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Through out their re sponse, Boyd and Farrell Ed wards re as sert their con -
clu sion that their sta tis ti cal anal y sis shows a high prob a bil ity that Alma 36
as an ex tended chiasm was in ten tional and not in ad ver tent. They also chal -
lenge my ap pli ca tion of Welch’s cri te ria in sev eral par tic u lars. I will ad dress 
these points in this or der.

Sta tis ti cal Anal y sis

Their sta tis ti cal anal y sis is based only on the or der of words and ideas
with out re gard for the lit er ary merit of the chiasm. It as sesses the like li -
hood that the el e ments in the chiasm would fall into a chi as tic or der by
chance, that is, if they were drawn ran domly from a hat.

Their method is il lus trated where they chal lenge my ob jec tions to
their in clud ing mul ti ple oc cur rences of key ideas within a chi as tic sec tion. 
(A chiasm typ i cally con sists of short paired “el e ments,” but the
Edwardses’ chiasm di vides the en tirety of Alma 36 into paired “sec tions.”) 
They pro ceed to prove math e mat i cally that such mul ti ple oc cur rences rep -
re sent a higher de gree of or ga ni za tion than a chiasm with out mul ti ple oc -
cur rences. Their math e mat i cal proof is sim ple. Given two el e ments a and
b, for ex am ple, each re peated once, there are six ways to or der them, only
two of which are chi as tic, viz., abba and baab, so that the like li hood of a
ran dom or der ing of these two el e ments cre at ing a chiasm is two chances
in six, or one-third. Given an ex tra a, there are ten ways to or der them,
three of which are chi as tic, viz., aabba, abbaa, and baaab, so that the like li -
hood of a ran dom or der ing cre at ing a chiasm is three in ten, or thirty per -
cent. Since the like li hood of a ran dom or der ing cre at ing a chiasm de -
creases with the ex tra a, the chance of its be ing ran dom de creases, and the
chance of its be ing in ten tional cor re spond ingly in creases.

As ap plied to a para dig matic, two-el e ment chiasm such as “the first
(a) shall be last (b) and the last (b) shall be first (a),” their method would
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seem to work. Even re peat ing an a would not nec es sar ily de stroy the
chiasm and might even strengthen a chi as tic el e ment, e.g., “the first, yea,
even the first shall be last and the last shall be first” equals aabba and might,
as the Edwardses ar gue, rep re sent an even higher de gree of or ga ni za tion
than the sim ple abba form. There is even an ex am ple of such a re peated
idea in Alma 36. In verses 20 and 21, Alma rhap so dizes about his joy, re fer -
ring to it three times. These two verses to gether might be a sound chi as tic
el e ment (or sec tion) even though joy is re peated. There is, how ever, no chi -
as tic match for these two verses, and the Edwardses ig nore them in their
chiasm.

Re peated key ideas in a more typ i cal Alma 36 chi as tic sec tion, how -
ever, do not seem to rep re sent a higher de gree of or ga ni za tion. For ex am -
ple, the Edwardses’ sec tion F’, the sec tion I ob jected to which they chal -
lenge in their re sponse, con tains three oc cur rences of born of God. (F’ com -
prises verses 23b–26a [120 words], which they pair chiastically with F, con -
sist ing of the first twenty-one words of verse 5 with one born of God.)  Did
Alma re peat born of God in F’ to strengthen this chi as tic sec tion? It seems
doubt ful. The first us age, in verse 23, is about Alma’s be ing born of God
and does in deed pair well with born of God in verse 5 (F) be cause it, too, is
about Alma’s be ing born of God (the born of God in verse 23, how ever, is
not the one Welch uses in his chiasm). Then the ac count con tin ues in
verse 24 with Alma’s la bor ing to bring souls to re pen tance (which is used
by Welch in his chiasm but ig nored by the Edwardses), so that oth ers might 
taste of Alma’s joy (which is a nonchiastic match for the three joys in verses
20 and 21 and ig nored by both Welch and the Edwardses) and be born of
God (which is also not the born of God used by Welch) and be filled with the 
Holy Ghost (which is ig nored by both Welch and the Edwardses). In verse
25, Alma then ex presses the joy he has re ceived in the fruit of his la bors (a
fifth joy that both Welch and the Edwardses ig nore). Fi nally, in verse 26,
Alma pro claims that be cause of the word he has re ceived, many have been
born of God (this is the born of God that Welch uses).

