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“A fountain of most pure water springing up into everlasting life.”


 In what remains one of the greatest essays in the English language, the Translators of the King James Bible address their reader under no delusions as to the difficulty of their task. They begin thus: “Zeal to promote the common good, whether it be by devising anything ourselves, or revising that which hath been laboured by others, deserveth certainly much respect and esteem, but yet findeth but cold entertainment in the world. It is welcomed with suspicion instead of love, and with emulation instead of thanks.” What was to become the best loved text in English labours at the outset like almost any other revisionary project, not least in matters of religious practice, as people prefer to stand by old and familiar words and ways. But in a passage of their essay which itself aspires to literary heights, the Translators, or at least Miles Smith writing on their behalf, make the purpose of their task quite clear, for in the words of Scripture are to be found nothing less than the way to eternal life. The Bible is, in short, the book written for our salvation and for life eternal. “The Scripture,” they write, with reference to the Anglican daily office that is built on a monthly cycle of prayers and readings,
is a tree, or rather a whole paradise of trees of life, which bring forth fruits every month, and the fruit thereof is for meat, and the leaves for medicine. It is not a pot of manna or a cruse of oil, which were for memory only, or for a meal’s meat or two, but as it were a shower of heavenly bread sufficient for a whole host, be it never so great, and as it were a whole cellarful of oil vessels; whereby all our necessities may be provided for, and our debts discharged. In a word it is a pantry of wholesome food against mouldy traditions; a pharmacist’s shop (Saint Basil calleth it) or preservatives against poisoned heresies; a code of profitable laws against rebellious spirits; a treasury of most costly jewels against beggarly rudiments. Finally, a fountain of most pure water springing up into everlasting life.
Set beside these dense theological metaphors and images the words of T. S. Eliot from his essay of 1935, “Religion and Literature” as they refer to the King James Bible:

I could fulminate against the men of letters who have gone into ecstasies over ‘the Bible as literature’, the Bible as ‘the noblest monument of English prose’. Those who talk of the Bible as a ‘monument of English prose’ are merely admitting it as a monument over the grave of Christianity. …. The Bible has had a literary influence upon English literature not because it has been considered as literature, not because it has been considered as the report of the Word of God. And the fact that men of letters now discuss it as ‘literature’ probably indicates the end of its ‘literary’ influence.
Read in the context of their own time and place in English culture, Eliot’s words have a clear point, though they beg the question as to what he, and we, precisely mean by ‘literature’.


The Authorised Version of 1611 was essentially a conservative project and behind it lies the long history of English Bibles in the sixteenth century. It would be hard to deny the literary genius of a Miles Coverdale or a William Tyndale, and it is Tyndale above all who fixes the tone and language of the new King James Bible. Tyndale published his first New Testament in exile in 1526, though copies soon reached England. Revised versions of his work were published in 1534 and 1535, with the Pentateuch and a translation of Jonah. Tyndale was nothing if not a scholar, working from not only the original languages but also Erasmus’ Latin New Testament, the Vulgate and Luther’s German version. But for the protestant Tyndale, who finally paid the ultimate price for his beliefs, a vernacular Bible above all would remove the mediatory role of the clergy and weaken the power of the church, recognizing “how it was impossible to establish in the lay-people any truth except the Scriptures were laid before their eyes in their mother tongue.” It was Tyndale, after Erasmus, who offers us the famous vision of the pious ploughboy and the weaver who, with the scripture laid open before him “would drive away the tediousness of time” as he labours over his beam. For these cheerful (and surprisingly well educated) labourers, the Bible is literature read for the good of the soul and not, as Tyndale makes clear in his work The Obedience of the Christian Man (1528), like other characters from literature available to all in English such as Robin Hood, Bevis of Hampton, Hercules, Hector and Troilus “with a thousand histories and fables of love and wantonness and of ribaldry as filthy as heart can think, to corrupt the minds of you withal, clean contrary to the doctrine of Christ and of his apostles.”

