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- The essay responds from a Christian perspective to the distor-

tion of Christian literary theory made by deconstructionist critics,
such as Harold Bloom and Jacques Derrida. F or Bloom and his col-
‘lgagues,‘ theory of poetry can only be animated by the extremes in
conflict. They regard Christian literary theory as “logocentrism,”
and their own theory as the most refined form of “a thoroughgoing
linguistic nihilism. ” This postulated opposition of nihilism and logo-
c;ént;rism is upheld as a fact by deconstructionist critics. The author
;qf;:chis essay responds to this theory by making the following view-
points: first, what centers Christian discourse is not either extreme
view of language, but a profoundly mediated theory of the “mean-
ing of persons” to which language is funetionally subordinate , mere-
ly tropic, merely indicative. Christian theory may be Logos-cen-
tered, but it is not logocentrism. Second, decdnstruction misrepre-
sents Christian literéry theory and its tfaditional foregrounding of
the ethical in questions of infexjpretation and literary theory. The lit-
erary theory in the mainstream of Western scriptural tradition has
always reiterated the basic premises: what valorizes literary and lin-

guistic heurism is an ultimate unity of truth; what conditions recov-
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ery and use of any part of “truth” is not merely the frailty of words
but the primacy in inquiry of intention, of the human will. Literary
theory in the scriptural tradition has usually tried to face: the prob-
lem squarely. Deconstructipnisf critics have severely distorted Chris-
tian literary theory when they tend to evade this major aspect of it

in their hypothetical opposition of nihilism and logocentrism.
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