In short, be cause Alma is born of God, he goes to work so that oth ers
might be born of God, and in deed, at the time of his tell ing his story to
Helaman, many had in fact been born of God. This is straight for ward nar -
ra tive that uses born of God three times. The Edwardses con sider this nar ra -
tive to be a chi as tic sec tion, al though it be gins with a de pend ent clause, is
nearly six times lon ger than its chi as tic coun ter part, and con tains ex tra ne -
ous lan guage like Alma’s la bor ing to bring souls to re pen tance, and
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non-chi as tic pair ings like Alma’s joy, which is all ig nored. The Edwardses’s 
sta tis ti cal anal y sis per mits this and would ap par ently con sider the three
born of Gods to rep re sent an even higher de gree of or ga ni za tion than a sin -
gle born of God. From a lit er ary stand point, their sec tion F’ seems hardly to 
have the mak ings of an el e ment (or sec tion) of a chiasm.

The Edwardses’s sta tis ti cal anal y sis seems valid for truly ran dom or -
der ings of words, but the words an au thor uses are not put in a jar, shaken, 
and then with drawn ran domly. They ap pear in some or der, but whether
that or der is chi as tic must be de ter mined by lit er ary anal y sis, for which
Welch’s fif teen cri te ria are help ful. The story of Alma’s con ver sion in
verses 6–24 pro ceeds chiastically, from his re bel lion against the church to
his epiph any and his em brace of the church. It should be easy to find con -
trast ing el e ments in such a story, and Welch and the Edwardses find
some. What is sur pris ing is that given this splen did op por tu nity to cre ate
a real chiasm, Alma failed to do so.

Welch’s Cri te ria

With re spect to the lit er ary mer its of Alma 36 as a chiasm, I made a
“care ful lit er ary anal y sis” of it in 1983, as Welch in vites read ers to do, long 
be fore he pro posed his cri te ria for use in eval u at ing the pres ence of chi as -
mus and in vited “fur ther re fine ment and pos si ble use” of them.2 Al -
though Welch’s cri te ria are use ful, they are ex plic itly nei ther fin ished nor
au thor i ta tive and should not be made the is sue as the Edwardses re peat -
edly do.

Bal ance Cri te rion

The Edwardses do not chal lenge any of my data but only my mis ap -
pli ca tion of Welch’s pro posed cri te ria. With re spect to Welch’s bal ance cri -
te rion, they charge me with re de fin ing it by ap ply ing it to the paired sec -
tions in their chiasm rather than to just the first and sec ond halves of a
chiasm.  Their charge is un der stand able given that their paired sec tions
are so imbalanced. But Welch’s bal ance cri te rion pro vides that “the el e -
ments on both sides of the pro posed fo cal point should be nearly equal, in 
terms of num ber of words,”3 which seems to say that the paired el e ments
(or sec tions) should be com pa ra ble in size.  This seems sen si ble to me. The 
au thor of a chiasm would pre sum ably want the in di vid ual el e ments bal -
anced in size if for no other rea son than that the chiasm would be more
eas ily rec og nized.4  The bal ance cri te rion says noth ing about com par ing
only the first and sec ond halves of a chiasm, and while Welch il lus trated
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his cri te rion by ap ply ing it to the two halves of his Alma 36 chiasm, which
was a clear ex am ple of bal ance, he may well have ap plied his bal ance cri te -
rion to the in di vid ual sec tions had they been bal anced.

Bound aries Cri te rion

Welch’s bound aries cri te rion pro vides that the pro posed chiasm should not 
un nat u rally chop sen tences in half.5 The Edwardses again charge me with
re de fin ing this cri te rion by ap ply ing it to di vi sions within chiasms rather
than to just the be gin ning and end ing of the chiasm as a whole. And again 
their charge is un der stand able given that they un nat u rally chop sen tences
in half be tween their sec tions. For ex am ple, the Edwardses ger ry man -
dered their sec tion F’ by be gin ning it with a de pend ent clause so that all
three oc cur rences of born of God are con tained in this sec tion to avoid a
mav er ick. They seem to ar gue that since Welch’s bound aries cri te rion does
not ap ply as ex plic itly to in ter nal di vi sions as it does to the be gin ning and
end ing of a chiasm as a whole, it’s okay to un nat u rally chop sen tences in
half within the chiasm. This seems not only to dis re gard common sense lit -
er ary anal y sis but also to vi o late at least the spirit if not the let ter (and it
may vi o late the let ter) of Welch’s bound aries cri te rion.

