich for rr;rny structrtralists is l ' lot cvclt n concern) bavc and
likcly wil l prcvcnt thc vast nrajority of biblical scholars from
ilctivclv pxrticipatiDg in rhc cndcavor.

37

' r  I b i d . ,  p .  3 .
t iCrossrD. ( loI ] l l ) renrs

" ' C u l l c y . ' l - x p l < , r i n g . "

on th.  A. t i ( lc ,  p.  122.
p .  1 7 7 .
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READER-CENTERED THEORIES

Literary Studies

So far wc have surveyed thcorics that have placed thc
locus of meaning in the author and in thc tcxt. In addition, a
numbcr of rccent approaches coDcentratc on thc rcader's rolc in
thc production of meaning,

Anyonc who has workcd with a numbcr of students on a
litcrary tcxt knows that it is possible to obtain as many
intcrpretations of the text as therc arc studcnts irr thc class.
Dilfercnt readers wil l intcrprct the sanle text sonrctiInes
similarly, sornetimcs in vastly differcnt ways. If rneaning is nor
inhercnt in the author's intention or in thc text itself, how arc
we to cvaluatc thcse differcnt intcrprctations? Onc response is tct
say that thcy lre all equally valid. Mcaning residcs in rhc rcacler,
not in thc tcxt. The rcadcr crcates thc nreaning of thc, tcxt.

Many reader-rcsponse theorics, howcvcr, are morc l im-
ited, holding rhat thc rcadcr i i  teruoiotl with tfu texr produccs
meaning. According to E. V. McKrright:

Thc rclationslrip betwcctr rcldcr as subjcct (acting upon thc tcxt)
and thc rcadcr as objcc (beirrg roccl upon by rhc tcxt). howcver,
is not sectr as an opposition but ls two sidcs ofthc sanrc coin. lt is
only ls drc rcedcr is srrbjcct of tcxt and language that thc rc:rder
bcconrcs objcct. It is as the rcadcr bccomcs objccr that thc
fullncss of thc rcadcr's nccds lnd dcsires ;rs subjcct :rrc mcr.57

In this vicw, rearlcrs lrc not frce to do what thcy wil l with thc
tcxt but arc constrainetl by the tcxt i l t thcir iDtcrprctitt ioll.

Who is the rcaclcr accordirrg ro thesc thcories? f)iffcrcrces
abound. Some rcler to any old rcadcr; othcrs have in rnincl a
"supcrrcadcr," "informcd rcader," "idcal rcirdcr," or, in stnrc-
trrralist tcrnrs, thc complctcly cornpctenr rcedcr.i" Wc, do rrot
necd to solve thcsc problcnrs. Wc sirtrply rccognizc thlt ccrti l in
theonsts conccntratc on tltc reaclcr's rolc in thc proccss of
irrterpretation.

r;McKnigbt ,  lht  | t ih lL.  dnd t t (  Rtdtq,  p.  nA.
r3l l .  M. Fowlcr ,  Who Is thc Rcrdcr ' in t {c. r ( lcr  l rcsf , , rsc Cr i t ic i r inr , , ,  S. , r . iz

31  ( le8s) :  s - :1 .

Biblical Studies

'l 
hus far f i 'w biblical schol.rrs have rrgued fbr ln exclu_

sivcly rcadcr-rcsponsc approach to cxcgcsis. Scholars, howcvcr,
arc rncrcasingly recognizirrg tlrc role of rhc rcaclcr in intcrpreta_
tiorr. For instancc, Anrhony Thisclton clcscribcs the act of
intcrprctation as r bridging of two horizons: th:rt of thc tcxt aDd
that of thc rcedcr. Sisnificantly, hc clocs nor call f irr a contplctc
divcstnrcnt ofthc rcldcr's prcundcrstanding 

", 
on" 

"naount"..thc tcxt.5')

. .. .. Th" 
most t icqLlcnt appcal to reaclcr_rcsponsc thcory in

biblical stLrclics conrcs fronr rhosc who nriglrt be callc<l ., i ico_
logical rcaders." Hcrc I rcfcr to those who rclc.l thc Scriptures
wrth a dcfinite, usually polit ical, agcnda. Thc rwo nrost
proDrincnt typcs of idcological rcadcrs today are l ibcration
theoioginns arrd fi 'nrinist scholars.

