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REVIEW ESSAY

Literature and Its Insistent Other

Mieke Bal

The Literary Guide to the Bible. Edlied hy Robert Alrer and
Frank Kermode. Cinnbridge, Mass, The Betknap Press of
Hawvard University Press, 1987, 678 pages. $29.95,

The reader of this voluminous hook s well advised nor o read it
from cover to cover. Bepin with the fiest three ol the general ensays
the end and read Josipovici's essay on the Epistle to the Hebrews s
another such general essay. These four wiicles thoroughly shitke up our
common conceptions of the Bihle

Josipovier demonstrtes how Hebrews isan appropration al the
Bible yet is not monohthic, the Fpistle s et s vontnadictory,
stance impossible. Greenheld and Elaom present the Hebrew and the
Greek Bibles vespectively i thetr Cananite and Greca-Romam vonrests
and in relation to penre, pocte techmgues, and ythad elements,
These presentaions e more dun merely useful; they are mdispensable
to begin thinking about the Bible notas e relpgons landbook w culuw
ally has been assigned to be, butser of Tieerary wexis, 1 cichs wnaly
sis of a recurrent mythical structure proposes any even wider context atid
performs the master-stroke of showiny thar relyous rath fas e
phrase is “mytho-logic' - requires el rendency unifwaron,
hence the similivnde i vanens mythieal magenals, T sunthnude,
then, undermines wiy pretentions 1o unigueness ad muthe And thi
seems a good sturing pome for a fresh perspecyive,

Micke Bl 1n Bralessr of Comparatioe Dieranune amd Swian B Anthony Frdeosa ol Weonien's
Studies at thir Uinivepsity o Ben biester, Bondiester, NOY O D627
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Relations hetween hiblical and Hterary scholarship tend to he limiteq
to the question ol “literary readings of the Bible™. 1o the question if
and to what extent, the Bible can, deserves, and needs to be read “gg°
literature.  But that question is wrongly put and betrays an attempt to
separate religious from secalar concerns. Such ancattempt is furile, The
Bible, as at least partially a veligious document, has been formative of
Western culture. Contemporary culture carries the weight of the Bible
with it, as it carries the rest of its foundational wexts. And diverse forms
and degrees of religiosity are pare of that culture. Literature, the cultyrg]
need of lirerary texes and of lieerary “lile”-in other words, the literary
attitide, ideology, or way of life —is similarly an undeniable part of the
same culture. Henee, the Bible is both entirely religious, whatever thar
may mean, and entirely literary.

What a "literary guide” to the Bible should bring us, then, is reflec-
tion not on the question of literature, buron the question of reading, Ttis
through that question that hiblical and lirerary scholarship can be muty-
ally illuminating, Mutually:  thar s, without impevialist claims that
“theory™ is merely an “instrament™ for applicaion.” Mutaally: that s,
withour imperialist claims thar the Bible s “primary,” “toundational,”
“true” Fach of the werms inquotation marks is equally problematic,
Reading is the term that can help undermine the talse certainties, truchs,
and positivity of both disciplines. lor the bererment of both,

In litevary theory, infuenced as v is by philosophical developments,
the fact of reading has recently led wo a thorough critique of the assump-
tions of close reading and struenaradism (Culler 1975, 1981, 1983). The
leading question in those debates s thae of the locion of meaning,
New Criticism's claim thae meaning is located in the wexe and only needs
close reading to be “extracted”” has remained the implicit presupposition
of much biblicul scholuship. Structaralism, which seemed a reaction to
New Criticism but now looks much more like i otfshoor, provides that
claim with a "scienuific” (hecause generalizing) view ol Tanguage. The
power of the text is sl absolute for many ascholi and thus provides
him or her with the appropriate veil covering “reading in," the projec-

~tion of group-bound and interest-oriented meanings on arest '

According to more recent developments, meaning is a product of the
act of reading. Radical veader-response cnmies deny the very existence of
the object named “resn" s Standey Fish's Lamons book title, s There a
Textin this Class? sygeses (see Suletman and Crossunn; Tompking). As
Culler has demonstiared in "Stories of Reading™ (1083), however, this
raclical position easily verrs 1o its very opposite: whenever the eritic
writes about meanings, Although meaning is locared wich the eritic, the
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aitic “at work” protects him--or hersell by claiming that the meanings
one puts forward are more “plausible” than others l’)(?(,:alt.lsc the text
wlends itsell " to these meanings. Hence, we loat hack into the textual
ositivism before we know it. The opposite is true as well; to defend
their views, textual crities ultimately need to claim that their meanings
are the most “adequate” because the text “suggests” them to the reader.
Hence, the meaning resides with the reader.