They claim that each of the three an cient chiasms I quoted in my pa -
per from Welch as well as Le vit i cus 24:13–23 cited in theirs “di vides sen -
tences in half.” But they omit the key word “un nat u rally.” Some mid-sen -
tence di vi sions are not un nat u ral and may be a func tion of punc tu a tion.
All of the bib li cal ex am ples are of this type. None of them un nat u rally
chops a sen tence in half.

They charge me with claim ing that “no bound ary or lit er ary di vi sion 
ex ists be tween Alma 36 and 37.”  What I wrote was not that the orig i nal
chap ter XVII in the first edi tion of the Book of Mor mon could not be di -
vided into two chap ters where it is in the cur rent edi tion but that Alma 36 
con sid ered apart from Alma 37 ar gu ably misses what Alma was try ing to
ac com plish and there fore Welch’s Alma 36 chiasm may not op er ate
“across a lit er ary unit as a whole,” viz., Alma 36 and 37 to gether. The
Edwardses rightly ar gue that a chap ter break is not nec es sary for a chiasm
to be found within a larger tex tual unit. What is re quired is only “some
kind of clear lit er ary bound ary marker,” which they find “be tween the end 
of chap ter 36, ‘Now this is ac cord ing to his word’ (Alma 36:30), and the
be gin ning of chap ter 37, ‘And now, my son Helaman, I com mand you that
ye take the re cords that have been en trusted with me’ (Alma 37:1)” [em -
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pha sis theirs].  Now and And now are cer tainly not lit er ary bound ary mark -
ers unique to this chap ter di vi sion. No par tic u lar weight should be given
to them to dif fer en ti ate Alma 36 from Alma 37. In ad di tion to its 166 uses
with “it came to pass,” now is used 1062 times in the Book of Mor mon,
typ i cally to be gin a sen tence with or with out And. This id iom is used
through out the Book of Mor mon, in clud ing Alma 36 and 37. Now be gins
sen tences at Alma 36:5, 18, and 30; and 37:6 and 11. And now be gins sen -
tences at Alma 36:3, 16, 19, and 25 (“Yea, and now be hold”); and 37:1, 5,
8, 14, 15, 19, 21, 24, 26, 27, 32, 38, 43, 45, and 47. Alma’s ad dress ing
Helaman as “my son” or “my son Helaman” adds no weight to these lit er -
ary mark ers. He ad dresses Helaman as “my son Helaman” at Alma 36:3
and 37:1, 13, and 20, and as “my son” with out “Helaman” at Alma 36:1,
21 (twice), 25, 30; and 37:14, 24, 26, 27, 32, 35, 38, 43, 46, 47 (twice).6

Ob jec tiv ity, Cen tral ity, and Length Cri te ria

The Edwardses charge me with ig nor ing “ev i dence of intentionality
pro vided by Welch’s cri te ria of ob jec tiv ity, cen tral ity, and length.”  They
ad dress these three cri te ria in re verse or der, be gin ning with length, not ing
that “the num ber of chi as tic el e ments in Alma 36 is large com pared with
Bib li cal chi as mus, which rarely have more than seven el e ments. Thus,
Welch’s length cri te rion pro vides strong ev i dence of intentionality.” They
fail to note that Welch stated re gard ing this cri te rion that “hav ing a large
num ber of pro posed el e ments, how ever, is not alone very sig nif i cant, for
all the el e ments must bear their own weight. An ex tended chiasm is prob a -
bly not much stron ger than its weak est links.”7 Welch’s chiasm suf fers
from many weak links.  In deed, nearly ev ery el e ment can be chal lenged as
be ing ar bi trarily se lected to cre ate sym me try, ig nor ing equally im por tant
text, com bin ing dif fer ent clauses to cre ate el e ments, be ing out of se -
quence, re ly ing on a word for a match and ig nor ing the sub stance, add ing
words to cre ate a better match, or ig nor ing better matches for el e ments
that are out of se quence.

