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the relevane o Jousse’s work. Even on the seemingly esoteri topi o the 

gospel’s targumi legay, Jousse proved himsel to be astoundingly pre-

sient. To be sure, it is learly understood that nobody will laim today 

that the targumim provide the key to the gospel traditions. e plurality

model will look with skeptiism on single-tradition solutions, inluding 

on the targumi tradition as a single solution. But on one point Jousse 

was quite orret: One we onede Jesus’ Aramai vernaular and ree 

ourselves rom the notion that he was using the so-alled Old Testament 

as his Bible, we are bound to ask deeper questions, and are inesapably 

onronted with the targumi issue. Irrespetive o the partiularities o 

Jousse’s targumi thesis, to have made the targumim a major issue must 

rank among his most remarkable ahievements.

Epilogue

e purpose o this book has been to provide a general introdution to 

the oeuvre o Marel Jousse by expliating, ritially assessing, and ur-

ther developing his major ideas. It is entirely in Jousse’s spirit that his 

thinking is making unommon demands on its readers. Likewise, inso-

muh as his theses reeived muh ritiism, e Forgotten Compass is 

likely to provoke its share o ritial responses. A prinipal point o riti-

ism ould well be that Jousse’s work represents one o the earliest and 

most onspiuous artiulations o what ame to be alled by its ritis the 

Great Divide. Critis saw Jousse as plaing a wedge—a great divide—

between orality and textuality.

When beginning in the s biblial sholarship was taking the 

rst tentative steps toward an ethnographially and media-based re-

ognition o oral style and oral dynamis, the single most pronouned 

reation was lament over the awed oneption o the Great Divide. e 

argument that the notion o the Great Divide was awed asserted that a 

lean dierentiation between the oral medium and the sribal medium 

missed the point that in linguisti atuality the two media operated syn-

ergistially and in oexistene. Pitting orality against textuality, it was 

objeted, ailed to ome to terms with the media realities on the ground. 

Was it not one o the lessons o the media history o antiquity (as well as 

o many other periods) that oral and sribal dynamis were overlapping 

. Rodriguez, “Great Divide.”
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and interaing realities? Do we not time and again observe media loked 

in onit over laims to ultural supremay?

A major problem with this objetion to the Great Divide is that it 

alls short o a ull understanding o the disipline o media studies, and 

in turn reets a limited grasp o ommuniations history. How realis-

ti is the harge that orality theorists, in an exlusive ous on the Great 

Divide, were ignorant o or uninterested in oming to terms with the 

interonnetedness o ommuniations media? I would suggest that the 

notion o orality studies privileging an absolute media dihotomy to the 

exlusion o media interations represents a redutionist perspetive on 

reent work on the theory and pratie o media eology. In a sense, the 

ritis’ single-minded attention to what they hoose to all the Great Di-

vide has magnied the media gap. 

Consider the work o the experts who have spearheaded the elds 

o orality, sribality and media eology. Suh distinguished sholars 

as MLuhan and Ong, Parry and Lord, and Havelok and Foley, have 

greatly enrihed the disipline o ultural history by illuminating in un-

preedented ashion media interations, usions, and onits. All six o 

them an justly be alled experts in omparative media eology. But they 

were able to aomplish their work preisely by developing and operating 

with a oneptual model o distintive media identities. e same an be 

said o Jousse. He illustrated how oral proesses and bookish algebrosis 

were loked in a dialetial but in the end onitual relationship, whih 

showed again and again how the literary ivilization ame to override, 

suppress, and elipse oral attributes and values. 