The most interesting challenge to hiblical interpretation by current
lirerary theory is in this evasiveness of the location of meaning. For this
instability leaves us with the responsibility to account for our meanings
in other than positivistic terms. Not only does a literary perspective
force us to endorse whiat we want to say as our awn response o the text,
it also enables us to exploit that very instability by opening up the text to
issues, interests, and perspectives that positivism tends to close off. The
best essays in the Guide exemplify this. The four essays 1 recommend as
2 starter loosen up the text and our fixed assumptions about it; they thus
make room for other meanings to be brought in, not a5 another truth but
as responsible responses that address the position of the texe in a social
context. A fiterary guide should do precisely that. The question is: to
what extent is this book helpful in that respeet?

The general reflections proposed by the four essays mentioned above
offer enough guidance to then begin with a few selected pieces that give
the best idea of what such literary approaches can offer: Polzin on
speech-acts in Deuteronomy---the very best one of the book--Ackerman
on irony and intertextuality in Jonah, Aler on poeric technicues in
Pealms. The combination of the four general and the three specific
essays together makes for a quite exciting reading experience. But if we
want to evaluate the hook not only as the collection of good and not-so-
good essays but also as the realization of the project spelled out in its
title, then we must wonder how such an enterprise, a literary guide w the
Bible, is possible.

The question is multiple: who guides whom to what, and on which
authority? Who: forty scholars with specific literary views. According
to the General Introduction and o most authors, they believe in the
unity of the text, in its complexity, and in the specilicity of its linguage
as the three features that make it lierary. They oppose historical eriti-
dism on the one side and critical approaches focusing on ideological
problems on the other, while Deconstruction-—written with a capital let-
ter—is the personified enemy. This view of lirerature, which is closer to
good old New Criticism than to any contemporary critical view, consti-
tutes the unity of the book, and to that unity the reader is guided. In
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other words, the reader is guided in precisely the opposite
from the questioning and repositioning of m ranings that a tru
guide should ofier.

Such a view would be innocent enough-—even if less than exciting in
1988 (when the book appeared)-—if it did not inevitably entail excly.
sions, which the editors present almost proudly in their general intro.
duction. The exclusions are not only unwarranted, but insistemly
contradicted.  The explicit exclusions arve threefold. First, the view thy
the text originates in ideology or social structure is rejected. Yet Alter,
one of the authors of the general introduction where the exclusions are
stated, uses the word ideology three times on pages 12 and 13, calls
biblical literature “a kind of ideological literature that incorporates 5
reflex of ideological autocritique™ (24), and calls the relation between
text and (views of ) reality a “sadly neglected question” (620). Second,
Marxism and psychoanalysis are excluded, the former because it is
judged relevant only for historical questions—which implies the unwar-
ranted statement that historical questions do not helong to the domain
of the “literary"—and the latter for no reason at all, Yer Sasson on Ruth
appeals to social history throughout.  Third, the idea that literatre
somehow serves for illumination is excluded, with Deconstruction and
feminism as the examples. Yer Josipovici's contribution i clearly a
deconstructionist approach (e.g., 516), and Gunn is the exceptional
author who does not shy away from feminist staements (313),

The exclusions cover everything tha today's literary debates are
engaged with, The hook's project is thus to avoid debate and thereby to
erease the authority of the guidance. Does the return of the excluded
views prove that the hook is better than its project? Yes and no.