The Edwardses ar gue that the turn ing point in Welch’s
chiasm—Alma’s ap peal to Je sus Christ—co in cides with the turn ing point
in Alma’s life, which is strong ev i dence of intentionality un der the cen tral -
ity cri te rion. This is true if the proper lit er ary unit is Alma 36 alone and
not Alma 36 and 37 to gether, but how much mile age can be got ten from
this one fact? I noted in my pa per pub lished in Di a logue that Welch has
dif fi culty de fin ing the turn ing point, and that schol ars dis agree whether
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the turn ing point or the first and last el e ments of a chiasm are the more
im por tant. Cer tainly the first and last el e ments in Welch’s chiasm pair
un eas ily and are not par tic u larly im por tant; the Edwardses even ig nore
them in their con struc tion of a chiasm. Alma’s ref er ence at the turn ing
point to his be ing in the “gall of bit ter ness” seems to have been bor rowed
from Pe ter’s com ment to Si mon at Acts 8:23, which would not have been
avail able to Alma for bor row ing. This ap par ent anach ro nism sug gests that 
the ques tion is not whether Alma in tended Alma 36 as a chiasm but
whether Alma even com posed Alma 36.

The Edwardses charge me un der Welch’s ob jec tiv ity cri te rion, which, 
as they con dense it, “re wards strong ties be tween paired chi as tic el e -
ments,” with ar gu ing weakly that Welch has la beled two pair ings cre atively 
to con vey more pre ci sion than is pres ent in the text. The first pair ing is
Welch’s e-e’, which is the Edwardses’s c-c’. Welch’s cre ativ ity seems ev i -
dent. As I noted in my pa per, in el e ment e’ Welch ital i cizes bond age but
not cap tiv ity in the two oc cur rences of bond age and cap tiv ity, ap par ently be -
cause bond age is the key word in el e ment e with which e’ is paired, but cap -
tiv ity oc curs in el e ment d’, with which e’ is not paired. This gives Welch’s
chiasm the ap pear ance of more pre ci sion than in fact ex ists. The
Edwardses “con trast ing view” to my “weak ar gu ment” is based on their
own con struc tion of the chi as tic sec tions that re flect their sta tis ti cal, but
hardly lit er ary, ap proach. Their “God de liv ered our fa thers from bond -
age” pair ing matches a thirty-six word c (verse 2b) with a ninety-two word
c’ (verses 28b–29a), which, like Welch’s e’, se lects bond age from the two ap -
pear ances of bond age and cap tiv ity to avoid us ing cap tiv ity be cause re mem ber -
ing their cap tiv ity is what the ad ja cent b’ is about. The lon ger c’ ig nores
Alma’s prais ing God; God’s bring ing their fa thers out of Egypt, swal low -
ing up the Egyp tians in the Red Sea, and lead ing their fa thers into the
prom ised land; and God’s bring ing their fa thers out of Je ru sa lem. The
Edwardses ex plain that Alma is sim ply “bring ing out ad di tional mean ing” 
in his ex pe ri ence, which seems like a “weak” ex pla na tion for ig nor ing so
much text. Their sta tis ti cal ap proach per mits this, how ever, since it ig -
nores lit er ary el e ments that ap pear at least twice—such as the two oc cur -
rences of “he has brought our fa thers out of” Egypt or Je ru sa lem—but
which they de ter mine do not form part of the chi as tic struc ture.

The sec ond pair ing is Welch’s n-n’, which is the Edwardses’s H-H’.
Again, Welch’s cre ativ ity seems ev i dent. To cre ate el e ment n, Welch ig -
nores verses 11, 12, and 13 and boils verses 14 and 15 down to “fear of be -
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ing in the pres ence of God,” even though fear does not oc cur in ei ther verse
but pres ence of God oc curs twice; and for n’ he ig nores verse 21 and boils
verse 22 down to “long to be in the pres ence of God,” even though pres ence of 
God does not oc cur in this verse and so he adds it, which gives Welch’s
chiasm the ap pear ance of a lit eral match. There is no com mon al ity of lan -
guage at all in verses 14-15 and 22 from which n-n’ are con structed ex cept
soul, which is ig nored by Welch in his chiasm in all six verses where it oc -
curs: verses 12, 14, 15, 16, 20, 22;8 and God, which is not hard to match
since it oc curs by it self twenty-one times in six teen verses through out
Alma 36, not to men tion other ref er ences to de ity. The Edwardses’s con -
trast ing view has as lit tle lit er ary merit, al though their H (verses 14b–15) is 
only fifty per cent lon ger than their H’ (verse 22).  Still, the sixty-four word
H is pared down to “I feared to be with God,” even though feared does not
oc cur in verse 14 or 15.  The thirty-nine word H’ is re duced to “I longed to 
be with God,” ig nor ing en tirely Alma’s in tro duc tory rev erie, “Yea,
methought I saw, even as our fa ther Lehi saw, God sit ting upon his
throne, sur rounded with num ber less con courses of an gels, in the at ti tude
of sing ing and prais ing their God.” Their sta tis ti cal anal y sis en ables them
to ig nore Alma’s rev erie and all other ig nored text with out af fect ing their
cal cu la tions, which dis tin guishes their sta tis ti cal ap proach from Welch’s
lit er ary ap proach, which pre scribes den sity, or the amount of ig nored text
be tween el e ments, as one of the cri te ria by which to judge the pres ence of
chi as mus. The ab sence of any com mon lan guage in verses 14-15 and 22
(ex cept soul, which, like Welch, the Edwardses ig nore through out their
chiasm) would seem to fail their own Rule 2, which states that “two or
more ap pear ances of a sin gle lit er ary el e ment must share the same es sen -
tial word or words.”9