' I ibcrariorr thcologians rcad thc text, attcncling prinrati ly
to what thcy pcrccive are thc nccds of thci. contcrnporary
socicty, doing so in thc l ight of thc modcrn polit ical philosophy
of Mrrxisnr.6r) Such a rcading wil l bring ccrlain clcrricnts oithe
tcxt rnto pronrincncc, in particular, thosc tcxts conccrning tlre
liberation of thc opprcsscd. Thc Exoclus, which is ccrtainly a
major biblical thcrne, takes on evcn largcr proportions in ;hc
writ ings of rhcologians of l ibcratron.

Thcrc arc nrany diffcrcnces arlong biblical scholars who
opcrate under the rubric oflenrinisnr.6r Sonre wish simply to
explore the charactcrs, books, and thcmcs that a." .elc,,,", it to
thc situatiorr of thc ntodcrn woman. Studies of fcrrralc charac_
ters, such as thc wivcs of David, arc an cxanrplc. C)thcrs want
to rcad the wholc tcxt fronr a lenrale perspcctive to sce what
dilfercncc it rrrakes lor thc inrplicd ..rde, to b. a woman. Sti l l
othcrs wish to rcad thc Bible as wonren in ordcr to.,cxplodc thc

srA. Ihisclton, 7 he 7\1,o Ho/i:on!: Ntt, Ti,stanent Hqnrcntutns dnd phitisoph-
tt.'t Desoiption (Urrnd tlaprcts: Ecrdmans, t980).

6"1 rncludc hcrc not  only thosc schotrrs who rc.o l r iz .  thrr  thry are rcadcr_
responsc cnt ics but  some wbo woulc j  asscrt  that  (hey are re\ t  or icnred (e.g. ,  N.
Gottw:r ld.  7 l r  ' t ' r ih ts 

o l  yahuth 
lMarykno :  ( ) rb is,  1e79D.

tr iSeL- the col l fc tcd studics aod bibJ;ographics in JSOT 22 (1982).

A TIISTORICAL SURVEY
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myth of patriarchy"-that is, to show the innate preiudice of
the  Scr ip tu res  aga ins t  women and to  expose rhe  B iL le  as  r  too l
o foppress ion .  They  are  un i ted  in  rhe  s inse  rh r r  rhey  approach
the text with an agenda. Many utilize reader-response theory
[or their theoretical jusrif i catior.

While extreme forms of liberation theology and feminism
must be rejected and caution must be taken regarding all forms
of ideological reading on the grounds that distortion is possible
or even likely, much may nevertheless be learncd from these
perspectives. These readers bring out themes of Scripture that
arc commonly passed over by most readers of the Bible-
concern for the poor, the role of women, and so forth.

We must remember th^t no one can approach the biblical
text objectively or with a complctely opcn mind. Indeed, such
an approach to the text would be undesiiable. Everyonc comes
co the text with questions and an agenda. One,s attitudc,
however, should bc one of openncss toward change.

Cons idera t ion  o f  thc  need fo r  opcnncss  lead,  to  a  bnc l
cotrrment on contextualization.r'2 Evangclical theologians and
biblical scholars arc becoming increasingly sensitivc to the fact
that each rcader approaches the Scripturcs with ccrtain cultural
and personal questions and assumptions.6r 

'We 
arc rrot ncutral

and objcctive as we approach the text. We conte at it from
diffcrent pcrspectivcs. This preundcrstanding wil l influencc our
intcrpretation of Scripture. Thc issuc is not one of incorrect
rnterprctation but ofour giving prominencc to certain parts of
rhe  rcx t  and nor  ro  o rh( r \ .  We nr ighr  rcad .  say .  rhc  Song o f
Songs as . r  s ing lc  m. r r r  o r  \  omar )  and thcn  sonrc  t imc la te r  as . r
young marricd pcrson and find that our attcntion is drawn to
dilfcrent aspects of thc text.

