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Abstract 

A New and Living Way 
A Study of Leviticus as Rhetoric 

A Multi-Disciplinary Critique of Moshe Kline’s Approach 

to the Reading and the Writing of the Book 
Paul Joseph Hocking 

 
This research is focused on the rhetoric of Leviticus as a bounded book, and on the 
different ways that scholars argue for its structure and purpose. In so doing, it 
examines the validity of Milgrom’s words that “structure is theology,” asking if the 
compositional structure of the book indicates its ideological thrust.  
The thesis question is epistemological—how can one know? How can one know if 
the book of Leviticus has a coherent literary structure (its composition), and, if so, 
what purpose that structure is meant to serve (its suasive intent)? The thesis method 
is empirical—on what evidence is knowing based? The thesis conclusion is that the 
final form of the book of Leviticus does indeed show strong evidence of an internal 
literary structure with suasive intent.  
However, given that a series of scholars since Milgrom have proposed various 
literary structures and purposes for the book, how can one know which are most 
plausible? Are there rhetorical-critical tools one can use to appraise any proposal, to 
gain evidence of its plausibility? This thesis takes the form of an empirical Case 
Study, and models a multi-disciplinary, rhetorical-critical approach to appraising a 
proposal by Moshe Kline, evaluating his reading based on his understanding of how 
the writing was structured. The thesis intends to test and evaluate the validity and 
reliability of the exemplar proposal, not to defend it. 
My main contribution to the field is therefore both specific and general: specifically, 
to evaluate, using literary-critical tools, the plausibility and significance of Kline’s 
composition proposal in the context of others, and, then generally, to demonstrate 
how these tools may be used by scholars to appraise the adequacy of other 
composition proposals. The assumption here is that the use of a range of tools will 
limit researcher bias and increase the validity of conclusions in rhetorical-critical 
studies. In simple terms, use of a suite of methods can help in discerning whether any 
specific proposal of literary composition constitutes an adequate explanation of the 
evidence regarding the structure and purpose of the text. The evidence from the 
specific Case Study is sufficient to confirm the plausibility (the validity and 
reliability) of Kline’s composition proposal, though a number of provisos are 
indicated. It concludes that the composition of Leviticus projects a sanctifying 
journey, “a new and living way.” 
Further depth is added to the study because Kline’s model of Leviticus’ composition 
proposes not just a new reading of Leviticus but also argues for a new paradigm of 
writing in certain ancient texts. Therefore, this thesis not only evaluates Kline’s 
reading of Leviticus but also his paradigm of writing itself.  
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Abbreviations and Versions 
 
BCE Before the Common Era 
BDB Brown, F., Driver, S.R., and 

Briggs, C.A. A Hebrew and 
English Lexicon of the OT 

Ber. Berakhot 
BHS Biblia Hebraica 

Stuttgartensia, eds. K. 
Elliger and W. Rudolph 
(1983) 

bis twice 
ca. circa, about 
CDCH Concise Dictionary of 

Classical Hebrew ed. D.J.A. 
Clines (2009) 

CE Common Era 
cf. confer, compare 
ch(s). chapter(s) 
E Elohist source (of the 

Pentateuch) 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by, edition 
e.g. exempli gratia, for example 
Eng. English 
H Holiness Code (of the 

Pentateuch) 
HB The Hebrew Bible 
i.e. id est, that is 
J Yahwist source (of the 

Pentateuch) 
JPS Jewish Publication Society 
JSOT Journal for the Study of the 

Old Testament 
KCP Kline’s composition 

proposal for Leviticus 
 

 
KJV King James Version 
LXX Septuagint (The Greek 

version of the Hebrew 
Bible) 

m. Mishnah 
Mas Masada texts 
MT Masoretic Text 
n.(nn.) Note (Notes) 
NET New English Translation (of 

the Bible) 
NIDOTTE New International 

Dictionary of Old 
Testament Theology & 
Exegesis, ed. W. A. Van 
Gemeren (1997) 

NIV New International Version 
NRSV New Revised Standard 

Version 
NT New Testament 
P Priestly source (of the 

Pentateuch) 
p(p). page(s) 
Q Qumran cave texts 
Sanh. Sanhedrin 
SBL Society of Biblical 

Literature 
sic so, thus, in this manner 
TAPJLA Typology of Anonymous 

and Pseudepigraphic Jewish 
Literature from Antiquity 

TNIV Today’s New International 
Version 

v(v). verse(s) 
 

 
• Generally, the term “the Hebrew Bible” (HB) is used, not “the Old Testament,” 

and, following custom and practice, the term “New Testament” is used for the 
Christian Testament. 

• All quotations from the Bible use the New Revised Standard Version (NRSV), 
unless otherwise specified. Copyright © 1989, Division of Christian Education of 
the National Council of the Churches of Christ in the United States of America.   

• Data searches and graphs are based on the BHS text using Bibleworks 10 and 
Excel (2017: v15) software. 

• References & Bibliography use the APA (American Psychological Association) Style 
(7th ed.). 

• The style used is in general compliance with The SBL Handbook of Style (2nd ed.) 
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1. INTRODUCTION AND THE RESEARCH QUESTION 

 

1.1. INTRODUCTION 

Over the last 50 years or so in the field of Pentateuchal studies, scholarship has 

broadened from diachronic approaches (historical-, source-, tradition-, and form-

criticism), to include synchronic approaches (including rhetorical and narrative 

criticism and text-linguistic studies) (Muilenberg, 1969; Bodine, 1995, 5–7; Tull, 

1999, 158–60).  This literary-critical turn recognises that the being of biblical 

literature is just as important as its becoming (Bar-Efrat, 1997, 10), and has exposed 

insights into a diverse range of literary devices and structures, apparently with 

suasive purpose, across large-scale literary units, and even whole books as received. 

Most critics accept that there are indeed small-scale, literary structures in the various 

text genres, but some question the evidence for large-scale structures, considering 

they are in the eye of the beholder, rather than composed by the writers (Butterworth, 

1992, 18–61; Boda, 1996; Kugel, 2007, 14–22). Other scholars argue for both, and 

for their significance in understanding the rhetorical purpose of a text (Patrick & 

Scult, 1990).  

1.2. THIS RESEARCH AND THE RESEARCH QUESTION 

This research is focused on the rhetoric of Leviticus as a bounded book, and on the 

different ways that scholars argue for its literary structure and purpose. In so doing, it 

examines the validity of Milgrom’s words that “structure is theology” (Milgrom, 

2001, 2129–30), asking if the compositional structure of the book indicates its 

ideological thrust.  

The thesis question is epistemological—how can one know? How can one know if 

the book of Leviticus has a coherent literary structure (its composition), and if so, 

what purpose that structure is meant to serve (its suasive intent)? The thesis method 

is empirical—on what evidence is knowing based? The thesis conclusion is that the 

final form of the book of Leviticus does indeed show strong evidence of an internal 

literary structure, composed for a suasive purpose. 
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However, given that numbers of scholars since Milgrom have proposed various 

literary structures and purposes for the book, how can one know which ones are the 

most plausible?  

One recognises the need for perspective in this enterprise, as Magonet warns: 

An analysis of the rhetoric reveals the multi-layered nature of the 

composition, the variety of possible meanings and nuances of particular 

words and the myriad interactions with other texts within the Hebrew Biblical 

corpus. Add to this the additional layers of understanding and commentary 

that are imposed by readers throughout the centuries…. (Magonet, 1996, 3) 

So, this thesis asks: Are there rhetorical-critical tools one can use to appraise any 

composition proposal, to gain evidence of its plausibility, or otherwise? The thesis 

then takes the form of an empirical Case Study that models a multi-disciplinary, 

rhetorical-critical approach to appraising a composition proposal. The test case for 

the study was chosen on the basis of a thorough literature review (§3.1), and is that 

proposed by Moshe Kline (2006, 2015), henceforth called “Kline’s composition 

proposal” (KCP). Kline proposes not just a new reading of Leviticus but also a new 

understanding of writing in certain ancient texts. He accounts for the composition of 

Leviticus because he grounds it in a new understanding of how the writing was 

structured. Therefore, this thesis not only evaluates Kline’s reading of Leviticus but 

also his paradigm of writing itself. It concludes with Kline that the composition of 

Leviticus projects a sanctifying journey, which I have dubbed: “a new and living 

way.” Of course, this phrase as used in the thesis title, is taken from Hebrews 10:20, 

and I leave the reader to judge whether the theological reading of Leviticus argued 

for by Kline is a justified application. However, to make it clear, the thesis purpose is 

to test and evaluate the validity and reliability of an examplar proposal as a case 

study, not to defend it. 