Ap ply ing this Rule to their sec tions H and H’, it is not clear what the 
shared es sen tial word or words are in their lit er ary el e ment “I feared
(longed) to be with God.”

The Edwardses iden tify two other “re mark able con trast ing pair -
ings.” The first is “the pair con trast ing Alma’s pain be fore ap peal ing to Je -
sus Christ with his joy af ter ward.” It is un clear which chi as tic sec tions the
Edwardses have in mind since none of their sec tions do this. They may be
re fer ring to verse 20, in which Alma ex plic itly con trasts his joy with his
pain and which is the one verse in ad di tion to the turn ing point that
Welch has high lighted in each of his four pa pers on Alma 36 as mak ing
just this con trast,10 al though it is un clear why Welch does not also iden -
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tify verse 21, in which Alma makes this same ex plicit con trast. If both or ei -
ther of these verses is what the Edwardses are re fer ring to as a re mark able
con trast ing pair ing, what is re mark able is that the Edwardses could not
use ei ther verse 20 or 21 in their chi as tic con struct and they ig nore both
verses.

The sec ond “re mark able con trast ing pair ing” is their G and G’, “I
fell (stood) and lost (re gained) the use of my limbs.” G com prises verses 6,
7, 8, 9, 10, and 11, in which Alma falls, stands up, and falls again. The
Edwardses ig nore that Alma not only lost the use of his limbs but could
not open his mouth. They ig nore that Alma re fers to his seek ing to de stroy 
the church three times, as many times as he men tions his fall ing. They ig -
nore that an an gel vis ited Alma and the sons of Mosiah. These all seem to
be at least as im por tant as Alma’s fall ing and los ing the use of his limbs.
But then limbs is the only com mon word in this “re mark able pair ing” of
this 213 word sec tion G with the fif teen word G’.

Fi nally, and apart from Welch’s cri te ria, the Edwardses at tempt to
an swer my ques tion as to why joy in two un paired sec tions (I’ and F’) does
not vi o late their Rule 4, which per mits non-chi as tic el e ments to ap pear
more than once within a chi as tic sec tion if they do not ap pear out side the
sec tion. As I noted in my pa per, their Rule 4 thus per mits any amount of
ex tra ne ous lan guage in a chi as tic sec tion so long as it stays within the sec -
tion, which may be okay for their sta tis ti cal anal y sis but is prob lem at i cal
un der Welch’s den sity cri te rion. For ex am ple, joy oc curs twice in verses 24
and 25. These verses are in cluded in F’ but both joys are ig nored in
Edwardses’ chiasm and are thus nonchiastic el e ments. Their Rule 4 per -
mits this so long as joy does not ap pear else where. But joy also oc curs three
times in verses 20 and 21, which are in cluded in sec tion I’ also as
nonchiastic el e ments. This would seem to vi o late their Rule 4.