Tyndale’s genius derives first from his exceptionally good Hebrew (which Coverdale did not know) and Greek, as well as his innate sense, like John Bunyan after him, of the power of English in its everyday usage and rhythms. His dismissal of the idea that English is simply ‘rude’ when set beside the learned language of Latin is founded upon a remarkable insight: that English is, in fact, much closer to the ancient languages of the Bible. In The Obedience of a Christian Man Tyndale writes against his detractors:
They will say it [the Bible] cannot be translated into our tongue, it is so rude. It is not so rude as they are false liars. For the Greek tongue agreeth more with the English than with the Latin. And the properties of the Hebrew tongue agreeth a thousand times more with the English than with the Latin.The manner of speaking is both one, so that in a thousand places thou needest not but to translate it in to the English word for word when thou must seek a compass in the Latin….

In short, the Bible in Tyndale’s English is closer, he believes, to the originals of Scripture than anything in the church’s Latin Vulgate.


The first ‘authorized’ Bible in English was initially published in 1537, known as ‘Matthew’s Bible’, though Thomas Matthew was in fact a pseudonym for John Rogers, a close follower and disciple of William Tyndale. It was this version, heavily dependent on Tyndale’s earlier work, that finally appeared, with revisions by Miles Coverdale, in 1539 as the Great Bible, printed in Paris under the patronage of Thomas Cromwell. What is of particular interest is Archbishop Thomas Cranmer’s Preface to the Great Bible of 1540 in which he establishes three principles for biblical translation. First it is “God’s will and commandment”, Cranmer affirms, that Scripture be read to people in a language and with words that they can understand “and take profit thereby.” Second, custom and tradition are to be given full due weight – the weight, that is, of conservatism in all matters of translation. But third, and in balance to this, no translation should be regarded as definitive and unaffected by changes in the customs and manners of common speech. Cranmer points out that even the ancient Saxons had their translations, “and when this language waxed old and out of common usage, because folk should not lack the fruit of reading, it was again translated in the new language.” No translation lasts for ever.

Cranmer would have agreed with Tyndale that ordinary folk should not first have to cross a language barrier before they may be inducted into the Word itself. Yet, in the reign of Queen Elizabeth and by the end of the sixteenth century, it was not the officially sanctioned and authorized Great Bible that captured the popular imagination but the version of 1557 largely prepared by William Whittingham in Geneva for the use of Protestants in exile and still drawing heavily on the work of Tyndale. This was the so-called ‘Breeches Bible’ (after its translation of Genesis 3:7 in which Adam and Eve clothe themselves in breeches, where the KJV has ‘aprons’) or more properly the Geneva Bible. But though most would have agreed that the 1568 revision of the Great Bible by Archbishop Parker and also ‘authorized’, known as the Bishops’ Bible, was nowhere near as good as the Geneva version, King James I hated the latter because of its marginal notes (Henry VIII had called Tyndale’s notes “pestilent glosses”) and the official standing of the 1568 Bishops’ Bible had to be respected by the Translators who were commissioned by the King as a result of the Hampton Court Conference of 1604. 
But now we need to turn our attention to the sixteen principles issued to the Translators by the formidable driving force behind the undertaking, Richard Bancroft, Bishop of London and subsequently Archbishop of Canterbury, described by Adam Nicolson as “a weather-tested man, as rough as a hill-farmer, ruthless with any opposition”, who had initially objected to the very idea of a new translation, but was politician enough to know when to turn something to the good purposes of the church – and when not to oppose his monarch.

We need only be selective in our reading of Bancroft’s instructions, but they are the scaffolding upon which the King James Bible is built. First is stressed the conservatism of the project. But if the official Bishops’ Bible was still to be the benchmark, the scholarship of the Translators, working from Hebrew, Greek and even Aramaic, was closer to Tyndale than to the rather ponderous Latinate language of the Elizabethan bishops. For example, and perhaps most famously, they exchanged the strangely obscure Bishops’ Bible version of Ecclesiastes 11:1, “Lay thy bread upon wet faces”, with the simpler, more poetic (and more literal as a translation), “Cast thy bread upon the waters.”


Second, in opposition to Puritan practice, biblical names were to be retained and not replaced with equivalents, such as, for example, ‘Fear-God’ for ‘Timothy’. This Puritan practice of naming after moral qualities is clearly shown in The Pilgrim’s Progress (written only some sixty years after the KJV) and much caricatured in literature, as, for example, the character of Zeal-of-the-Land Busy in Ben Jonson’s Bartholomew Fair (1614). Taken together, these two principles indicate the middle passage taken by the Translators – avoiding as far as possible ponderous Latinisms and Puritanisms – in achieving a literalism and a simplicity that gives their style and vocabulary an enduring quality that is rooted in a living language.