My main contribution to the field is both specific and general: specifically, the thesis 

uses literary-critical tools to evaluate the plausibility and significance of Kline’s 

composition proposal in the context of others, and then, generally, it models how 

these methods may subsequently be used by scholars to appraise the adequacy of 

other composition proposals. The individual literary-critical methods employed have 

been exhaustively discussed and analysed elsewhere, in the most part, but the use of 

this range of methods together is a new contribution. The metaphor of triangulation 
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may be helpful—the combination of various measures of data from the same text, to 

limit researcher bias and to increase the validity and reliability of conclusions. Using 

a different metaphor, from a mathematical/ statistical environment, the methods used 

are a form of Exploratory Data Analysis, not just aiming to confirm mental models 

about known patterns, but to stimulate new mental models regarding unexpected data 

(Tukey, 1977). The argument here is that the use of the basic skills from a range of 

disciplines will add rigour to rhetorical critical study. In simple terms, use of a suite 

of methods can help in answering whether any proposal of literary composition 

constitutes an adequate explanation of the evidence regarding the structure and 

purpose of the text (Foss, 1983). 

For avoidance of doubt, this is a synchronic study on the extant book of Leviticus. 

One may have widely differing historical critical views on its putative sources, or on 

the era of its emergence, or on the date of its final redaction, and yet still generally 

be accepting of the synchronic evidence and conclusions in this thesis. I suggest, for 

the body of the thesis on the literary composition, that readers bracket out their 

historical-critical views, and switch to literary-critical mode. I will later take 

opportunity to return to some diachronic considerations, when I pick up the suasive 

intent of the composition towards the close. 

Given this is a synchronic study of the rhetoric of the book, it begs the question 

about the most appropriate term to be used in this thesis—that of writer, editor, 

redactor, author or rhetor, and whether singular or plural. Again for avoidance of 

doubt, I accept that the ancient composer(s) of the final form of Leviticus had at 

his/their disposal oral and written materials (Niditch, 1996; Kugel, 1999, 2012; Carr, 

2016; Rollston, 2017) and that the Torah is not simply the work of an individual but 

represents the tradition of a community. To quote Ska: “The ‘author’ or ‘writer’ is 

the mouthpiece of the community and ‘says,’ interprets and actualizes the tradition, 

the common possession of all the members of the community” and, further, the 

ancient writers were “living channels of transmission of ancient … and collective 

traditions” (Ska, 2005, 7). However, the evidence presented in this thesis supports 

the view that the final form of the book is a carefully composed rhetorical artifice. 

Given this, I have no reticence in using labels such as “rhetor,” “author,” or 

“composer,” where appropriate, not in a naïve or Romantic sense, but with reference 

to the compositional evidence in the final form. Hays points out: “Julia Kristeva 
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describes texts as fabrics woven out of citations of other texts: in this metaphor, the 

author begins with materials already at hand but has the potential to create something 

not previously known to the reader” (Hays, 2014). As we will see, Kristeva’s 

metaphor of weaving is of particular relevance in this thesis. 

And a final introductory comment—this thesis is based on the Hebrew text of the 

biblical book of Leviticus, the Masoretic Text (MT) as published in Biblia Hebraica 

Stuttgartensia (BHS) or, most recently, Leviticus in BHQ (Himbaza, 2020). 

However, the arguments made would not be substantively changed, if one used other 

manuscripts, such as the important and earliest material evidence of the fragments of 

Leviticus from the Dead Sea, or other versions, such as the Samaritan Pentateuch or 

the Septuagint, because the literary devices and structures are also, for the most part, 

observable in these. Also, as Kugler and Baek's up-to-date study on Leviticus at 

Qumran states, the work of Eugene Ulrich "on the manuscripts of Leviticus at 

Qumran—and on the Masoretic, Septuagint and Samaritan texts of Leviticus—has 

established that by the Second Temple period only one edition of the Hebrew 

Leviticus remained … [and] that the Hebrew text that provided the basis for the 

Septuagint, the Masoretic text, and the Samaritan tradition was essentially the same" 

(Kugler & Baek, 2016, 95). This study is based four-square on this extant text, and is 

about its literary composition, not its historical composition. 

1.3. THE THESIS OUTLINE 

This chapter (Chapter 1) introduces the research in the context of rhetorical criticism 

in biblical studies, and, specifically, with reference to appraising scholarly proposals 

about the structure and purpose of ancient texts. It defines the research as being 

focused on the biblical book of Leviticus and its rhetoric, and the research question 

as being focused on how one can know a book’s composition and suasive purpose. 

Chapter 2 sets out the methodology as rhetorical criticism. This theoretical 

engagement lays the foundation for my specific approach to rhetorical criticism as 

applied to my research question. As this thesis is exploring Leviticus as rhetoric, it 

initially examines the concept of Rhetoric (§2.1), as understood classically, and in 

ancient Semitic texts, and in modern contexts, and then establishes a definition for 

rhetoric to be applied in this thesis. As there have been new insights more recently 

into the rhetorical forms of writing in the Torah, Mishnah and Qur’an, the chapter 
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also includes a brief description of relevant forms, as a theoretical foundation for 

understanding the chosen case study. Section 2.2 then sets out a brief review of 

rhetorical criticism as the methodology for the research, and again includes some 

relevant recent approaches. The chapter concludes with an introduction to a suite of 

empirical methods that can be used to test the plausibility of any composition 

proposal, and that will be applied to KCP as the test case. 

Chapter 3 then reviews a wide range of rhetorical readings of Leviticus since 1990 

(§3.1), including Kline’s, and collates the composition proposals into a literature 

“map” to aid in analysis of the similarities and differences that emerge (§3.2). From 

this point, I focus on Kline’s composition proposal (KCP), and, to aid understanding 

of the case study, I first identify the principles used for composition analysis (§3.3), 

and then present an outline of Kline’s composition proposal (§3.4). 

The bulk of the research is set out in Chapter 4 as a case study—a multi-disciplinary 

critique of Kline’s rhetorical approach. The chapter is divided into two, with section 

4.1 setting out eight empirical tests of the composition proposal, and then section 4.2 

appraising the proposed suasive intent of the book as structured. 

Finally, Chapter 5 sets out the Conclusions. The chapter gives a summary of the 

thesis (§5.1), the specific conclusions on KCP (§5.2) and the wider conclusions that 

have emerged through the research (§5.3). It finishes by suggesting some 

contributions this thesis has made to research (§5.4), and some areas for ongoing 

research (§5.5). 
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2. METHODOLOGY: RHETORICAL CRITICISM 

As this thesis is exploring Leviticus as rhetoric, this chapter will initially define the 

term rhetoric, as it has been used in ancient Greco-Roman and Semitic contexts and 

as it is being used in modern contexts, and as it will be used in this thesis (§2.1). It 

will then briefly describe rhetorical criticism and the particular rhetorical critical 

methodology underpinning the research (§2.2). 

2.1.  RHETORIC 

2.1.1. THE DEFINITION OF RHETORIC:  
2.1.1.1. TRADITIONALLY 

Aristotle, seen as the father of rhetoric, defined it as “the art of discovering the best 

possible means of persuasion in regard to any subject whatever” (Rhetoric 1:1). 