Christian thir.rkcrs recognize this phcnomenon as existing
a lso  I 'e twccn cu l tu r rs .  A  Chr is r i "n  f rom Egypr .  o r r .  f r , . , , r r  rhe
United States, and one from China wil l each comc to thc rc\t
with different qucstions and nccds. The Scripturcs are the samc

6rSce H. Conn, Exmal Word a*l Chan,qtrq l,t/d///tr ((;rand Ilapids: Zonderv:rn.
r qJ,t).

r'rSce Thisclton, 'the 
Tu,o Hoti:o't\.

l o r  cach, .  Thc  prcunders tand ing  o f rhe  i r r tc rp rerer  cncounters  thc
rexr  Jnd nrs l  con fonn ro  i r .  Contcxr r ra l rz . r t ion  r rnp l i c :  nor  rhar
t fe  in re rprc rc r .  c rcarcs  nrean lng  bu t  s i r r rp ly  , f , . , ,  , t " - i " , . ro r . r r_
t lo l l  o t  the  b tb l tca l  t cx t  invo lv r \  i r s  app l i c r t io r r  to  thc  rcsp ;c t i ve
contemporary situations_

DECONSTRUCTION

Literary Studies

, 
The cuning cdgc of l i terary studies in the mid_19g0s is

oeconstructlon.6 a It is the .,ncw 
wave,, from France. Like the

prevrous imports (existentialism, structura]isnr), deconstruction
1". l lgrghl strong reactions, both positivc 

""; ".g;;i;;,-;;;Eng l ish  and Amer ican scho lars .

_ I discuss deconstruction at the end of this survev of
l iterary theory, not simply because it i . ,h" -.r; ;.; i ;;,1, ;;recent approaches. Each ofthc other theorics .rnph"rir", on. oithe elemenrs of thc act of l i terar.or reader. o..o,,.o,,.itn, 

-';J 
ilfl:,T;:1;:"r#:*:,'T';

grounds o fa l l  rhese approaches.  Cu l lc r .  in  f , i ,  rn . ig i , f " i r " r fu . i ,
commenrs .  " l r  demonsr ra tes  rhc  d i l f i cu l t ies  o f  

" , i y  
rh .o .v  rh" rwould define meaning in a urrivocal *ry, ,, *h'rt ,; r ' ,,,h;;

rn tends .  whar  convcnt ions  dc termine .  w l r . r r  a  readr r  exper i_
ences."65 Deconstruction, therefore, rt""a, 

"utria. 
oiit"

pattern of the other theories and is treated seDaratelv.
. As with New Crit icism and structuralism, 

' i t 
m,rsi be ,r;d

that deconstrucrion is ,,[not al method, .y-r,",; l;;;;,];;;;;
ofideas."66 This caveai takes on speclal rorce srnce, as wil l beseen be low.  decons t ruc t ion  is  cons tanr ly  in  dangcr  o f  rak inp
itself too seriously and rhus becoming an.,f,.. ",..,_i.",.."i
theorv

d:'ffi',:*];;f 
';:+::'"':t1,ffi 

:' 
that'lhc <reconstruction schoor is no

."a' m*. iniij. ;, j ;llj..;11:::1 j:L,'1j,,#:" Jll ;#il"j j;,1,*.
/r 

'J. Luxer, 
.un U?(on:ttuttnn Thcory and Cir i tnn Aj{ JrnxtunlLm(London-:.  Rourlcdg( & Kegrn prul,  t9821. p. l3t.

O. l :  
' .o. ' ' .  De,on,tru.t iot:  - fheory 

and haam (Loldon: Mcihucn. tq82t.