The Edwardses an swer that this is ac cept able be cause their small est
chi as tic el e ment is a com plete idea so that “in di vid ual words such as ‘joy’
and even short word pairs such as ‘exeeding joy’ do not vi o late the sta tis ti -
cal in de pend ence of chi as tic el e ments, and need not be ac counted for in
the anal y sis.” While their sta tis ti cal anal y sis thus dis counts ex tra ne ous
lan guage, a lit er ary anal y sis can not. It seems un likely that Alma would
rhap so dize about his joy five times and not in tend his rhap so dies to be
part of his lit er ary con struct, and yet they are all ig nored by the Edwardses. 
The Edwardses do, how ever, ex plic itly rec og nize that if com plete ideas in
I’ matched com plete ideas in F’, it would have vi o lated their Rule 4.
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Does joy, then, form part of a com plete idea? “I have ex pe ri enced ex -
ceed ing joy” is a fair sum mary of verses 20 (I’) and 24–25 (F’). Granted, ex -
pe ri enced does not oc cur in these verses, but then the Edwardses’ com plete
idea for E-E’ is “I re ceived knowl edge of God” and yet re ceived does not oc -
cur in verses 4 or 5 (E) or 26 (E’); their com plete idea for H-H’ is “I feared
(longed) to be with God” and yet nei ther feared nor longed oc curs in verses
14 or 15 (H) or feared in verse 22 (H’); and their com plete idea for J-J’ is “I
re mem bered (ap pealed to) Je sus Christ, son of God,” and yet ap pealed to
does not oc cur in verse 17b (J) and nei ther re mem bered nor ap pealed to oc -
curs in verse 18 (I’). If there were a chi as tic match for joy, they could eas ily
have formed joy into a com plete idea and had an other chi as tic pair ing.

While the Edwardses agree that there is some flex i bil ity in ren der ing 
Alma 36 as a chiasm, they de fend its intentionality with their sta tis ti cal
anal y sis, what ever its ren der ing. As I have shown, how ever, I ques tion the
ap pli ca bil ity of their sta tis ti cal anal y sis and chal lenge Alma 36 as an ex -
tended chiasm based on lit er ary anal y sis.

Notes

1. Earl M. Wunderli has de grees in phi los o phy and law from the
Uni ver sity of Utah. He re tired as As so ci ate Gen eral Coun sel of IBM in
Con nect i cut in 1993 and re turned to his na tive Utah. He has long made
an av o ca tion of study ing the in ter nal ev i dence in the Book of Mormon.

2. John W. Welch, “Cri te ria for Iden ti fy ing and Eval u at ing the Pres -
ence of Chi as mus,” Jour nal of Book of Mor mon Stud ies 4, no. 2 (1995): 13,
14. Af ter be ing in tro duced to chi as mus in 1983 through Welch’s ar ti cle,
“Chi as mus in the Book of Mor mon,” in Book of Mor mon Au thor ship: New
Light on An cient Or i gins, ed ited by Noel B. Reynolds (Re li gious Stud ies
Cen ter, BYU 1982), I an a lyzed and chal lenged all eight of Welch’s ex am -
ples and sent him my anal y sis by let ter dated De cem ber 1983. My anal y sis
has not oth er wise been pub lished.

3. Welch, “Cri te ria for Iden ti fy ing and Eval u at ing the Pres ence of
Chi as mus,” 8.

4. The Edwardses agree that no one knows for sure what gov erned
an cient au thors in com pos ing chiasms but note that un der my ex tended
bal ance cri te rion, “stan dard chiasms in the Bi ble would fail. For ex am ple,
el e ment d in Le vit i cus 24:13–23 has 57 words, and el e ment d’ has 26.
This im bal ance does not tar nish schol arly re gard for this pas sage as a de -
lib er ate ap pli ca tion of the chi as tic form.”  They lay out Le vit i cus 24:13–23 
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chiastically in Boyd F. Ed wards and W. Farrell Ed wards, “Does Chi as mus
Ap pear in the Book of Mor mon by Chance?” in BYU Stud ies 43, no. 2
(2004): 120–121.

I am aware of one scholar, Da vid Wright, who writes, that “the chi as -
tic struc ture in Le vit i cus 24:13–25 [sic 13–23] is ques tion able, de spite the
fact that this ba sic struc ture was rec og nized over 175 years ago.” With re -
spect spe cif i cally to the Edwardses’ el e ments d-d’, Wright notes that “the
d-mem bers (d=24:15b-16; d’=24:22) are the mat i cally un equal. True, they
both say that the res i dent alien and cit i zen are to be treated the same le -
gally, but d con tains the law about blas phemy, which is not found in d’.
The law of blas phemy, the cen tral is sue in the pas sage, thus amaz ingly has
no coun ter part in his struc ture.” Wright con cludes that “if there is a chi as -
tic struc ture in Le vit i cus 24, it is lim ited to the strik ing laws, where vv.
20b–21 [Edwardses’ el e ments g’, f’, and e’] sum ma rize in re verse or der the
laws of 17–20a [Edwardses’ el e ments e, f, and g]. This does not seem to
arise from grand compositional con sid er ations, but may have come about
in an ad hoc man ner to re in force the pre vi ous points: the au thor chose to
re peat the most re cent el e ment in the list of laws in vv. 17–20a . . . and
then, hav ing started this sum mary, he re it er ated the other laws . . . in re -
verse or der” [Da vid P. Wright, “The Fal la cies of Chi as mus: A Cri tique of
Struc tures Pro posed for the Cov e nant Col lec tion (Ex o dus. 20:23–
23:19),” in Zeitschrift für Altorientalische und Biblische Rechtsgeschichte 10
(2004): 163–164, n. 37].