Kessler says “an obvious advantage of this definition is that it brings together the 

formal and the functional aspects” of rhetoric (Kessler, 1982, 2), that is, the work 

done on the composition of the argument and then the delivery of the same, with a 

view to persuasion of the audience. However, the definition does highlight 

Aristotle’s view that rhetoric should major on discovering the best possible means of 

persuasion, rather than on the persuasion itself. Describing rhetoric as “the discipline 

of speaking well” (bene dicendi scientia), Quintilian stressed the persuasive and 

moral power of public speech. Soulen and Soulen agree with this oral view of 

rhetoric, but broaden it, saying: “In the broadest sense, rhetoric is ‘the art of 

speaking’ and is practiced, well or poorly, by everyone who participates in social 

life. The term rhetoric, therefore, may encompass all forms and aspects of human 

communication … from speaker and speech, to audience and reader” (Soulen & 

Soulen, 2011, 182). Similarly, Trible expands the definition of rhetoric from speech 

to literature, defining it neatly as: “the arts of composition and of persuasion, in 

speech or in text” (Trible, 1994, vii). In contrast, Howard prefers to limit the term 

“rhetorical criticism” in biblical studies to traditionally “rhetorical” considerations 

based on persuasive speech (Howard, 1994), but I will follow the practice in biblical 

studies since Muilenberg, considering biblical text as rhetorical literature. Either 

way, I find the term particularly relevant to the study of the book of Leviticus, which 

presents itself as the report of 36 divine speeches.  
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2.1.1.2. IN MODERNITY 

Over the last century or so, considerations of rhetoric have broadened from the 

classical understanding and this is illustrated by the more contemporary and abstract 

definition of rhetoric by Brock et al., as: “the human effort to induce cooperation 

through the use of symbols” (Brock et al., 1989, 14). Bitzer et al. modernise the term 

beyond speech and text, when they propose that: “Rhetoric is any human artefact 

which may formulate, sustain or modify attention, perceptions, attitude or behaviour” 

(Bitzer et al., 1971, 220).  

Most recognise with Fox that persuasion is the sine qua non of rhetoric, saying: 

“Rhetoric is persuasive discourse (persuasive in intent, if not in accomplishment),” 

as the art of composition is primarily “for suasory potential or persuasive effect” 

(Fox, 1980, 2). Yet the purpose of rhetoric could be viewed as broader than just 

persuasion. Alongside the aim to induce cooperation (the persuasive), we might also 

identify the motivation to learn about things (the pedagogical) or to produce and test 

insights (the theoretical) (Trible, 1994, 57), and, one could add, making a text 

memorable, enabling people to recall it (the mnemonic), and also, simply to gain 

attention or to entertain (“rhetoric” in the colloquial sense). However, it could be 

argued that even communication for education, theorising, memorisation or 

entertainment are forms of persuasion and are aimed at influencing oneself and/or 

others. Bitzer captures this emphasis in his terse statement: “Rhetoric is a method of 

altering reality through discourse and its results” (Bitzer, 1968, 4; 1974, 250), and 

Joosten: “Rhetoric is speech in action, its objective is to bring about a change in the 

real world” (Joosten, 2016, 30). Finally, Porter and Stamps seem to emphasise both 

sides of the concept in their contemporary definition: “Rhetoric is the means of 

positing a new reality and persuading others to adopt it” (Porter & Stamps, 2002). 

However, definitions that include words such as “a method of” or “the means of” or 

“the art of” may over-emphasise rhetoric as process or art and elide the point that 

rhetoric is also a product. For this thesis, I follow Scacewater: “A text is any record 

of language use; hence, it is an artifact” (Scacewater, 2020, 2), and I retain all three 

elements in my model of rhetoric—artefact, art, and purpose. I have adapted the 

terms of Bitzer et al. and Trible to frame the definition in this way: 

Rhetoric is any human artefact that influences attention, perceptions, 

attitudes, or behaviours, through the art of composition.  



A New and Living Way – Paul Hocking 8 

This could be visualised as in Fig. 1: 

FIG. 1: THE DEFINITION OF RHETORIC 

In short-hand, the definition of rhetoric could therefore be expressed as suasion via 

composition, or composition with suasive intent, and this definition will structure this 

thesis, addressing composition first, and then suasion.  

As this thesis is examining a literary text as rhetoric (the text of Leviticus), the 

definition can be focussed in this way: 

Rhetoric is a literary artefact (a text) that influences attention, perceptions, 

attitudes, or behaviours, through the art of composition.  

FIG. 2: LEVITICUS AS RHETORIC 

Of course, the use of the word suasion assumes that the composition of the text is for 

a purpose, to have an effect on the hearer/reader, and that this effect had its origin in 

the intent of a cognitive mind. As Wimsatt and Beardsley put it wittily: “The words 

of a poem … come out of a head, and not out of a bat” (1954, 3). However, as it is 

impossible to delve into the subconscious intent of the ancient writer(s), it leaves us 

with the artefact, and the literary indications in the text of the writer’s composition 

for suasive intent.  
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2.1.1.3. IN POST-MODERNITY 

In the last fifty years, there has been a critical turn in regard to rhetoric, and the 

traditional view, based on the “logic of influence,” has been challenged. Rhetoric is 

now being considered as the way reality is socially constructed, “not as a matter of 

giving effectiveness to truth but of creating truth” (Scott, 1967, 12; 1976, 261). The 

influence model sees the relationship between the speaker and the audience as a form 

of persuasion, a goal-oriented activity. However, this turn argues for “a constitutive 

model [which] concerns itself with how, for example, subjects, personas, situations, 

and problems are constituted as the effects of rhetorical practices.” In this view, 

“rhetoric becomes a human action of world disclosure,” and rhetorical style is a 

“world disclosive substance” (Greene, 1998, 19, 21). Black argues that every 

discourse assumes an implied audience, “a second persona,” and that the stylistic 

tokens of any rhetoric create a world occupied by that audience (Black, 1970). The 

logic of influence conceptualises the speaker and audience as “stable subjects 

existing apart from language.” Biesecker insists “the subject exists as a rhetorical 

effect,” so there is not a direct speaker/audience relationship (Biesecker, 1989). 

2.1.2. THE DESCRIPTION OF RHETORIC 
2.1.2.1. CLASSICAL GRECO-ROMAN RHETORIC 

The concept of rhetoric became a major influence in the Greco-Roman worldview. 

As Trible explains: “In ancient Greece a professor or public speaker known as a 

rhetor (ῥήτωρ) taught a subject called rhetoric (ῥητορική). It signified the art (τέχνη) 

of discourse that in time became a complex system of communication” (Trible, 1994, 

5). Trible then gives a helpful summary of the historical emergence of classical 

rhetoric, from that used for legal persuasion to then becoming an art form; from the 

antecedents in ninth-century BCE Homeric traditions, through its emergence with the 

Sophists in fifth-century Sicily, and then to Athens with Isocrates, Socrates and 

Plato, and on to Aristotle (384–322 BCE) with The Art of Rhetoric. Aristotle 

provided the first comprehensive treatment of the discipline as art, science, theory, 

and practice. In contrast with Plato, he defined it as a counterpart of logic (dialectic). 

It was not verbal ornamentation but a technique of argument. Rather than simply to 

persuade, rhetoric sought to discover “the possible means of persuasion in reference 

to any subject whatever.” From the Greeks, rhetoric passed to the Romans. The 
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principal figure Cicero (106–43 BCE), with his contribution De Inventione, became 

the primary authority for more than a millennium. De Oratore, perhaps his most 

influential work, held a triumphal view of rhetoric as the “art of arts.” It organized 

and unified the field, “bringing together form and content, theory and practice, 

thinking and speaking, ethics and style”—rhetoric as a comprehensive whole. In 

describing rhetoric as the discipline of speaking well, Quintilian stressed the 

persuasive and moral power of public speech. His Institutio Oratoria conceived 

rhetoric as the centre of a complete educational system (Trible, 1994, 6–7). 

Patricia Tull adds: “Various handbooks teaching rhetorical technique began to appear 

by the fifth century BCE. In the late fourth century BCE, Aristotle catalogued types 

of rhetoric (judicial, epideictic, deliberative), modes of persuasion (logos, ethos, 

pathos), and steps in the compositional process … His structures became the basis 

for the teaching of rhetoric for many centuries” (Tull, 1999, 156). In brief, I will 

adapt Kessler’s summary of the four classical divisions of rhetoric, first expounded 

in the Rhetorica ad Herennium (sometimes attributed to Cicero), published in 86 

BCE. They were:  

1. Invention (inventio) referring to the amassing of material for discourse. From 

a modern perspective, we might label this simple research.  