The inevitable return of the repressed makes the hook slightly better.
For example, the hook lacks almost all relerences o literary theory, does
not consistently address the question of whar makes a text or a reading
literary, und does not further stare which view of literature is held by
cachvof the authors, while the remarks in the Intraduction to this effect

are extremely vague. Yer there are discussions of these issues, or at least
statements ahour them in the seven picees 1 recommended for a begin-
ning, precisely o the extent thae they mansgress the limiations stipu-
lwted by the editors,

Take Polzin’s article or Dewteronomy. Why is this a good piece?
Polzin presents Deuteronomy us a set ol speech-acts oriented toward the
question of narratorial authority. The text is not presented as a message
but as evidence of the urgency to uiter one. Thus, he addresses the
question of the ideological effect of form. He sees in the hook a play of

direction
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aons, and thus he presents literature as embedded in a culture to
uqt\‘l\ it Llret;pwnds. He presents characters as divided against them-
;Veﬁ: His double Mosces (97) is rc:vvulmg alnd clm}(nlﬁtrmcs t‘hu lifcrl'a,xy
complexity ol the text in relation to this ideological urg,tz'xbm{: ltoflmT
knows about literary theory and is able o put it o um 1rnt ’u,l ps
seeing, not that the text is liw1‘:l'l')’:~w'ln whatever vague ‘?"Lin?;‘ (‘i ”u:n)np e xi
painful, problematic—-but why it is and }quc,l to bc;“’f)" [‘(‘“’ uiu\ltlmclas »01
the text, which Imlzir{ [()Q?l[t‘ﬁ in tljw cll;}l(wc:ul fm‘n}.[swr lc:?{’)cc ‘(n:‘(vcfdJl;(:
crossing quotations of dilferent voices, is not a petrilice cy.atu'u,', 'Ol t.lu:
text but an eflect of the interaction between the t)LfXE $ btl‘u(,,t;l’l‘(z ‘:u*ilc '[‘ui
reader who assigns meaning to that strueture. Polzin ({II?}’)Wh‘llbI{,ﬁ;h and
exploits the text's “difference within,"™ opening it up tf“ (“m,m;(f L;I,"}tlcif;h
of interests, instead of denying or ignoring that lrlt(?I(fifstwl”)()LlI.)(‘ ulw. .F
thus achieves exactly what a li;ctl'zxry guldc should do, but what the Gen-
eral Introduction insists*the Guide will not do. B

But in other respects the contradiction produced by uxphctt% e}:xcluw‘
sions that cannot be sustained does not make [nr)u hgrwr hcm'k, ll!:
proves in the first place that the book is—ta appropriate in ‘m}: 1u‘xu‘1‘t’ e
editors’ appropriation of the clmumtruc*tmnmt‘plu‘as’yw- c,llv;;lf ¢ “’,?"‘,"T{"‘.
itsell ", hence, it is an object {or deconstruction, }wcond.’ )l,kl«ll‘]b(, lljti
exclusions are impossible, yet atempted, we must wundcrya ot nc.
motivations for this awrempt. Third, the contradictions Sugpest ,M.inw}(i
thing about the guidince promised and m’qm‘»sccj. But ilcltlvlffhhlllgl lL "ll?‘ s
questions requires more inlormation il})()l:lL‘ the 1‘)()91{;!1\@‘;:‘@. 1 ?wA ) 115;
give a quick sketch of some of the :«;p‘cuf}c exsidys, rise some \“*ll“'w*l
questions, and speculate aboue the motivations and assumptions hehing
these problematic aspects of the essays. |

Some essays are good, ltuminating without ﬁi:t};"ulityi:’xg.(1}!«?{Alwl: on
Psalms—Alter is much better in his critical practice than in his c,l(rt(;nu
sive theoretical statements—and Ackerman an Jonah. In gfﬁll%??il!.' rhc:
essays tend 1o he bewer when they do not rest onan u /anr .1‘x§1~1<j[};1tb
principle. Damrosh on Leviticus presents a generic nu,\'gutc.r»‘w;l. 16 |1flmi
tive side of which I find a lide light--but most contributors !ﬂ()llu'w‘ a
simple (and simplistic) rechnique, mainly the pursuit of symmetry or s0-
called ring-composition.

This simple technigue yields mixed results. Letme give some lc\xz\m}
ples. Gunn begins with a somewhar fla tl*wmamc presenration .(ﬁ)
Judges, but then moves on o discuss how sxsltwcclwcfs »kl'l‘[ ?'v‘),.llnl“l',
Rosenbery presents a lascinating description of c:lmmqm_ in 5.\:11}1@ rmL
falls short when he fabricates a symmetry where there is none .u,md \‘f';"tc;}
he buys the idealogically suspect argument that the rape of Bathsheba is
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“just” an etiological tale. This raises a question of a more general
impact. .