5. Welch, “Cri te ria for Iden ti fy ing and Eval u at ing the Pres ence of
Chi as mus,” 6.

6. The Edwardses ac cuse me of ig nor ing en tirely Mosiah 27 and
Alma 38, which have been ad vanced by Welch as of fer ing sig nif i cant ev i -
dence of intentionality be hind the struc ture of Alma 36. In Mosiah 27,
Alma tells his con ver sion story in short an ti thet i cal parallelisms. In Alma
36, Alma uses the same phrases, but he splits these parallelisms so that
their first el e ments ap pear in the first half of Alma 36 and their sec ond el -
e ments ap pear in the sec ond half of Alma 36. Chang ing from an ti thet i cal
par al lel ism to in tro verted par al lel ism seems to be a clear, de lib er ate
choice. Then, in Alma 38, speak ing to Shiblon, his sec ond son, Alma in -
cludes only the first half of the ac count in Alma 36 which he gave to
Helaman, his first son. In Alma 38:8, Alma co mes right up to the turn ing
point of Alma 36, and there he stops; he does not chiastically work his way 
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back out of the story as he does in Alma 36. This gives ev i dence that Alma
con sciously saw that point as a lit er ary fo cal point.

I have not ig nored Mosiah 27 and Alma 38 in my re search, and ac tu -
ally ad dressed Mosiah 27 in an early draft of my pa per, but to have got ten
into them would have greatly ex panded my pa per and taken us far afield.
For ex am ple, I have fash ioned Alma’s “psalm” at Mosiah 27:24–31, as
Welch calls it [John W. Welch, “Three Ac counts of Alma’s Con ver sion,”
in Reexploring the Book of Mor mon (Salt Lake City: Deseret Book Com -
pany/Provo, Utah: FARMS, 1992), 151], into a chiasm of six paired el e -
ments and a one-line turn ing point, ex plain ing the pair ings imag i na tively
much as any one can do to de fend a po si tion. The Edwardses them selves
rec og nize that “the hu man mind can find a log i cal tie be tween al most any
two ideas” (“Does Chi as mus Ap pear in the Book of Mor mon by Chance?” 
112).

Also, Alma does not “tell his con ver sion story” in Mosiah 27 as he
does in Alma 36. Who ever wrote Mosiah 27 (this is an other ques tion that
takes us far afield) had al ready given a full ac count of the con ver sion story
at Mosiah 27:8–23, which the sons of Mosiah re lated to Alma’s fa ther in
de tail (verse 20). When Alma awoke af ter two or three days, his spon ta ne -
ous psalm bid those around him to be of good com fort (verse 23) as he oc -
ca sion ally used “short an ti thet i cal parallelisms,” not to tell his con ver sion
story, but to de clare how he had been in the dark and now had seen the
light. Alma’s psalm at Mosiah 27 is hardly com pa ra ble to Alma 36.

Other things about Mosiah 27 take us far afield. For ex am ple, the
turn ing point in the chiasm I fash ioned is, “My soul hath been re deemed
from the gall of bit ter ness and bonds of in iq uity,” which is bor rowed di -
rectly from Pe ter’s com ment to Si mon at Acts 8:23, which would not have
been avail able to Alma for bor row ing. Also, the story of Alma’s con ver -
sion seems to be bor rowed from Paul’s con ver sion on the road to Da mas -
cus. As Saul (known to us as Paul) jour neyed to ward Da mas cus, “sud denly 
there shined round about him a light from heaven: and he fell to the earth,
and heard a voice say ing unto him, Saul, Saul, why persecutest thou me?”
(Acts 9:3–4). Sim i larly, in the Book of Mor mon, as Alma was go ing about
with his com pan ions re bel ling against God, an an gel ap peared to them
and spoke to them, which so as ton ished them that they “fell to the earth.”
And the an gel spoke again, say ing: “Alma, arise and stand forth, for why
persecutest thou the church of God?” (Mosiah 27:12–13). And there are cu -
ri os i ties about the story. Alma and Korihor were con tem po rar ies in the
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first cen tury B.C. and both re belled against the church. Yet God sent an
an gel to con vert Alma but pun ished Korihor, who went from house to
house beg ging for food un til he was “run upon and trod den down, even
un til he was dead” (Alma 30:59). Alma does not ap pear to have been any
better than Korihor, or Korihor worse than Alma, yet God showed mercy
in the one case and jus tice in the other. The same ques tion might be asked 
about Paul’s con ver sion, but with Alma, the pun ish ment for sin ners was
clear. God had just told Alma’s fa ther what should hap pen to those who,
like Alma, would not hear God’s voice, who trans gressed against him, and 
who did not re pent of his sins (Mosiah 26:28–29, 32). In deed, Alma him -
self warned his son Helaman that if he did not keep God’s com mand -
ments he would be cut off from God’s pres ence (Alma 36:30). And yet
Alma, while do ing all these things, was saved be cause God sent an an gel to 
con vert him.