Third, the new Bible was not to be cluttered, like the Geneva Bible, with notes and marginal commentaries, except where a difficult Hebrew or Greek word needed some explanation. However, it was made quite clear by Bancroft, that when “a word hath divers significations” then the traditions of the Fathers and ancient authorities should be consulted, true to the Anglican recourse to Scripture and Tradition. This was actually a principle that Cranmer had honed to a fine art in his work on the English prayer books of the previous century (and which found their final form in the 1662 Book of Common Prayer). That is, language could be simple and comprehensible, and yet still bear the weight of multiple meanings and significations. A simple and effective example of this is Cranmer’s second Collect for Evensong: “Lighten our darkness, we beseech thee, O Lord, and defend us from all perils and dangers of this night” – a clear simultaneous reference to both the time of day and to our inner moral and spiritual condition.  This principle, whereby language in its very ambiguity becomes a medium for reflection and contemplation without losing clarity, is taken up by the Translators, such that, in the words of  Nicolson, “it is the central mechanism of the translation, one of immense lexical subtlety, a deliberate carrying of multiple meanings beneath the surface of a single text.” An extraordinary example of this is John 1:5: “And the light shineth in darkness; and the darkness comprehended it not”, the last verb being both a literal and provocative translation of the Greek κατελαβεν.

Many of the remaining principles as set down by Bancroft seek to ensure scholarly integrity. If the Translators remain uncertain on any point they must not hesitate to consult with “any learned man in the land”, and the final form must be to the agreed satisfaction of the whole team. And if the Bishops’ Bible is, of necessity the measure against which all judgements are to be made, then also five sixteenth century versions of the Bible are to be on their desks as well – first and foremost Tyndale, but then Matthew, Coverdale, Whitchurch and ‘Geneva’.

It would be some time before the 1611 Bible, with all its immense authority, given not least by the King himself, began to replace the popular Geneva Bible, and its was certainly not without its critics. But as the century wore on and after the Commonwealth period, the fact was that everyone who attended the services of the national church, and that was by far the greater part of the population, regularly read or heard the words of the King James Version so that its cadences uniquely saturated the national consciousness and sensibility. Of no book of the Bible is this more true than the Psalms.

The daily office of the Church of England, its pattern set by the Cranmerian prayer books and said in every parish in the land by at least the ordained clergy, requires that the Psalter be recited morning and evening in its entirely each month, and that the lectionary readings from Scripture ensured that the whole Bible be read in a regular cycle. In addition, the 1662 Book of Common Prayer prints the readings of Epistle and Gospel for every Sunday of the year in the King James Version. True, the Psalter which was finally established in the 1662 Book was not that of the KJV but actually Coverdale’s earlier translation (which, it has to be admitted is superior), though the overlap is considerable and the style consistent. But the lectionary readings did mean that least in the lives of the clergy, and often many others as well, the King James Bible was present to them every day, twice a day, at the very least. This would certainly have been true for the poet George Herbert during his years as the parish priest of Bemerton near Salisbury during the early 1630s. His paraphrase version of the 23rd Psalm, written in Common Metre for congregational singing, clearly draws upon both the King James and the Coverdale (Prayer Book) translations – the latter he would have recited on the fourth day of each month at Evening Prayer. The first stanza ends with the lines:

While he is mine, and I am his,



What can I want or need?

The word ‘want’, meaning ‘lack’ is used in the first verse of the KJV, “The Lord is my shepherd; I shall not want.”  In the second line of the second stanza, “Where I both feed and rest”, Herbert is using both the Prayer Book and the King James Bible, the first having “he shall feed me” and the second “he maketh me to lie down.”