The argument of etiology is so general, and so often applicd, that the
real question is not whether etiology is a possible explanation of the
insertion of a story into the canon, but why this explanation is appealed
to. Etiology is invariably alleged when a story is critical of a hero—
David, Jephthah—and thereby embarrassing for the critic committed to
redeem such a hero. The interesting question then becomes: what
exactly embarrasses the critic in a story that makes the argument com-
pelling? This argument invariably shows up when a story is ahout how

_ men deal with women; Jephtah’s daughter is the most obvious case. It
is significant in this respect that both editors use such a story as an
example in their introductions to the two Bibles.

Savran on Kings provides a complex portrayal of Ahab. He, too,
comes up with a symmetry, of which the middle part—supposed to be a
climax—consists of no less than 18 chapters. This is hardly convincing
and in fact unnecessarily complicates an otherwise interesting analysis.
Alonso Schikel provides a good analysis of lyrical and rhetorical, mainly
metaphorical, aspects in Isaiah. A special compliment is due to both
him and his translator for the brilliant English rendering, via his Span-
ish, of a Hebrew sound imitation of an earthquake (182).

Sasson’s view of Ruth is irritatingly unargued. He claims without
any justification that Levirate marriage is not at stake. HMis view that
Boaz's words to the anonymous redeemer imply that Boaz would acquire
Ruth is unargued, yet implausible; 1 claim they threaten the redeemer
that he would have to take Ruch in the package. The view of the conver-
sation between Ruth and Boaz at the nightly surprise visit {lattens out all
that makes the story interesting and unnecessarily turns Boaz's compli-

ment into an (ironic?) rebuke. Sasson belittles the lemale characters
unnecessarily.

Landy on the Song of Songs wants to discuss the obvious love theme
without reductionism. For him, the Song is ultimately about the limits
of language and the paradoxes of literature they entail, and love makes
the best case to demonstrate these issues. Talmon on Danicl manages to
discuss three separate approaches: imagery, structure (a 3+ 1 pattern),
and the plot of successful exile. Kermode on John compares the passion
narratives in the gospels and makes good points about the narrator
whom he identifies on textual grounds as the beloved disciple and
presents as a moveable narrative focus (464). Goulder deconstructs the
Pauline epistles, in which the use of images is highly contradictory; he
finds that normal in Paul's writings. RS
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<o far, the results are mixed. Would the book have been better
without the explicit, yet impossible, exclusions? 1 think_ s0. Let me
brielly take feminism as an example. A more opern application of, or
reflection on, feminist criticism would have made the book better. A
few examples of how some essays could have been improved must suf-
fice. Landy begins be defining the Lover as the man and thg Beloved as
the woman, thus assuming the ideology of active versus passive ger}ders.
He explicitly states that the woman is waiting for Prince Charming—
thus setting a neat context for his onesidedness, but at the cost of anach-
ronistic and ethnocentric distortion; the Song is not a fairy tale. He then
is baffled by the text’s “‘complexity” when it does not obey this assump-
ton. The woman in the Song is, of course, not in the least a Sleeping
Beauty but rather a very active lover, and the subject-object relgtions
shift constantly. Had Landy been informed by recent feminist discus-
sions on the non-essentialist subject (see Lemaire), he would not have
had to write naively: “What is striking here is the primacy of the
woman” (313), and he would have been able to turn /is occasional sur-
prises into the fext’s systematic complexity. This raises the question of
the location of meaning again. I am not claiming the text’s “right”
against Landy’s “wrong,” as a radical autonomist would do, nor \.Nould.l
suggest that he should have come to the text loaded with explicit femi-
nist baggage, as a radical reader-response critic might. I would suggest
that acknowledging interestedness in himself would have opened the
text up to him; it would have enabled the text to interact more actively
with a critic whose position and authority is no more fixed than that of
the text. If only Landy had allowed the text to interact with contempo-
rary issues like feminist discussions of the subject, he would have done a
better job as a literary analist.