2. Disposition or Arrangement (collocutio) dealing with structure, the planning 

and organization of the discourse, both as a whole and in the constituent 

parts.  

3. Style (elocutio) concerning itself with the manner of effective expression, 

with word choices and also with their arrangement. While Aristotle called for 

a clear, appropriate style, unadorned with rhetorical flourishes (Rhet. 3.2), 

Cicero developed ornateness to the point of eccentricity.  

4. Memory (memoria) dealt with mnemonic techniques for committing speeches 

to mind, so that one could speak without notes. (Kessler, 1982, 2) 

This classical conceptual framing of rhetoric has had a major influence in Western 

thought, speech, literature and education for the best part of two millennia. There has 

been much analysis and labelling of the rhetorical devices identified (Lanham, 1991), 

and Trible again provides a helpful tabulation of the main features from a biblical 

studies perspective (1994, 9), also Olbricht (2007). 
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The Bible could be (and has been) analysed or described with the technical 

terminology of classical rhetoric, insofar as the text is rhetorical in nature and with 

suasive intent. This is particularly relevant to the New Testament (NT), which 

obviously emerged in the socio-cultural context of the Greco-Roman world of the 

first century (Betz, 1979; Fairweather, 1994a, 1994b; Walton, 1996; Olbricht, 2007), 

but also with the Hebrew Bible (HB). Joosten, for example, uses the rules of classical 

rhetoric to analyse Judah’s persuasive speech in Genesis 44. However, he avers in 

conclusion: “Perhaps it is fair to say that the most typical features of biblical rhetoric 

are alien to the classical theory” (Joosten, 2016, 30). 

2.1.2.2. CONSTITUTIVE RHETORIC 

As mentioned above, the traditional orientation of rhetoric based on a logic of 

influence has taken an aesthetic turn. This argues that rhetoric is not aiming to 

present truth clearly, but to create truth, creating a world for the auditor to inhabit—

in Scott’s words, reality is socially constructed (Scott, 1976, 261). 

Burke initiated this approach to rhetoric as identification, seeing it as the process in 

which the speaker associates himself with his audience. As he defined human beings 

as a “symbol using animal” (Burke, 1963, 491), he sees social groups as those who 

have internalised a symbol system from a rhetor, and so inhabiting a reality different 

from another social group. So, those who identify with others achieve 

“consubstantiality” (Burke, 1969, 20–23).  

Vatz argues that the rhetor firstly makes a choice on what facts, events or situations 

to imbue with salience, and then secondly proceeds to invent significance by the 

“translation of the chosen information into meaning, a rhetorical act of 

transcendence.” So, “meaning is not discovered in situations, but created by rhetors” 

(1973, 157, italics original). In this model, Leviticus is imbued with salience and 

creates reality for the auditors. Vatz again: rhetoric “is a cause not an effect of 

meaning. It is antecedent, not subsequent, to a situation’s impact.” So, in contrast to 

the influence model, the sine qua non of rhetoric is the making of situations salient 

(1973, 160). 

Charland extended this theory of identification calling it constitutive rhetoric 

(Charland, 1987). He argues that rhetoric does not simply bring an audience together, 

but constitutes the identities and subjectivities in the first place, and then the rhetor 



A New and Living Way – Paul Hocking 12 

“calls the audience into being” (134) by influencing auditors to inhabit the same. 

Also, he considers there are three ideological effects of constitutive rhetoric that are 

key to its purpose. Firstly, the “process of constituting a collective subject” (139), 

which involves a Burkean identification that overcomes individual differences and 

interests and replaces them with collective interests. In the case of readers of 

Leviticus, the individual is being called to be a constituent of YHWH’s people, B’nei 

Yisrael, with all that that entails. Secondly, the “positing of a transhistorical subject” 

(140), leading subjects to identify with those in the past and suggesting that the 

collective identity exists through time. Again, for Leviticus, the “people of Israel” 

are now being called to join the same “exodus” journey and “sanctuary” nearness of 

ancient Israel and to enter the eden-like “Land” with future Israel. Finally, the third 

ideological effect of rhetoric is the “illusion of freedom” (141) in which subjects are 

given the impression that they are free to act of their own accord, when in fact they 

are influenced to act in keeping with the constituted collective identity. Charland 

maintains, based on these three ideological effects, that rhetoric necessitates action 

by constituted subjects, not just aligning themselves with the collective identity but 

being moved to “act freely in the social world to affirm their subject position” (141). 

The readers of Leviticus who identify themselves with “YHWH’s people” find 

themselves called to live in the light of this position, if they wish to be party to the 

“transhistorical” story. Clearly, they are free to make this choice individually or in 

community, but the more they engage together with others in the “reading,” the more 

they feel constrained to act in a way that is consistent with their role as constituted 

subjects. Scott adds that such a view of “rhetoric aims at knowledge that is social and 

ethical, [having] the potential of creating commitment” (Scott, 1976, 136). 

So, the text of Leviticus creates a world, and an audience called B’nei Yisrael, who 

hear YHWH speaking to Moses and through him to them, and the auditor/ reader in 

future generations is called to stand in the same created world. In hearing/ reading 

the writing in this form, the individual auditor becomes “consubstantial” not only 

with fellows in his/her own generation, but also with all the people of Israel since the 

exodus world.  

Rhetoric as constitutive will be seen as more than relevant to this study, but in this 

thesis I will retain the two-phased approach as composition and suasion, expanding 

the term “suasion” to include these more-recent understandings of identifying with 
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created worlds, not narrowly, goal-oriented persuasion. Like Greene, I consider that 

both the influence model and the constitutive model, “can contribute to an 

understanding of the rhetorical process … [as] “models of effectivity, they are best 

approached as parallel vectors and not competing models” (Greene, 1998, 26). As we 

will see, applying Porter and Stamps’ words, I argue the final form of the book of 

Leviticus seems composed to posit a new reality with a view to persuading the 

listeners/ readers to experience it for themselves—seemingly, “a new and living 

way” for the cultus. In so doing, I am also following insights from speech-act theory 

(Searle, 1969; Austin, 1975), and looking at the text not just as a repository of 

information but also as an action performed with words, asking not just, “What does 

it say?” (locution) but also, “What does it do?” (illocution), which is “essential for 

understanding the way in which the community used language to constitute a world 

of meaning” (Newsom, 2004, 2), Newsom here referring to the Qumran community, 

but applicable to all auditors of rhetoric. 

2.1.2.3. SEMITIC RHETORIC 

Pre-critical biblical studies assumed that the HB was a unique form of literature, in 

that its rhetoric came from different origins and appeared to show distinctive 

conglomerations of literary devices, when compared with the classical rhetoric of the 

Greco-Roman world. It would be no surprise that rhetoric is culturally determined, 

that is to say, what constitutes suasive speech may well differ from culture to culture. 

However, more recent studies in the wide-ranging literature of the Ancient Near East 

(ANE) have shown that much about the style and literary devices in the HB appears 

to be common with other “semitic” literature (Farrin, 2014; Cuypers, 2015). 

This thesis assumes that the Hebrew Bible (and the Torah specifically) was the 

product of this Semitic rhetorical tradition that emerged hundreds of years before 

Hellenism, and there is evidence that somfe Hebrew poetry may have existed from 

earlier times still. This assumption is not a narrow or rigid binary distinction between 

Semitic and non-Semitic thought and literature, nor as if coming “straight out of the 

scrap book of nineteenth-century racial and cultural theorising” (Sinai, 2017, 4–5) 

but is nuanced in the light of what is known about the formation of these ancient 

texts (Carr, 2011). Classical rhetoric was essentially prescriptive, whereas modern 

rhetorical criticism used in biblical studies, and in this thesis, is essentially analytical 

and descriptive (Soulen & Soulen, 2011, 184), primarily because one is dealing with 
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ancient, written texts, (their dispositio and elocutio), rather than living compositions 

and presentations in an oral form. So, Fox says in reference to biblical Hebrew texts 

like the Torah: “we have a well-documented, major rhetorical movement entirely 

independent of the classical tradition from which Western rhetoric and rhetorical 

criticism descend” (Fox, 1980, 5). Schlimm adds: 

The bulk of [the HB] was written centuries before the New Testament in 

Hebrew in a context that had relatively little interaction with the Greco-

Roman world. The Hebrew Bible arises not from a Western context but from 

an ancient Near Eastern one, and there are no classical Hebrew handbooks on 

rhetoric comparable to what one sees in the Greek tradition. (Schlimm, 2007, 

245) 

However, as the Homeric tradition also originated earlier, maybe from around the 

ninth century BCE (Trible, 1994, 6), it is probably best to conceive it as two literary 

streams in parallel, with increasing mingling as one moves towards the turn of the 

Common Era. 