Herbert’s poem was written as a hymn to be sung by a congregation in church, and the tradition of King David, the ‘author’ of many of the Psalms, as poet and musician goes back as least as far as St. Jerome in the fourth century who explained that “David, who is our Simonides, Pindar, and Alcaeus, our Homer, our Horace, our Catullus, and our Sirenus all in one, sings of Christ to his lyre.” This tradition was taken up in the Renaissance, linking the idea of biblical poetry with both worship and religious vision. Some thirty years before the Hampton Court Conference, Sir Philip Sidney, himself a Psalm translator (he contributed Psalms 1 – 42) with his sister, the Countess of Pembroke, to the Sidney Psalter, wrote in his Defence of  Poetry (1579-80):
And may I not presume a little farther, to show the reasonableness of this word vates, and say that the holy David’s Psalms are a divine poem? If I do, I shall not do it without the testimony of great learned men, both ancient and modern. But even the name Psalms will speak for me, which, being interpreted, is nothing but songs; then, that it is fully written in metre, as all learned Hebricians agree, although the rules be not yet fully found; lastly and principally, his handling his prophecy, which is merely poetical. For what else is the awaking his musical instruments, the often and free changing of persons, his notable prosopopeias, when he maketh you, as it were, see God coming in his majesty; his telling of the beasts’ joyfulness and hills’ leaping but a heavenly poesy wherein he showeth himself almost a passionate lover of that unspeakable and everlasting beauty to be seen by the eyes of the mind, only cleared by faith?

If David in his Psalms is thus known by tradition as a divine poet, then no version of his songs in English after the Renaissance has been more influential on the religious poetry of English literature than that of the King James Bible: to give some examples. George Sandys (1578-1644) was the son of an Archbishop of York, traveller to Palestine and colonist in Virginia. His 1638 translation of Psalm 77 (“I cried unto God with my voice” KJV) is clearly intended for private meditation rather than public worship and follows closely the Authorized Version. Sandys’ last verse reads:

Like flocks, through wilderness of sand,


Thou led’st us to this pleasant land,


By Moses’ and by Aaron’s hand.

King James reads, “Thou leddest thy people like a flock by the hand of Moses and Aaron.” (V.20). Less slavish in his following of the English Bible is the much greater seventeenth century poet Henry Vaughan (1622-1695). Perhaps the most brilliant version of a Psalm is No. 104 (“Bless the Lord, O my soul” KJV)  to be found in his collection of sacred poems, Silex Scintillans (1650 and 1655). Here he subtly plays upon the images and metaphors of the King James translation, which, as a devout Anglican (though undeniably odd in some of his beliefs, such as the resurrection of plants on the Last Day) and an admirer of the poetry of George Herbert, he would have read in his daily devotions. Here is Vaughan’s first stanza of Psalm 104.

Up, O my soul, and bless the Lord. O God,



My God, how great, how very great art thou!

Honour and majesty have their abode



With thee, and crown thy brow.

Compare this with the first verse of the Authorized Version: “Bless the Lord, O my soul. O Lord my God, thou art very great; thou art clothed with honour and majesty.” Vaughan shifts the image of ‘clothing’ to the closer idea of ‘abiding’ and then ‘crowning’ – but then goes on to develop the clothing and covering theme further in his second stanza. Now consider Vaughan’s last stanza.


I’ll spice my thoughts with thee, and from thy word



Gather true comforts; but the wicked liver


Shall be consum’d. O my soul, bless the Lord!



Yea, bless thou him for ever!

The AV has this (vv. 34-5): “My meditation of him shall be sweet: I will be glad in the Lord. Let the sinners be consumed out of the earth, and let the wicked be no more. Bless thou the Lord, O my soul. Praise ye the Lord.” From sweet meditation Vaughan shifts to spicey thoughts – an image perhaps even more important and precious, even exotic, in the seventeenth century than today. Vaughan retains the KJV image of the consuming of the sinners and ‘wicked livers’. Psalm 104 is one of Vaughan’s noblest poems, equalled only by John Milton in its employment of poetic and melodious resources, above all the use of enjambment – the run-over of sense at the end of a line. For example:

This past, the Sun shines on the earth, and they



Retire into their dens; Man goes abroad


Unto his work, and at the close of day



Returns home with his load.

Vaughan is perhaps my personal favourite in his subtle changes and plays upon the language and imagery of the Psalms of the King James Bible, but to him could be added Christopher Smart and Isaac Watts in the eighteenth  century, James Montgomery in the nineteenth century (his hymns still used through the pages of the Methodist Hymn-Book and Hymns Ancient and Modern), and the Asgill Psalter (1992) of Gordon Jackson, though this, perhaps owes as much to Coverdale and the Book of Common Prayer as to the 1611 Bible.