As 1 mentioned earlier, Alter tums Jephtah’s horrible sacrifice into a
reassuring etiological tale. He thus misses the link with Achsah’s story,
which his own concept of type-scene should have allowed him to see.
He persists in the conventional but, I think, erroneous view that Jeph-
thah’s mother, called zonah, is a plain harlot, and in order to save this
contemptuous view he needs to attribute to Jephthah’s hostile brothers
the gentleness of euphemism at the very moment that they kick him out
because of this mother—hardly plausible and absolutely uninteresting.
This interpretation is based on the sheer automatic endorsement of a
negative view of the female character. More importantly within the
framework of the present discussion, this view fails as a literary reading.
Firgt, it is anachronistic—projecting contemporary views of gender on a
foreign text. Second, it flattens the text out, blurs its apparent contradic-
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tions, and thereby fails to render it interesting. An apen eye to the
strange aspeets of the social status of female characters in Judges coylg
have suggested alternative views. For example, it can be argued tha the
kinship problem at stake here is much more profound; the women
called gonah or pilegesh in Judges belong to a different marriage System,
where the woman remains with her father after the marriage (Bal), Thig
argument explains many incomprehensible facets in the stories of Ach.
sah, Jephtah, Samson's first marriage, and the horror story of Judges 19,
Explaining the sacrifice story away as an etiological tale obscures the
interconnections among the three stories in Judges in which a young
woman is murdered. Alter's own concept of type-scene almost imposes
itsell then. By the same token, Alter's forgetfulness of that coneept dis-

plays its problematic status. Unlike the claims of the author of The Ar of

Biblical Narrative, the concept of type-scene is a tool by which the critic
is enabled to argue for a structural similarity s/he perceives, not a fool-
proofl leature of the text. Therefore, the etiological explanation fails as g
literary approach cven on the author's own terms,

Sasson tries to “normalize’ the tension in Ruth; he discusses charae-
ters as real people, projects onto them his views of how real people
should behave, and thus evades the problem of linearity in the story.
Similarly, Rosenberg mistakenly projects Hannal's problem with her
fellow-wite Peninnah on Sarah and Hagar, while the comparison with
Rachel and Lea would have been more o the point. Rachel and Leah
compete for children and the husband, and wade the one for the other,
The case is relevant as a subtext for Hannah's story because of the role
played hy the husband and his “love.” In the case of Sarah and Hagar
the hushand's affection is not an issue, only the children’s status,

In all of these cases, a feminist perspective would have yielded beter
results in three respects. It would have opened the text up to insights
futo interestedness of critic as well as of the writer and the culoure in
which the text emerped; hence, the result would henefit more from con-
temporary licerary theory. It would have accounted for more complexiy;
hence, the resule would be better according o the book's own view of
literariness. And some plain mistakes could have been avoided.

The same can be said of the more implicit exclusions. 1 consider as
such the avoidance of discussions that a literary reading would naturally
raise when a different texe is ar stake. Monotheism, for example, is
underilluminated, and the ways in which the wxt constructs it—hy no
means a univocal message--could have heen analyzed in terms of the
ideological urgency that Polzin evokes in a different context. A good
analysis of the construction of monotheism would have been illuminat-
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ing for the literary aspects ol many l}(vtiks; an ohvious example is !udgcﬁ.
Another obvious exiample of implicit afxdumpn is the p‘ml')lmn ol canon-
ization. This subject is (liﬁtfllﬁﬁf‘d. h.ut nnlyAm it delensive way. I’n g(I‘(h»
tion to Kermode's witty yet plainly 1(‘lmlog‘|c;ﬂ defense nf Arh’v t‘ﬂ‘lml‘l,‘lll(:
canon should have been challenged. In rclupmn tor the ;?;‘w\zlntlxl of cuan-
anization, at least an argument for the exclusion of the apncry‘plm \fmuld
have been called for, preciscly lmgzum- some of these hm)kg‘mc 0 popu-
lar in the fiterary alterlife of the Bible. What made the ﬁml'»l()?ﬁ ol j\us.m.x«»v
nah or of Tobius so fascinating for later Western x::xlmw, A“‘:‘“‘;(’?y,
“lierary” in a way ditferent trom the c:;nx}&)t\lc;tl hooks? ~WhiIIF (.l‘n‘tﬁ’ t mi
say about our concept of the lterary? These would have been gooc
questions to discuss. | o )
But exclusions, especially the untenable ones, which are ideolog-
cally motivated, go with unification, and there lies ;').rvmgly t‘hc glccp/(:f
relation between the innocent luakmgmnqcpt ol h(t‘l‘&ll{’l»l]("hhk ilml 't/hv
ideological project, the real guidunce thm‘ bnnlg pmtlcm. This unpm«‘?(ﬂi‘.
defensive unity iy ideological. Tt is preasely in it refusal w0 deal wuh
ideology that the Grde brtrays its own commiunents. | ll'n‘j lu‘sm‘urnt { i
symmetry or ring-composition, the outcone of much analysis of morils,
can demonstrate this, - |
A motil, apparently a veritiable literary unit, s um*rprgtgg! s (pu}t
of) & message: ¢, active kingship versuy (J(f}flll"lt' and dmth‘(qu\llc)l i
or Samuely 137), or gkt hecomes blessing, (Fokkelman on Genesis, 32).
Thus motif hecomes mative, hecomes motvation, hoth for the projecred
authorial imention and for the reader-guide. The ‘.\ll«:_;z,c'd sytmnetry in
Samuel, with a climax of TH chaprers, points w divine nterventon, thiut
of Genesis to the valuation of hrotherhood, As we saw in Palzin 5 ensiy,
form, or structure, is not meaningless; nor does e come unmativated,
The structure of symtnetry proclams s own message, I oWn mening:
that development and change are less relevant thin identity, that the texi
is more stable, reliable, and importanr than s resdings, thar the strues
wre goes hack 1o the beginning, which uliinuely s bk o c.f-)n,§,
The ring becomes the wedding ring of these ;}llllt«);’m COMHTIENENtS.
The unity of the text coincides with s idcnlw;,:,wnl‘ Messge, wh.wh %
time and again projected s an inention, The vy insistence on gxl;cw
tion betrays the uneasiness that comes with projecnion. l’ln,s; pxmcuml
message leads tar away o the literary concerns, In F;ltjt, it 1.u‘um‘samvl<;
bly leads back to religious preaching. Thus, Genesis, u s lum:;uy
guide, is all abour brotherhond, i convept feminises have learned o sus-
pect. Whatever the ethical, religious, or ideological value of brother