Lundbom paints a general picture of Hebrew rhetoric (2007, 325) that “developed 

from an already ancient, pre-classical rhetorical tradition that dates to the beginning 

of recorded history.” The Sumerians wrote rhetorical discourse dating back to 3000 

BCE, and they “wrote poetry having repetition, parallelism, epithet, and frequent 

similes … to be expected from a people given to analogical thinking. Cuneiform 

texts of the third and second millennia show that this tradition survived in Old 

Babylonia, Assyria and Ugarit.” Scribal schools also existed in Egypt from the early 

third millennium. 

Lundbom points out various rhetorical devices common in HB, such as the use of 

repetition for expressing the superlative, providing emphasis, indicating structure of 

pericopes; and inclusio, which is used so often to frame pericopes. Inclusio is also 

present in Akkadian poetry and in classical poetry, and in that context, it is often 

called “ring composition,” as the end seems designed to come back to the beginning. 

Given scribal history, Lundbom argues that “the preachers of Deuteronomy were 

probably Levitical priests, some of whom were trained scribes and went by the name 

scribe (e.g., 2 Chr 34:13),” but he considers that “the real rhetors in ancient Israel 

were the prophets … suggesting they must have received training in letters and the 

arts, venturing forth as heralds of the divine word.” He suggests: “Isaiah, Jeremiah 
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and Ezekiel may well have attended a Jerusalem school where writing and rhetorical 

skills were taught. In Jeremiah’s time (622 BCE) this school may have been headed 

by one Shaphan, the scribe (2 Kgs 22:8–10), and attached to the temple, as in 

neighbouring societies” (2007, 326). Also, Grabbe similarly (2006). 

Seeking to sharpen the distinctions between Hebrew rhetoric and the Greco-Roman 

style, Lundbom argues:  

Hebrew rhetoric does not employ reason (logos) to the extent that Greek 

rhetoric does. For Aristotle, logic was everything, the true aim of rhetoric 

being to prove your point, or seem to prove it … Hebrew rhetoric appeals 

only occasionally to the emotions (pathos), as, for example in the preaching 

of Hosea and Jeremiah. Ethos appeals are similarly rare, seen occasionally in 

Jeremiah’s confessions to YHWH (Jer 8:6; 12:3; 18:20), but not usual in 

public discourse. The place of ethos is taken largely by authority, which is the 

dominant element of Hebrew rhetoric, and the driving force in almost all 

prophetic preaching. (2007, 326–27)  

Illustrating Lundbom’s point of divine authority well, the most frequent repetition in 

the book of Leviticus is the sentence: “The LORD spoke to Moses, speak to the sons 

of Israel saying …” The whole book, or better, “text world,” is reported as being the 

authoritative words of YHWH himself. 

As referred above, Joosten’s article about Judah’s persuasive speech identifies three 

nuances in the Genesis story, when compared with classical rhetoric: (1) eloquent 

reticence, (2) the mixing of ethos and pathos based more on familial relationship and 

less on the institutional background as in Greco-Roman rhetoric, and (3) the dialectic 

between persuasion and truth, given the awareness that God watches over the truth 

(Joosten, 2016).  

Meynet has spent a lifetime considering the features of Semitic rhetoric, including as 

applied in the Greek NT. He says: “the marks of composition in modern prose 

include numbers and titles etc. But in Biblical texts, there are no such marks, so all 

marks of composition are within the text, that is, they are linguistic in nature.” He 

gives a long list of literary indicators of such composition and goes on to say: 

This long enumeration has aimed at showing that the linguistic elements at 

their different organisational levels can have a rhetorical function, on top of 
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their semantic and syntactic functions. Rhetorical analysis will have … to 

take into account the whole ensemble of elements, in order to detect those 

that are relevant on the rhetorical level, that is to say, those that serve as 

marks in the composition of the text. (Meynet, 1998, 182 and 198) 

The school that emerged out of Meynet’s work (RBS: Rhétorique Biblique et 

Sémitique)1 has also gone on to show that such features are indeed broad Semitic 

characteristics, not narrowly Hebrew or “Jewish,” as shown also in NT and Qur’anic 

studies (Farrin, 2014; Cuypers, 2015). The school has produced a host of helpful 

resources including a thorough paper by Meynet on rhetorical analysis as method 

(Meynet, 2010). 

Meynet proposes three characteristics that distinguish Semitic rhetoric from classical 

rhetoric in broad terms: 1) it is more concrete than abstract; 2) it uses parataxis more 

than syntaxis, and 3) it is more involutive than linear (Meynet, 1998, 173). Caird’s 

work on the language and imagery of the Bible is a rich resource and his chapter on 

Hebrew idiom and thought is relevant here, where he also points out HB 

characteristics like hyperbole and parataxis (Caird, 1980, 109–21). In listing these 

characteristics, one is aware that Barr warns of inappropriate contrasts being made 

between Greek and Hebrew, and particularly of the danger of inferring ethnic modes 

of thought from linguistic usage (Barr, 2004, 8–20 particularly).  

Regarding the first two of his three characteristics, Meynet argues that the concrete, 

binary and paratactic organisation of HB expressed in the form of parallelism directs 

the gaze towards a meaning which can only be “between the lines.” Energy is born 

out of the literary image and generates much food for thought (Meynet, 1998, 173–

4). However, he warns insightfully that: “One should be careful to note that concrete 

does not mean simple, and that binary does not necessarily mean repetition. A 

reading exclusively sensitive to what is identical in the two halves of a binary unit 

will miss the core of the argument, what is the aim of the repetition” (Meynet, 1998, 

174). Others have nuanced the concrete versus abstract binary, arguing the 

comparison may be better expressed as analogical versus analytical/dialectical, or, to 

use Mary Douglas’ term, analogical versus rational-instrumental thinking (Douglas, 

2001b, 13–40). We will see such analogical rhetoric in the case study with Leviticus.  

                                                
1 https://www.retoricabiblicaesemitica.org/ 
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Regarding the third characteristic, Meynet explains this is:  

the specific manner in which [Classical Hebrew] composes parallel 

dispositions and, most of all, concentrical arrangements. Instead of 

developing the argumentation in a linear way, in the Greek fashion, to a 

conclusion which is the point of resolution of the discourse, it is organised 

most of the time in an involuted manner around a centre, which is the focal 

point, through which the rest finds cohesion. (Meynet, 1998, 175)  

This too is the view of some scholars regarding the composition of Leviticus, and 

this thesis will appraise its plausibility.  

The insight regarding involuted forms of discourse is often labelled inverted 

parallelism or chiasmus. When used at higher levels of text, across pericopes, units, 

sections and even whole books, it may be called concentric or ring composition. 

Mary Douglas emphasised the literary significance of such forms in her writing on 

Numbers and Leviticus and summarised it in her final book on Thinking in Circles 

(Douglas, 1993, 2001a, 2007). To quote from the latter:  

… a ring composition constrains the multiple meanings of words. It does so 

by giving each stanza or section its parallel pair; the members of a pair are 

placed on opposite sides of the ring so that each faces the other; each 

indicates its pair by verbal correspondences … You can compare the 

functions of ring composition to syntax: it tames wild words and firmly binds 

their meanings to its frame. Another function is greatly to deepen the range of 

reference by playing on the double meanings of words. Another of its 

benefits is that it is a form of play; it gives the pleasure of a game to the 

composer and the reader … Simply by virtue of its symmetry and intricate 

completeness, the ring form conveys authority and prestige. (Douglas, 2007, 

14, 28) 

However, whilst affirming such rhetorical forms in Semitic literature, I wish to add 

two provisos. Firstly, it seems probable that ring structure was an ancient literary 

form used in ancient Greek, as well as in Semitic writing, as argued for example in 

Whitman’s “Geometric” or “Pedimental” model of Homer’s Iliad (Whitman, 1965). 