But now let us focus for a brief moment on one of the great poetic spirits of the English tradition, William Blake. From internal evidence it is clear that the two great literary influences on Blake’s extraordinary work The Marriage of Heaven and Hell (etched c. 1790-93) were Swedenborg and the King James Version of the Bible. It is likely that he also knew of Bishop Robert Lowth’s Lectures on the Sacred Poetry of the Hebrews (1753), which had been translated into English in 1787. If Sidney, in 1580, could remark that “the rules [of Hebrew poetics] be not yet fully found”, then Lowth, in the eighteenth century, claimed to have discovered them. And if for Bishop Lowth “poetic genius” originates in the mind of the creator God and is demonstrated in English through the language and poetry of the Authorized Version, Blake goes even one step further. In the words of John Drury:
Blake moves Lowth into the theological centre which the bishop himself had sedulously avoided by making ‘the poetic genius’ into the Creator God without remainder. Blake can do this because he is the sort of man whom Lowth described. Biblical criticism here enabled biblical creativity, and in the mind of a poet who understands (from a bishop of the established church) the structures of the canonical books and will not ‘resist his genius’, the bounds of canon are splendidly broken.

It is through the poetry of the Hebrews exemplified in the King James Bible and described by Robert Lowth in its genius and in its task of serving religion, that Blake comes to regard himself as a poet fully and without reserve in the tradition of the prophetic poets, and above all Ezekiel and Isaiah. His poetic brotherhood with them leads him, in “A Memorable Fancy” in The Marriage of Heaven and Hell, to describe how “the Prophets Isaiah and Ezekiel dined with me”, and after dinner when he asks them about the value of their lost works, they reply that they are of no significance for the canon of Scripture contains all that is of value. All poetry is in the Bible, but all true poets may claim canonical status.

In Blake, the poetry of the King James Version merges seamlessly with the English poet, so that he can, shockingly, claim equality with the greatest of the Hebrew poets. Perhaps, in his own way, Blake, in his way, was discovering the truth of Tyndale’s suggestion that English has a peculiar match with the languages of the Bible (Hebrew and Greek) with the “same grace and sweetness, sense and pure understanding” and that the genius of the King James conveyed this particularly to the poet who speaks at the beginning of his great work Milton (1804) of “the Sublime of the Bible”, linking his poem “And did those feet in ancient time” to a verse from the Authorized Version, Numbers 11:29 – “Would to God that all the Lord’s people were prophets.”

Another poet in the English Romantic tradition, Samuel Taylor Coleridge, has left us a brief work, published only posthumously, which embeds the English Bible at the very heart of English literature and culture, to be read with the same critical attention with which we “should interpret any other honest and intelligent writer.” Coleridge’s Confessions of an Inquiring (1840) give to English the word ‘bibliolatry’ – that mindless and thoughtless worship of the Bible that fails to  understand it as a “breathing organism” and a “grand panharmonicon” breathed through by one Spirit working, in his word, ‘diversly’. Giving examples from both Old and New Testaments (he reserves his most elaborate and imaginative hermeneutical exercise for the Song of Deborah in Judges 5), Coleridge insists that the Bible is properly read in the context of all the great poets and above all Shakespeare, for only then does he discover that -
In the Bible there is more that finds me than I have experienced in all other books put together; that the words of the Bible find me at greater depths of my being; and that whatever finds me brings with it an irresistible evidence of its having proceeded from the Holy Spirit.

In short, by the nineteenth century, The King James Version was loved as both a great work of literature and as the report of the Word of God, and the two are inseparable. Yet it should not be assumed that there had always been a comfortable relationship between the Sacred text and the works of poetry. Boswell reports on Dr. Samuel Johnson’s insistence on “the unfitness of poetry for the aweful subjects of our holy religion…. with uncommon force and reasoning”, while a fellow poet, Andrew Marvell, warns John Milton of the dangers of venturing, as a mere poet, upon scriptural matter in his great poem Paradise Lost, though finally he admits that -

….things divine thou treat’st of in such state


As thou preserves, and them, inviolate.

Yet still, it was the case that the King James Version was both a cultural and a religious treasure – and for many, like Coleridge and others who followed him in the Broad Church tradition of the nineteenth century, it was the latter precisely because it was the former.