As for Alma 38, Alma’s ac count of his con ver sion to his son Shiblon 
cov ers a short three verses (Alma 38:6–8), the ap par ent pur pose of which
was to con vince his son to know that who ever puts his trust in God will be
de liv ered as Alma him self was when he fi nally cried out to the Lord Je sus
Christ for mercy and re ceived a re mis sion of his sins. Alma does not sim -
ply come right up to the turn ing point of Alma 36 and stop, not work ing
his way chiastically back out of the story as he does in Alma 36. His point
is made when he con cludes: “But be hold, I did cry unto him and I did
find peace to my soul” (Alma 38:8). And if Alma did n’t cre ate a chiasm in
Alma 38, it is un clear why not since Welch in sists that Alma did not fash -
ion chiasms in his youth but did so in his later life as “an imag i na tive and
ma ture art ist” [John W. Welch, “Chi as mus in the Book of Mor mon,” in
Chi as mus in An tiq uity, ed ited by John W. Welch (Hildesheim, Ger many:
Gerstenberg Verlag, 1981), 206–207].

In short, Mosiah 27 and Alma 38 hardly of fer sig nif i cant ev i dence
of intentionality be hind the struc ture of Alma 36.

7. Welch, “Cri te ria for Iden ti fy ing and Eval u at ing the Pres ence of
Chi as mus,” 6.

8. Welch does not ig nore the word en tirely. The plu ral souls oc curs
once, in verse 24, which he uses in el e ment l’, “I la bored to bring souls to
re pen tance,” which he con trasts with l, “I sought to de stroy the church,”
which is a con den sa tion of verses 6, 7, 8, and 9, in which de stroy the church
oc curs twice, al though it also oc curs in verse 11, which Welch ig nores.
Thus, like el e ments n and n’, el e ments l and l’ have no lan guage in com -
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mon. Among so much ig nored text and in the ab sence of com mon word -
ing, it is doubt ful that a reader would find a chi as tic pat tern “clearly ev i -
dent in the text,” as re quired by the ob jec tiv ity cri te rion. In deed, Welch’s
sev eral it er a tions of his chiasm over the years sug gests that it is not “clearly
ev i dent.” Welch’s Alma 36 chiasm would also seem to fail his den sity cri te -
rion, which looks at the amount of ir rel e vancy be tween el e ments. Over
eighty per cent of the text in Alma 36 is ap par ently ir rel e vant be cause it is
ig nored by Welch in con struct ing his chiasm.

 9. Ed wards and Ed wards, “Does Chi as mus Ap pear in the Book of
Mor mon by Chance?” 112.

10. John W. Welch, “Chi as mus in the Book of Mor mon,” BYU Stud -
ies 10, no. 1 (Au tumn 1969): 83; “Chi as mus in the Book of Mor mon,” in
Chi as mus in An tiq uity, ed ited by John W. Welch (Hildesheim, Ger many:
Gerstenberg Verlag, 1981), 207; “Chi as mus in the Book of Mor mon,” in
Book of Mor mon Au thor ship: New Light on An cient Or i gins, ed ited by Noel B.
Reynolds (Salt Lake City: Bookcraft, 1982), 50; and “A Mas ter piece: Alma 
36,” in Re dis cov er ing the Book of Mor mon, ed ited by John L. Sorenson and
Melvin J. Thorne (Salt Lake City: Deseret Book/Provo,Utah: Foun da tion
for An cient Re search and Mor mon Stud ies [FARMS], 1991), 126.
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