]
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hood as message, or whatever s status as uwuni;m, in ity simplicity
such an outcome seems hardly a plausible resule of literary analysis,

It now becomes clear why it was impossible w repress the master-
symptom of the hook’s husic problems: the spelling of Deconstruetion
with a capital letter. As the view most appropriate to see through thege
inevitable but implicit problems, deconstruction is rhe eneny par excel-
lence; it is the Devil, Indecd, it is hard o deny that a deconstructionig
or, for that matter, Marxist, feminist, or psychoanalytic perspective oﬁ
this book would be tough to accommodate; but who said it should he
casy?

Other symproms of these problematic relations between overtly angj.
ideological--but coverty deeply ideological—literary views surface reg-
ularly. They show inadvertently that the stake of this self-encloseq
method is to convey u sense of authority, which trns my initial ques-
tion—Who guides whom to what?—into an urgent one. Thus Alter's
chapter on poctry begins with the word “precisely™ and ends with the
word “truth.” As [ hope to have demonstrated, the Guide does indeed
have a stake in s own trweh, and that truth requires the establishmeny of
the aurhority of the authors a the cost of the excluded. That very fact
makes the exclusion of women as such authorities o serious matter
thirty-nine authors are men, one is a0 woman, 1 do not speak of femi-
nists here, bur of just a few of the by now numerous good literury-hibli-
cal scholars who are women.

The authoritative st of this Guide 15 hather conveyed by irs physi-
cal presentation, whose porposity lacks any sell-irony. The ook looks
like a Bible. It jacket imitates the appearance o a medieval manuscript,
The abundant gold adds an etleer of preciousness. The cover itsell lets
the words “The literary guide o the” fade ou in hont of the much
bolder and Targer chavacters of “Bible.” 1t has the size and the number
of puges of a Bible; all that lacks 14 the ribbon hookmark. And indeed, i
i< too much ke the Bible--in a certain holistic, appropriated veading of
it—t0 he e good guide @ the Bible,

This hook should nor be mistaken for wha it is nor It is religious
rather than licerary, it provides no explicit discussion ol what u literary
approach can bet it does nor demonsirae how a literary readding of the
Bible can be uselul, enriching, even for those who are inrerested in the
Bible as religions document. Despire the pluraliey of different contribu-
tors, it dues not propose, bt imposes, an-exclusive and rigid view of
lirerature. Mayhe a litevary guide o the Bible cannot be writen; mayhe
we don't need one. Maybe the uneasy collocation of “literary™ and
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“guide” is @ contradictio in terminis,  Current debates in literary theory

suggest as much.
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