Secondly, I believe there has been an over-observation of so-called chiasmus 

(inverted parallelism, inversion, inclusio, concentric rings, mirror symmetry) and an 
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under-observation of what is called here alternation (direct parallelism, translation 

symmetry), certainly in the reading of the Torah. My observation is that many 

scholars, including those of the Meynet school, tend to assume  “chiasmus in 

ubiquity” (to use Boda’s derisive phrase) and often overplay their hand (Boda, 1996; 

Sinai, 2017). It seems that some scholars have been so keen to identify coherence in 

bodies of text, and, assuming chiastic forms are the norm, they have failed to 

consider whether the repetitions actually suggest another form, that of alternation. A 

repetition classed as an inclusio, or the close of a chiastic structure (A–B–A’), is 

often not considered as an opening indicator of a corresponding parallel pericope (A–

B–A’–B’), an alternation structure. The question is: Was the writer using a repetition 

to close a sequence or to open a parallel sequence? This is not just a matter of 

stylistics but of the hearer/reader’s experience of the text and so its interpretation. It 

may therefore be helpful to reconsider rhetorical symmetry and the observation of 

“correspondence” from first principles. 

2.1.3. RHETORICAL SYMMETRY IN THE HEBREW BIBLE 
2.1.3.1. PARALLELISM 

As Kugel has described, there is a fascinating history regarding the reception of 

poetry in Semitic writing, and in HB in particular (Kugel, 1998), with a focus on the 

structural symmetry labelled as parallelism. Since Lowth (1829), a host of scholars 

have added much to the thinking on the concept of parallelism (for example, 

Holladay, 1966; Berlin, 1982; Bailey, 1983; Sternberg, 1985; Schökel, 1988; Berlin, 

1992; Kugel, 1998; Fokkelman, 2001; Curtis, 2004, xxxi–xxxiii; Watson, 2004). 

However, given the misunderstandings that have arisen with the label parallelism 

(and indeed, with the label poetry in biblical studies), Kugel prefers to label it the 

seconding sequence (A, and what’s more, B) (Kugel, 1998, 53–54), and I consider 

this applies as much to parallelism in prose in HB as it does to “poetic” writing. 

This thesis stands on the shoulders of this scholarship and shows evidence that there 

is a prose form of rhetorical symmetry in Leviticus (and the Torah) that has not been 

given due consideration in literary critical studies. This evidence is based on 

observable, surface-level, literary devices and not on a priori views of Semitic 

rhetoric (Sinai, 2017). In this sense, it is an inductive, synchronic study of the extant 
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text of Leviticus, suggesting authored rhetorical symmetries that influence the 

reading experience and interpretation, and not just as stylistic niceties.  

The following section describes and labels the basic “poetic” archetypes, and then 

theorises how they could be applied in prose contexts. I then present three published 

examples from the Torah. 

2.1.3.2. ARCHETYPES IN PROSE 

Most scholars consider that ancient texts were primarily of an oral/aural origin, and 

Watts maintains that the final form of the written Torah was shaped to be read aloud 

in public on a regular basis (Watts, 1999). Moderns tend to assume that the 

emergence of written texts soon eliminated the dependence on oral forms and 

memory, but Carr has shown that there was significant overlap in history in the oral-

aural nature of texts and their literary forms (Carr, 2005, 2011; Alexander, 

forthcoming). Not only that—there was a strong scepticism about any written version 

of wisdom, because oral teaching by a known rhetor was viewed as more credible, as 

argued by Plato himself (Ep. 7.341b–345c) (L. C. A. Alexander, 1990; Alexander, 

forthcoming). Given this, we clearly need rhetorical critical methods which are 

sensitive to the oral and literary environment of the ancient world, as proposed by 

Meynet et al above, and by such as Wendland and Guthrie with their discourse 

analyses (Wendland, 1995; Guthrie, 1997).  

Ancient texts were necessarily linear or uni-dimensional when spoken, heard, written 

or read. Nowadays, the writer has all sorts of devices available to him/her that allow 

distinctions and connections to be made for the reader, but in a uni-dimensional, 

oral/aural world, Parunak argues from principles of symmetry that ancient authors 

were limited to, what is called logically or mathematically, translational symmetry 

and mirror symmetry (Parunak, 1981, 7–11; 1982, 153–56; 1983, 525–27). The 

essence of these archetypes is often called parallelism, given its early elucidation by 

Lowth in poetic contexts (Lowth, 1829), but, given the ambiguities around the label 

(Kugel, 1998), I will follow Parunak and use the wider term Correspondence  

(originally proposed by Boys, 1824a, 11). Correspondence in symmetrical texts is 

audible in oral texts, and observable in literary texts, via correspondents within the 

text. These correspondents can be of a wide range of types: lexical, grammatical, 

rhetorical, and so on (Parunak, 1978, 64–69).  
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2.1.3.3. ALTERNATION AND INVERSION 

Firstly, translational symmetry in rhetoric can be defined as “the repetition of two or 

more correspondents in successive units of text, in the same order and number” (e.g., 

ABC–A’B’C’), otherwise called Alternation or Parallelism. Quoting Parunak: “For 

simplicity, let us assume that our text has only two kinds of units at one level, A and 

B. Let us form the simplest possible pattern from these units, the pair AB. If we 

repeat this unit by sliding or translating it along the one-dimensional axis of speech, 

we produce AB–AB. We call this pattern, translational symmetry” (Parunak, 1982, 

7). I will use the literary term Alternation as the label for this archetype throughout 

the thesis. 

A simple poetic example from Psalm 23:2 would be (with word-for-word 

translation):  

 ִינֵציִּבְַרי אֶׁשֶּד תֹוְאנִּב

 ִינֵַלְהְַני תֹוֻחנְמ יֵמ־לַע

In-pastures-of green-grass (A), he-causes-to-lie-down-me (B) 

Beside-waters-of stillnesses (A’), he-leads-me (B’). 

Secondly, mirror symmetry in rhetoric can be defined as: the repetition of two or 

more correspondents in successive portions of text, in the same number but in 

reverse order (e.g., ABC–C’B’A’). Quoting Parunak again: “Our other option in 

duplicating the basic unit is to reflect the unit on itself, producing either ABA or 

ABBA. This we call mirror symmetry” (Parunak, 1982, 7), otherwise called in 

literary contexts: Inversion, Inverted Parallelism or Chiasmus. I will use the term 

Inversion for this archetype, as the symmetry is in an inverted or mirrored form.  

A simple poetic example (AB–B’A’) from Psalm 1:6 would be: 

 םיִקיִּדַּצ ְךֶרֶד הָוְהי ַעֵדֹוי־יִּכ

 ׃דֵבֹאּת םיִעָׁשְר ְךֶרֶדְו

For YHWH knows (A) the way of the righteous ones (B) 

But the way of the wicked ones (B’), it-perishes. (A’) 

It is also accepted that such patterns of correspondents may be found in prose 

contexts in Semitic languages, and not just in poetic ones, but here correspondents 

can have two purposes. Firstly, there are often structural or formal correspondents at 

the opening and/or closing of the related pericopes, and secondly, there may be 

functional correspondents in the body of the related pericopes. Graphical 

representation like this is not usually necessary in simple poetic parallelisms, like 
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those above, but, in more complex prose contexts, the parallelisms may need 

graphical presentation to visualise the correspondents in less-aural cultures. 

To illustrate, alternation and inversion in pericopes of text are often presented as in 

Fig. 3, to show the oral/aural correspondents in a visual form. 

 

FIG. 3: ALTERNATION AND INVERSION ARCHETYPES 

The use of indented text for inversion commenced with Jebb (1820) and the use of 

lettering commenced with Boys (1824a). It is also important to recognise that the 

letters could represent correspondents in words, phrases, sentences, pericopes, or 

whole units of books, and the breath mark indicates the second repetition in the 

narrative, poem or laws, whatever the genre under consideration. In this regard, I 

would not distinguish, as do Meynet and Cuypers, what they label mirror 

constructions (ABC C’B’A’) from concentric constructions ABCXC’B’A’). I would 

argue that the centre of inverted constructions may be singular (X) or paired (C-C’), 

but it is still to be considered as the centre of the inverted structure rhetorically. 