A fIISTORIOqL SURVEY 4 l
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Deconstruction is most closely associated with Jacques

.?Abr;ms, Giolr,rry, p. J8.

A IIISTORICAL SURVEY

The fundamental force behind Derrida's writing is his
heightening the distance between signifier and signified. Here
he threatens the possibil i ty of l i terary communication. He
begins with Saussure's premisc that a sign has no inherent
meaning but f inds meaning only in distinction to other elements
in the scmiotic system. Mcaning is thus a function not of
presence but of abscncc. Dcrrida's conccpr of dilJiranre is helpful
here. (The a in difirance shows that the word is a neologism,
constructcd from two different French words, onc n-rcaning " to
differ," the other "to defer.") The rneaning ofa l inguistic or
l iterary sign is based on its difference in comparison with other
signs and as such is always deferred, or delayed. With
deconstruction one enters the "endless labyrinth. "0e Meaning is
never established; the pun becomes the favored interpretive
device.

The main bastion of American dcconstruction has been at
Yale. G. Hartman, H. Bloom, P. DeMan, andJ. Hil l is Mil ler,
though different from Derrida and from each other, havc bccn
identif ied as his most able representatives.6e Some advocates for
deconstruction have expressed fear that deconstruction may be
threatened by its routine use in the study oftexts. They fear that
some scholars are applying Derrida's style of analysis to texts
mechanically, which may signal its demise.

At present, however, deconstruction is alive and well and
is threatened seriously only by Marxist or political interpreters.
Marxist inrerprerers disdain deconstruction. sincc it removes
literature and the critic fiom any meaningful interaction with
the world. Derrida's motto "there is nothing outside of the
text" irritates them. The clash between this-worldly and no-
worldly interpretation will continuc into the next decade.

Michael Edwards provides brief, but tantalizing, com-
ments on deconstruction from a Christian perspcctive.T0 Instead
ofcriticizing Derrida, hc points out the fundamcntal insight into

6slentricchia, Ajet the Netl Crituism, p. 166.
6'qSee V. B. Leltch, Derc st' ait? C tnkn: An Aduanted Introduaion (New

York: Columbia University Press, 1983), and more popularly, Crmpbell,
"Tyranny."

?0M. Edwards, Towards a Christian Poettrs (London: Macmillan, 1984).

Derrida. His first major writings appcared in 1967, but his

major influcnce came in the 1970s and continucs in the 1980s'

Deirida is part philosopher and part literary critic, but his

imoact has occurred in the latter field, though in his hands the

division between thesc two disciplines becomes quite fluid

Derrida, indecd, attacks the Western philosophical tradition that

subordinates writing to speaking Since at least Plato, sPeech

has becn thought to bear a closer relationship to pure thought

tban does  wr i t ing .  Wr i r ing  removcs  communica t ton  a  s tep

further from auihorial prisence. Derrida argues that this

attitude, which underlies Western philosophy, demonstrates a

stubborn belief in p rcsenrc. \Jkim^tely, such a beliefis grounded

in what he calls i 'a transcendental signified," which Abrams

describes as "an absolute foundation, outside the play- of

language itself, which is adequate to 'center' (that is, to anchor

a,li orlarrize) the linguistic system in such a way as to fix the

particuiar meaning of a spoken or written discourse within that

sYstem. "67

Derrida argues instead for the priority of writing- over

speech. He belieies that writing is a clearer illustration ofwhat

"'h".".t..ir., 
all language acts: the slippage between sign and

rel'erent, significr and signified. Derrida's extreme language

skepticism calls into question the act ofliterary commumcatlon'