To be sure, onit is by no means the only relation that orality and 

sribality are involved in. But it is a dening relationship. How else an 

one grasp intermediality unless one has a developed sense o the noetis 

and psyhodynamis o orality vis-à-vis that o the tehnology o writing 

and textuality? Without ritially diserning whih media are at work, 

and without preisely dening separate media, it is nearly impossible to 

detet media interdependenies, to explain media interations, and, in 

short, to know the lie o media ativities. is was one o the main prob-

lems onronting the orm ritis: Displaying no interest in lassiying 

dierenes between oral proesses and sribal proesses, they proeeded 

to derive what they alled the orms o speeh straight out o textuality. I 

suggest that Jousse’s oeuvre in its integrated totality demonstrates that oral 

ulture and the interation o oral with hirographi/typographi media 

are part and parel o a single ommuniations paradigm. eoretially 
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and in media atuality, one does not exist without the other. By reusing 

to aknowledge spei media attributes, however, objetors to the Great 

Divide run the risk o taking us bak to Bultmann’s assumption that di-

erentiating between the oral and the textual is irrelevant.

Jousse’s thesis hallenges the onventions o biblial sholarship. 

Readers o this volume are given ample opportunity to observe his relent-

less polemi vis-à-vis a sholarly approah in whih written and by exten-

sion printed textuality serve as the paradigm or exegesis, hermeneutis, 

and biblial theology. e language Jousse employed to astigate biblial 

sholarship’s overondene in words-in-spae is harshly ritial and so 

annot esape readers’ attention. Obviously, more is involved in meeting 

this hallenge than merely modiying or orreting the onventional tex-

tual model. Matters that biblial exegetes have long assumed to be settled 

(thereore requiring no more ritial reetion) beome unsettled and 

are open to question when Jousse’s work is taken seriously. Authorship 

and editorship, tradition and omposition, reading and writing, memory 

and imagination, ognition and logi—entral tropes o the Western in-

telletual history—are all aeted by the Joussean model. Impliated also 

are more spei linguisti terms, suh as edition and recension, variants

and the original version, publication and literary sources. Whether one 

takes the impliations o Jousse’s work as broadly theoretial or more nar-

rowly tehnial, on Joussean terms a whole apparatus o nomenlature 

appears misapplied and ill-suited to dealing with the ommuniations 

realities o anient Near Eastern ultures.

Jousse was ully ognizant that the suess o his novel paradigm 

depended in no small measure on a pertinent nomenlature—hene his 

dissatisation with the time-honored terminology, and his preoupa-

tion with a oneptualization o neologisms. It ould be argued that even 

the onepts o text and textuality, oundational tropes o sholarship in 

the wake o Gutenberg, are problemati in light o Jousse’s ritiism, sine

they are loaded with assumptions derived rom modern literary ritiism 

and print tehnology. Jousse’s own designation o les textes uids, while 

insightul and inventive, is not entirely satisatory either, beause it re-

ers to the oral disposition o sribal materials while holding on to their 

textual designation. Perhaps when dealing with the pre-Gutenberg his-

tory we should relinquish the designation o text altogether and instead 

beome austomed to using terms suh as manuscript and scribality, 

chirography and scriptography, scriptum and scripta—all designations 

that denote the ra o handwriting.
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Given the single-minded, driving purpose o Jousse’s mode o ar-

gumentation, one may well all his paradigm a strong thesis. ere are 

drawbaks to strong theses beause they are suseptible to potential blind 

spots. ey are partiularly prone to sreening out what is deemed un-

suitable or sustaining the master thesis. And yet, strong theses are oen 

neessary beause they break new theoretial ground and reate thinking 

spae. ere is no getting around the at that Jousse has presented us 

with a strong alternative model that enourages us to rethink the herme-

neutial landsape o biblial studies and to reset media priorities.

One annot do ull justie to Jousse’s work without aknowledging 

his entral interest in reovering lost sensibilities. e ombination o 

a strong thesis with sensitivity to dimensions o ommuniation that 

have oen been overlooked or suppressed makes his work exeptionally 

worthy o attention. Indierene to the vast range o sensory modalities 

has beome the norm in aademi biblial sholarship to suh an extent 

that their absene is hardly even palpable. We have lost onsiousness o 

how redutionist and narrowly text bound the hermeneutial ramework

has beome in whih exegesis is onduted and thinking takes plae. In 

making the human sensorium a entral issue o his paradigm, Jousse 

relaimed sense pereptions that had been gradually but persistently 

marginalized over the ourse o Western intelletual history. One again, 

algebrization or algebrosis, the ategories Jousse had singled out or spe-

ial ritiism, provide the neessary explanatory ontext. From Jousse’s 

point o view, the invention o the alphabet, aelerated by the expansion 

o writing systems, and reahing a ulmination with the spread o print 

tehnologies, exated the heavy prie o sensory deprivation by eeting 

a growing disonnet rom the oral-memorial-sensory matrix o human 

ulture.