One simple Leviticus example from Boys, and cited by Lund (1942, 52) and 

Milgrom (1991, 880–81), is in Lev 14:51–52 (Fig. 4): 

 

 

 

 

Alternation

A . . .    B . . .   C . . .

A’ . . .    B’ . . . C’ . . .

Inversion

A . . .    
B . . .   

C . . .

C’ . . .
B’ . . . 

A’ . . .    
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FIG. 4: INVERSION IN PROSE 

The correspondents are audible as verbal and conceptual links with the pivotal 

position here occupied by the seven-fold sprinkling. Milgrom considers the writer 

here shows a “deliberate attempt to develop” this example, with “tightness, precision 

and lack of extraneous elements.” 

2.1.3.4. TWO-DIMENSIONAL ALTERNATION OF PROSE PERICOPES 

Parunak recognised the challenge of visualising the correspondents when they are 

being used at levels beyond verses and pericopes. He also saw that the main principle 

of correspondence may be obscured by the combination of more than one 

correspondent in a literary sequence. In mathematical modelling, this nesting of 

elements is called “recursion” and using this principle one can build fractal-like 

literary structures (Régis, 2013).  

Parunak called the two principles used in creating rhetorical symmetry in ancient 

texts correspondence and recurrence. He proposed that these nested forms may 

nowadays be most-easily represented in tables with parallel columns (Parunak, 1981, 

164), that is, in two-dimensional constructs. The advantage with such a graphical 

representation is that it can be used to model literary recurrences with 2 or 3 

correspondents combined within one pericope, and occurring at different levels of 

text. Both of the rhetorical archetypes described above, alternation and inversion, 

when two correspondents are in mind, could be represented logically, in a two-

dimensional table (Fig. 5):  

A He shall take the cedar wood, the hyssop, the crimson thread,

B and the live bird,

C and dip them in the blood of slaughtered bird and spring of water

D and sprinkle on the house

X seven times

D’ Having decontaminated the house

C’ with the blood of the bird, the spring of water,

B’ the live bird,

A’ the cedar wood, the hyssop, and the crimson thread.
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FIG. 5: TWO-DIMENSIONAL PARALLELISM 

To be clear, this is simply a graphical way of showing that units of text can be 

authored not just with one series of correspondents (A–B), in a uni-dimensional 

plane, but with two different correspondents in a two-dimensional plane. A particular 

pericope can now be “coded” to indicate the presence of the two correspondents in 

the pericope, for example, 1A or 3B. 

Assume, for instance, that a rhetor composes a rhetorically symmetrical text to 

include two correspondents in three pairs of pericopes. For text arranged in an 

alternating form, it would be written, read and heard as 1A–2A–3A, then 1B–2B–3B, 

but, given the presence of the literary correspondents in each conceptual 

space/pericope, the modern reader or hearer could “hear” the correspondents and 

conceive of them in the following manner (Fig. 6): 

FIG. 6: ALTERNATION (DIRECT PARALLELISM) 

This technique combines one uni-dimensional coding (numeric: 1–2–3) with a 

second uni-dimensional coding (alphabetic: A–B), and so creates a conceptual, two-

dimensional, rhetorical structure. This is, in effect, setting out rhetorical concepts in a 

Cartesian plane. It is important to recognise that this coding is signifying conceptual 

space with at least two nested correspondents. (I will omit the second archetype of 

A B

1

2

3

A B

1
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Inversion/Chiasmus, for space reasons, and as this thesis focuses on the importance 

of Alternation). 

None of this thinking is new to biblical scholars acquainted with Semitic parallelism, 

though the labelling and graphical representation may be a new way of presenting it. 

However, this thesis argues that there is a higher-level usage of “parallelism” as a 

concept, not simply in “poetic” texts, but in prose literary units in the Torah, both in 

narratival and in legal prose. The principles of correspondence and recurrence are the 

same, but structured in the alternation archetype at the literary unit level. A short but 

exquisite example is seen in the book of Daniel in the context of the famous omen, 

Mene, tekel, parsin, with Daniel’s interpretation held in a 3 x 3 literary structure 

(Wolters, 1991; Bejon, 2020b). Bejon summarises his detailed analysis: “Daniel’s 

solution to the ‘riddle’ on Belshazzar’s wall is predicated on a grid (of dimensions 

3x3) which explores three different interpretations of each of the roots m-n-’, t-q-l, 

and p-r-s” (p. 13). 

This thesis argues that these structures are not simply literary art for art’s sake, but 

indicators of rhetorical units within the whole and with suasive effect upon the 

reader. To state this plainly, to “hear” the correspondents and the two-dimensional 

symmetry is to identify a literary unit of rhetorical importance in a text, where the 

opening, closing and embedded correspondents are intrinsic, not only to its structure, 

but also to its meaning. As said, the correspondents can therefore play two rhetorical 

roles, firstly, formal/structural, where they are used by the writer to indicate openings 

or closings in parallel pericopes, and secondly, functional, where they are used to 

indicate the corresponding function of the parallel pericopes. The formal and the 

functional roles are not, of course, mutually exclusive. 

This theoretical approach is in keeping with aspects of Structuralism (Barton, 1996, 
104–197), in that:  

meaning is a function of contrast within a given system—that we cannot say 

what a word, a sentence, a gesture, or an action means until we know what 

system or structure it is part of, and with what it is to be contrasted … The 

principle of binary opposition, therefore, however curious it may sound, does 

touch on something fundamental in our perception of what meaning is. 

(Barton, 1996, 111–12) 
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This approach “attends to various ways a text functions as sign,” particularly 

syntactically and rhetorically, in the use of “intra-texualizing and inter-textualizing 

techniques” (McManmon, 1980, 58, italics original). However, it avoids the 

“intentional fallacy” (Wimsatt & Beardsley, 1954), in that it is based on conventions 

and constraints intrinsic to the text and so “public” to a competent reader, and not 

assuming anything in the psyche of the writer. Also, unlike structuralism, it is a 

theory of writing as well as of reading—it assumes the rhetor has composed the 

rhetorical units according to a convention of repeating correspondents, to indicate 

form and function. In this sense, I see it is a genre or maybe better, a text form, that 

guides the writer in composition and the reader in meaning-making. Clearly, any 

listeners/readers from outside the “cognitive environment” (Walton, 2006, 332) or 

“interpretive community” (Fish, 1980), may only be able to “hear-read” the linear 

text. They may sense disjunctions, repetitions, doublets and the like, that suggest 

generations of editors have collated the community’s ancient documents. However, 

readers who are within the rhetor’s literary culture will be able to “hear” or “read” 

the text’s correspondents as an informed reader, according to the known literary 

conventions, and so be guided in interpretation via the corresponding indicators. In 

this approach, it values insights of Reader Response Theory, in privileging the 

hearer/reader and his/her response to the text as experienced. It is not focused 

narrowly on the discourse analysis of sentences, but on the repeating correspondents 

within and across whole pericopes, palpable to the close reader/hearer, and certainly 

to those who studied the text and memorised it by heart. This approach also avoids 

unconstrained impressionism.  Of course, the hearers/readers are free to interpret the 

text in any way they wish, but as the community hearer/reader experience was 

influenced by repeating correspondents, these were most likely to influence his/her 

“attentions, perceptions, attitudes and behaviours,” in keeping with the rhetor’s 

composition. 

Modern understandings of semiotics and the concept of “visual rhetoric” may help us 

further in this regard. “Studies of writing technologies have demonstrated [that] all 

writing is hybrid—it is at once verbal, spatial, and visual.” And this hybridity 

involves dialogic relationships in, say, word and image, not simply in binary 

opposites (Hocks, 2003, here 630–31). I am arguing that these ancient texts appear to 

construct meaning by combining words and images. Like modern “hyper-texts,” they 
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appear to assume the use of visual rhetoric. The pericopes can be conceived as a 

hyper-linked text/image, linked to other text-images in the literary unit nearby. To 

quote Danesi: “The key insight of visual rhetoric is that connotation is anchored in 

rhetorical structure, that is, in cognitive-associative processes such as metaphor and 

allusion, which are imprinted not only in verbal expressions, but also in visual 

images” (Danesi, 2017). And recent linguistic studies on “text worlds” (Werth, 1999; 

Gavins, 2007), and even on comics (Davies, 2018; 2019, especially 126–29), are 

analogous here. These show the importance in written “texts” not only of parataxis 

but also of hypotaxis (two-dimensional nesting), and the importance of simultaneity 

not just linearity (Davies, 2019, 211–23). The appreciation of words being held 

inside images has hermeneutical power in this context. 