Characteristic of Deriida is an analysis of pivotal philosophers

such as Plato, Rousseau, Saussure, L6vi-Strauss, and Austin He

exposes their logocentticism (belief in a "metaphysics of pres-

ence"), which is implied in their fundarnental phonocentricism

(priority of speech over writing). He probes the text of these

fhilosophers until he uncovers an aporia (a basic contradiction)'

which usually involves the philosopher's use of metaphor or

some other ihetorical device Metaphor is key in this regard

because it displays the slippage between sign and referent lts

use by the philosopher demonstrates, contra the philosophers'

that tire t.uih claims of philosophy are no different fiom those

of fiction.
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the naturc oflanguage that Dcrrida provides. Edwards docs not
gainsay l)crrida's fundamcrrtl l  athcism but points out t lr lt l ikc
most rron-Christian philosophers, l)crrida builcls on an cssen-
tially truc insight. Edwards claims that l)errida is right to point
out thc cxtrc'mc diff icultics in conrmunic:rtion. Thcrc are
fissurcs or brcaks bctwcerr words ancl their reft 'rents. l)crrida
attributcs this slippagc to an abscncc of t lrc "transccrclcntal
s ign i f i cd"  ( i . c . ,  ( ;od) ,  Edwards  to  thc  Fr l l .

Biblical Studies

llrcscntly thcre arc fi 'w signs of l)erriclcarr infhrcrrce on
biblical studics. Wc havc r>bscrvc.cl, horvcver, that evcry rnajor
school of thousht hrs evcrrtually inflrrerrccd biblicrl studics, and
rhc're is no rcason to doubt thet dcconstructiort rvil l  follow suit.

' I i) 
say thrtt no influcnce has trccrr rcgistcrcd woLrlcl be

urco.rcct. Scrrrci,r 23 (19ii2) is cntidctl l)trrida and tsihlkal Sndits.
Fur thcrnrorc ,  thc  Ncw Tes t ; r r l cn t  scho la rJohr r  l )onr in ic  ( l ros -

san hirs bccn activc in brir[ ing l)crrit la's tht>ught to bclr on
issucs ofirrterprctlt ion. This irrf lucncc is rnost rcrcli ly sccr in his
book (, '1rl ls o.l l)dl[: Patado.. anl Poll,t,aluttt ir tht l\trablts o.l-ltsrs
(19f3{)), irr rvhich hc anrlyzcs rhc prrrblcs fronr a l)crridcan
pcrspcctivc. Hc fincls thar rhc ruetapJroricity oftbc parrblc hes a
"void of nrcaninll : lr i ts colc. it can mcar so i lany things
rnd gcrrcrJtc so rrr.rrry dif i i 'r ing intcrprerlt ions bcc:rusc it hls no
flccl. ut:ivocal or ubsolutc nrcrning to bcgin rvith ' i t Instc:ld of
scarchins for thc rncaning of thc paruble, hc 1.,/rrys (a l ivoritc
nrctlphor of dccor r stnrctivc nlcthod) \\, i th thc rvorrls ofthc tcxt.

I)crh.rps the nrosr crplicit clcconsrructi lc studv of C)ld
Tcst:rnrcrrt tcxts is l irurrd irr I)cter Miscail 's 

'1 
fu l ltothiuts ol Old

'l ' tstanrtrtt 
N'arrali lr ' . f le'clcvotes thc brrlk of his book to:r cktsc

rc rd inq  o f ( i cncs is  l2  r r rc l  I  S : rn r t rc l  l ( r  22 .  For  Misca l l ,  such  a
rcadiDq rcvcals irri irrnratior thlr is irsull icic'nt l i)r :rrrivinrl i l t a
singlc rrrelning. "Thcre is, lt thc sallc t inrc, too l itt lc nntl too
rruch oithc nirrrirt ivc, too fi 'q,anrl to() m:lny dcrails, lrcl this

- r J  
l )  ( : r ) \ s . r r .  ( : h 1 l , , l  I : r l l '  ( N c s Y o r k :  S . . r h n r \ , 1 l ) u r l l .  | f  9  l ( t r s c c . r l s o