But we should never assume that the AV was universally loved from the beginning. It success in the seventeenth century was as much as anything the result of enormous political and commercial pressure, and it also had numerous critics, the most substantial in the seventeenth century being Robert Gell’s massive 800-page Essay toward the Amendment of the Last English Translation of the Bible: Or, a proof, by many instances, that the last translation of the Bible may be improved (1659). In 1653, Parliament had even discussed the possibility of another major revision, though this was never accepted. But by the nineteenth century the very terms set down by Thomas Cranmer for the Great Bible – the need to keep up to date with language changes, and developments in the very scholarship that had for so long undergirded the Authorized Version, dictated that a new and authoritative version of the Bible in English was needed. But when the Revised Version was finally published – the New Testament in 1881 and the Old Testament in 1885 (with the Apocrypha following in 1895) – the guiding principle followed exactly the first rule laid down for his team of Translators by Archbishop Bancroft in 1604: that “the ordinary Bible read in Church commonly called the Bishopps Bible, to be followed, and as little altered as the Truth of the Originall will permit.” In their turn his Victorian successors – both Anglican and non-Anglican – were instructed by the 1870 Convocation of Canterbury to “introduce as few alterations as possible into the text of the AV, consistently with faithfulness” and “to limit, as far as possible, the expression of such alterations to the language of the Authorized and earlier English versions.”

In the event, the Revised Version was never a success and the King James, even in the face of numerous twentieth century translations and shifts and developments in scholarship with, for example, new manuscript finds, continues to feed the minds and spirits of English readers. It is far from perfect, and oddly it never even was actually authorized. The Oxford English Dictionary gives as 1824 the first appearance of the phrase “what is called our authorized version,” though there is some evidence that the term was used earlier. You will have noticed that I have deliberately kept changing the title of the King James Bible, and the popular title “Authorized Version” is generally used only from the nineteenth century. In fact, and spite of the patronage of King James after the Hampton Court Conference, only the Great Bible of 1540 and the Bishops’ Bible of 1572 actually carried the title “authorised and appointed.” The language of the KJV is certainly beautiful, though almost all of its most resonate and best loved phrases and cadences come from the earlier work of William Tyndale. Oddly, in the essay “The Translators to the Reader” by Miles Smith, with which I began, the biblical quotations are not actually from the new KJV itself but from the earlier and popular Geneva Bible, so heartily disliked by King James. Finally, where the translators are clearly finding their scholarly task an uphill one, the result can sometimes be dreadful to the point of unintelligibility. David Daniell notes that this is particularly so in large parts of the prophetic writings, and quotes Micah 1:11: “Pass ye away, thou inhabitant of Saphir, having thy shame naked: the inhabitant of Zanaan came not forth in the mourning of Bethezel; he shall receive of you his standing.” (By way of comparison, the New Revised Standard Version has this: “Pass on your way, inhabitants of Shaphir, in nakedness and shame; the inhabitants of Zaanan do not come forth; Bethezel is wailing and shall remove its support from you.” Prosaic, indeed, but at least comprehensible.) A little later in the King James Micah we find the verse: “Make thee bald and poll thee for thy delicate children; enlarge thy baldness as the eagle; for they are gone into captivity from thee.” (1:16).

But here, perhaps, is just the point. The modern version, the NRSV, makes perfectly good sense but it is eminently forgettable. And here in Micah, even when it borders on the ludicrous, the King James Bible has a charisma and beauty that is more than mere sense and understanding. It may be that at a certain point we need to move on – but as literature the English Bible can claim a status that makes the passage of time irrelevant: as pointless as suggesting that Chaucer, Shakespeare or Milton are to be shelved because they are out of date. It is the product of a particular moment in the history of the English language and the English Church which gathers together an extraordinary richness of style, vocabulary and syntax, stabilized for the first time – though behind that is one of the great genius’s of English literature, William Tyndale, yet whose purpose in translating the Bible was far from literary but deeply religious for it was to place the Bible as the Word of God in the hands of the common man apart from the meddling intervention of priests and the church. Alongside Tyndale were Coverdale, perhaps a greater poet but lacking Tyndale’s scholarship, Cranmer, John Rogers and others. 

Thus, finally, T. S. Eliot’s point is well taken – that the King James Bible has had an influence upon English literature not so much because it has been considered as literature, but because it has been considered as the report of the Word of God. Equally, however, precisely because it stands as a magnificent monument of English literature, it has declared all the more gloriously its status as Holy Scripture, a book with the capacity to find me at greater depths of my being than all other books in literature with which, as a text, it  endlessly converses and exchanges.