One the print Bible was established, interpreters were destined to 

derive meaning rom its tehnologially onstruted textuality, inreas-

ingly disounting the opious realm o sensibilities. Over and against a 

major proportion o anient and medieval ommuniation theories and 

praties, the inuene o the Reormers resulted, gradually, and not-

withstanding their onern or the living Word o Sripture, in reduing 

the threeold or ourold sense o Sripture to the one: the literal or his-

torial sense. In the wake o the Reormation, a large part o the human 

sensorium, along with memory, was marginalized and virtually elimi-

nated rom Protestant biblial exegesis, while by the twentieth entury 

Catholi exegesis was well on the way toward very similar developments. 
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Indeed, the olletive amnesia o biblial sholarship with respet to the 

work o Marel Jousse is itsel a measure o the redutionist hermeneutis 

in biblial interpretation. Inreasingly, and dramatially so aer Guten-

berg, texts ame to onjure up the systematially organized printed page, 

private-silent reading, and literary ompetene. Although not a media 

riti in the modern sense, Jousse was autely sensitive to these ultural 

developments. Unlike very ew in his lietime, he sueeded in artiulat-

ing the media algebrosis, and unlike anyone at the time, he managed to 

orge a substantial alternative model. 

Against the bakdrop o a millennial hirographi media his-

tory and ve enturies o typographially enored thinking proesses, 

Jousse’s paradigm is omprehensible as the reovery o lost sensibilities. 

In the ae o a dominant sholarly propensity to treat texts as the one 

medium through whih other senses must be interpreted, Jousse argued 

that voie and reitation, rhythm and gesture, memory and perormane, 

sound and verbomotori style were harateristi o the biblial tradi-

tions and provided the appropriate means or reativating them. All these 

operations o verbalization and remembering were, in his view, somati-

ally rooted, and olletively represented a whole set o sensory values. 

It was his lielong onvition that there was no ognitive pereption 

without a grounding in sensory pereption. Last and not least, Jousse’s 

sensory rehabilitation o biblial exegesis losely attahed itsel to the sa-

red. Partiularly noteworthy in this regard is his oral-memorial-sensory 

interpretation o the ritual o Mass as an oral-memorial repristination o 

an anient Palestinian mimodrama. All in all, Jousse’s redisovery o lost 

sensibilities is in urgent need o a theologial appropriation. 

I it is objeted that Jousse’s interests were single-mindedly oused 

on the oral and oral-style medium while or us biblial traditions are

primarily aessible in the textual medium, I wish to alert readers to the 

at that the ontributors to this volume have amply demonstrated the 

appliability o Joussean priniples to biblial and other anient texts.

But we need be mindul that in the wake o Jousse, oral-sribal priorities 

are being reversed. Whereas by the long-standing onventions o biblial 

hermeneutis, orality tends to be anteedent and subordinate to texts, in 

Joussean thinking, biblial texts were derived rom, dependent on, and 

operating in the servie o oral sensibilities. 

Let me, at the end, return to the beginning, and bring this volume 

to a lose by raming it with one o Jousse’s avorite designs: the lamp-

word mehanism. I onlude with his aphorism that is plaed at the head 
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o the book’s rst hapter: “I am teahing you to nd what I have ound 

mysel to be unable to nd.” Aordingly, it was not Jousse’s intention 

to reate an aademi shool o aithul ollowers. Rather, his intention 

(and ultimately the purpose o this book) is to allow Jousse’s model to 

impat our thinking about gospels and biblial traditions in the interest 

o beoming more deeply reetive about the biblial disipline, and to 

extend his insights, in whatever revised or modied orm, to our work in 

the urrent digital media revolution. 
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