( ; .  Ai fhcle.  l r . .  I l t t  L in i t ;  , t  . \ r , ) ,1,  ( l )h i l . r ( i f l th i , r :  Forrr .s\ .  1985)
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givcs risc to thc nlitny, and fi.crlucrrtly contraclictrrry, intcrfrcta-
tiolls of :u)cl cotrjcr'tr.tres l ltotrt OT'lrlrritt ivc."Tr IIc concluclcs
that to i l ttcnrpt to pin dou,n a singlc r eaDi g of thc tcxt is
nlisguidcd Jnd lrqocs that t)lost excgcticnl issucs lre undccida-
blc: "Thc rclding crcountcrs :unbiguity, cquivocutiorr, opposcd
nrcaninrls:rnd calnot clecirlc fbr or cst:rblish olc or thc othcr;
thc  rc : rc l i r rg  canr )o t  s rop .  i t  c l r rno t  cor t ro l  o r  l in r i r  the  tcx r . " ' - r

In  h is  anr lvs is  o f  thc  l )av id  a r rd  ( io l ia rh  s to ry ,  fb r
exanrplc, Miscall conccutr;ltcs otr both thc corrcrctc dctuils of
thc text i ls wcll as rhc gaps, f i lr insr:trcc. intbrr):lt ion not givcn
in rhc- tcxt i lbout x chlr:rcter's nrotivatiol). lJv srrclt ln:rnalvsis of
the  tcx t  o f  1  Sar r r r rc l  17 .  Misca l l  ch i r r rs  tha t

I)irvid's char:rctcr is [rrdccirleblc. Thc tcxr pcrn)its Lls to rcgtrL]
I)avid:rs a piorrs rrrd inooccnt yotrrrg shcphcrrJ qoing ro b.rtt lc
thc I)lr i l istinc bcc.ruse of thc l:rner's dcti lncc of thc Lorcl anrl .rs I
cunning and antbitiorrs youlg wlrrior rl,,ho is arv.trc ofthc cfl icts
thar his dcfi 'at of (iolierh wil l hrvc on thc esserlbled :rrr:ry.rl

lrr t lrc postscript Misc:rl l  cxplicit iy connccts his rcadirrgs
with a clcconstructivc approlclr to thc tcxt. Hc points out
instanccs hc fincls of aporia, of inhcrcrrt contraclictions in the
text. Hc Jrgues thilt thc typc of enbietrity he thus dcnlonsrr:rtcs
is the rr:sulr of the naturc of l i tcrary conrnrunicarion (the
slippagc ofsignil icr and significd) anci thrt thc l3iblc, l ikc othcr
works of l i tcraturc, always clcconstnrcts itself.

?r Ir. D. Miscall, Tht ltorki .+ il Old tisttt & Narrotit,t
Fort rcss,  l9 i i3) ,  p.  L

? r l b i d . ,  p  2 .
7alb id. .  p.  73.

(Phi ladclphia



Lite,rar') 1*l l1 lr rirches to
Bililical ir :{t .r'1 rrr.tation

Bib! i ca l  sc l r o l l r s l r i p  l r r r s  r r r r l r l  r r . r  r  r  t l r  p . r r r l  l i t t l e  1 t t ( , n t i on  t o  t he
f i c l c l  o l  l i t c l a r ' y  < r i t i c i s r r r .  (  , r r r r r  r \ . r 1 r \ (  ( . \ t  q . t 3s  l r ave .  r o t  w i t hou t
r - c t so r r ,  l eu rc r l  t h : r t  t l r  r ' ,  , ' 1  l i r r  r , r r r  (  r L i i (  i s r ) r  r r r i g l r t  l cad  k r  a
d o u r r l > l i r y i r r g  o r ' < ' r ' e r r  l l r r ' ( l (  r r , L l  , , 1  t l r (  l r r ' t , , r ,  r r l  r v o r t h  o l  S c r i p t u t e
l r , , l , ,  ' 1 .  i I r ,  r ,  . r r ,  , | , t r ,  ,  |  ,  r ,  l r t ,  r . ' r )  i r s p e c t r , l  l h e
I t i l ' I ,  . , 1  r l , ,  '  \ l x  l | \ ,  '  , l  .  '  r r t  l i ' r t  i t  i \  ( , l " r t l l v

h l z i uc l< l r s  t ( )  r r l i t l i r l r i / (  ( )  i r r t ) r (  l l r ,  l j l l , l ,  '  l i l r ' r ' a r y  I r t t r r t c  "The

B i l r l e  l s  l i t c l u t r r t c  r r l  l r i s l o l r  L r , r  l r r l ' r ' , l i r  l r , , l , , r r r r . I t i s l x ) t h  i u r ( l  n r u c h

' l ' l r c  
l r L t l r o r ' s  s t i r t l r l  1 l r r 1 r , r . r  r r r  i l  i '  l ' , " ' l  i \  " k )  l i r n r i l i i t r i ze  t he

lea r l t r  r v i t l r  l he  l i t c l l l r  r . r l L r r i  , r l  t l r t  l l r l , l ,  . r r r i l  t o  i l c ( l u t i n t  h i r r r - o r

i r . i l .  . u i t l r  t h "  r c s c a l t l r  t l ' , , i  L .  l r r r r r '  , , r r r i , , !  o r r t  o r r  t l r c  l l i l r l c  b y

l i t c l a t y  s t l r o l l l s .  l ) r '  l , , r r l l r r r . L r l  s " i l  l ' l '  r ' ( l \  r r r r  i r r t c l l i ge r r t  con r -

, , t i t t t t . t t t  t , ,  t h (  u r l l r ( t i l l r l  l l r ,  l l r l ' l '  l  r i l  ; r r r  i r t r p r css i v t  cxp ( ' f t i se  i t r

co r l t (  l t l l x ) r i l r v  I i t c ' r l  ' r  t l r " ' r i '  ''  ' i i ' ' i  
O t f , . " c l , ' r . i i l l  l i r r , L  r " r '  r l r r r r '  r \ r  i r  s r t . v ( " v  t r l  t l r e  t h c o r v

1 , ,  I ' r r ' , 1  r l r ,  l r r ,  r " r r r  ' , 1 ' r ' r  " '  t r  |  '  
" ' l  

r  p r ' r r l i t i r l  i r r t l r x l r r c -

t r , , r r  l '  t l r r  l i t ,  r ' r r r  r r r ' I  i  r "  r |  " r i '  I r \ \ i r q ( s  ( 1 n r r l ) r c r c

u  i t l r  t ' xan r l r l t s  o l  l r r t t l r '

T re rnpe r  Long rna  I t l  i l ' l L  l )  )  L l '  I  r t L t '  r s i l r )  i s  Ass (x r i x t c  I > ro les -

. , , .  , , i  t . r t , l  T i i s t l n r t  r r t  r r l  \ \  r ' ' l r  r r r l l r  L  l l r " r l oq i t r r l  Scn r i r r l t r . v

Foundations of contc-p"r'l Il::iillti;lii:1,["J::',f:"J};"ffitH';
roBseeks ro identif\ -q )'." 

'. '." 
"'1,,.:, :,i ,i".i i irl i".a"y Tht untque

:i.il"#J:r'fi: llil lill"';l;:' :lllii :,; : .;;' "' ---p'"r'"*i'" "i"a
"1#i'J:,'fi::l,'" r: 1": t: I I : l' :i t'i, I I ;;.' i I ; ill,'i.i,ffio,f iffuff l"
$il'ilil""":il5i::[il1i:l:]::,i ,:':l;,i..,i,l"i.,".tingui"tio,t'r't"'v'

\
\
*

{-

- a

l -

l=
l4
l=
t l

a - t
I  - ,

a < '

a 2

7
?

7'z

Y \,tr '

)S
al
a

scienc.e, arrd theologY'

f  . ,  n r
.t- v . : _)

tsBN 0-851 1 1-502-0

15.20

Sarot-t-os