Three brief examples, proposed independently by different scholars, will illustrate 

the alternation archetype in prose, as theorized above. (Again, for avoidance of 

doubt, these are synchronic readings of the extant text). Although these three 

alternating literary units have been expounded previously by scholars, there has not 

been consideration, by them or by others, of the potential significance of such two-

dimensional structures in the Torah generally. It is fair to say that Meynet and his 

school have published on what they call “parallelism” in “sequences” (Meynet, 2012; 

Cuypers, 2015, 72–75), which are the same as what I am calling alternation of 

pericopes in prose contexts, but given their view that the concentric inverted 

construction (chiasmus) is the primary and dominant literary form, they seem to give 

little place to alternations in their analysis of texts.  

In this introductory chapter about rhetoric, these three examples will illustrate 

higher-level structures that such rhetoric may take. In this, I recognise the importance 

of Knierim and Melugin’s point that there may well be typicality across literary 

structures but we must also explore the individuality within each (Knierim, 1973, 

458; Melugin, 2003, 46–64). These three examples, and others through the thesis, 

will illustrate the importance of this interaction. 
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2.1.3.4.1. EXAMPLE 1: CREATION (GENESIS 1:3–31) 

In the “exalted prose narrative” of creation in Genesis 1 (Collins, 2006, 43–44), the 

formal structure for each of the six days is obvious to even the most casual reader 

(“And God said … and the evening and the morning was the nth day.”) However, the 

alternating functional structure of the days as three pairs is also now recognised by 

modern commentators (Ryle, 1914, 12; Cassuto, 1978, 48; Sacks, 1980, 39; 

Wenham, 1987, 7; Hamilton, 1990, 125; Strauss & Green, 1997; Fishbane, 1998, 10–

11; Collins, 2006, 73; Kass, 2006, 31) contra Beauchamp’s structuralist analysis 

(Rogerson, 1976, 167–8; Barton, 1996, 122–7).2  

Parunak explained it like this:  

The first three days witness the creation of light, of the firmament between 

the waters, and of the dry land and plants, respectively. The last three days 

produce the occupants of each of these realms. The fourth day introduces the 

discrete heavenly bodies which are responsible for producing the light 

introduced on the first day. On the fifth day, the air and waters of the second 

day receive birds and aquatic life. On the sixth day, terrestrial beasts and man 

appear, to walk the earth and eat the vegetation produced on the third day. 

(Parunak, 1982, 10) 

This alternation is set out in Fig. 7, not simply in one dimension (the formal 

numbered-day correspondents), but also in a second dimension (the functional 

literary correspondents). The related pericopes are indicated to the reader/hearer by 

numerous repeating correspondents (for example, “let there be light … let there be 

lights” תֹוֹראְמ יְִהי … רֹוא יְִהי ), setting out creation’s functional structure in parallel, 

labelled here Realms and Occupants. 

                                                
2 Genesis Rabbah refers to the six days as having pairs (in contrast to the Sabbath), but explains as 
“The first day of the week has the second, the third has the fourth, the fifth has the sixth, but Shabbat 
has no partner” (Gen Rabbah 11:8), so not based on literary structure. 
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FIG. 7: THE SIX DAYS OF CREATION 

There are also other functional correspondents within these two dimensions—for 

instance, Rows 1–2–3 in this hyper-text actually matches the levels of creation—the 

above (blue), and the below (green), and the between, but the focus here is on the 

structural archetype, that of alternation. 

This paradigmatic example, at the beginning of the Torah, and observed by many, 

shows the way a uni-dimensional text, even given oral/aural origins, can also signify 

concepts in two dimensions, by embedding the second dimension within the first. In 

the case of this creation story, it even numbers the days, to make the linear order 

overt, but it also embeds co-ordinate correspondents within the rhetoric of each 

pericope to signify to the close reader/hearer the conceptual alternations in the 

parallel dimensions. The received text is linear or uni-dimensional, as heard or read, 

but the correspondents embedded in the text, indicate the two conceptual dimensions, 

and could be signified as in Fig. 8: 

Days 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Correspondents 1A 2A 3A 1B 2B 3B 

FIG. 8: CORRESPONDENCES AS HEARD/READ IN THE DAYS OF CREATION 

Genesis 1:3–31

A

Realms
(Single Categories)

B

Occupants
(Pluralities)

1:   Days 1 & 4
The Above

Light/Fire

Light
Named Day and Night

Lights
Rule over Day and Night

2:   Days 2 & 5
The Between

Air & Water

Expanse
Waters above and below 

& Expanse between

Birds and Fish
in expanse above 

and in waters below

3:   Days 3 & 6
The Below

Earth

Dry Land
Plants

Land animals
Humans 

that feed on the plants
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The coded correspondents appear to signify symmetry in two conceptual dimensions, 

as visualised in Fig. 7 above. Of course, this structure has rhetorical and 

hermeneutical significance, but for my purpose at this point, it is sufficient to limit 

our consideration of it to its two-dimensional, alternating structure. 

2.1.3.4.2. EXAMPLE 2: THE PLEASING AROMA QORBANIM (LEVITICUS 1–3) 

A second published example is found in Leviticus 1–3, concerning three voluntary 

Qorbanim (usually translated “offerings”). Most scholars recognise (q.v. next chapter 

in thesis) that this passage is a distinct literary unit, with the “leading term” (Boys, 

1824b, 14–16), the divine speech formula, opening in 1:1–2 and not occurring again 

until 4:1–2. There is also an identical colophon with each offering (1:9, 12, 17; 2:2, 

19; 3:5, 16), “a pleasing aroma to the Lord” ( הָוהיַל ַחֹוחיִנ־ַחיֵר ). Most scholars recognise 

that the three offerings which are being proscribed also have three variants 

(Damrosch, 1987a, 67–69). Luciani (2008, 319–27) says: “the similarities between 

[the offerings] are not limited to [the] thematic and lexical coherence. Each of them 

has an identical construction, in three parallel parts.” Luciani (p. 324) presents the 

construction as in Fig. 9 (my translation from the French): 

FIG. 9: LUCIANI'S STRUCTURE FOR LEVITICUS 1–3 

Luciani shows the unit in a 3 x 3 arrangement with the 3 offerings in the rows and 

the three kinds of each offering in the columns. I have set out the text in English in 

this format in the Appendix and have also colour-highlighted some strong literary 

repetitions across the rows. It is clear that the correspondences are not just single 

words or phrases, at the beginning or end of the pericopes, but lengthy pieces of text 

in each parallel pericope, a form of repetition that seems strange to a modern reader. 

The repetitions have the effect of binding the pericopes together, like pieces of a 

jigsaw, and they can lead the close reader to notice both the similarities and the 

uniquenesses of each pericope. Luciani again (talking of the first and third offerings) 

argues: “The correspondences between the two different types of offerings end up 

being so numerous that it is the gap which makes it meaningful” (p. 324). 

• three kinds of whole offering A: Cattle A’: Flock A’’: Birds

• three kinds of oblation B: Uncooked flour B’: Cooked Meal B’’: Raw Grain

• three sacrifices of communion C: Cattle C’: Sheep C’’: Goat
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Luciani represents the 3 classes of offerings as ordered according to decreasing 

holiness (p. 323), which may be an appropriate characterisation in a non-technical 

context, but I would avoid the term “holiness” here, as it is not referred to in the text 

(despite later rabbinic exposition (Milgrom, 1991, 202–25)), except in reference to 

the “most holy” priestly portion in 2:3 and 10. Common to all three is that they are 

brought near ( ביִרְַקי ) as personal, voluntary offerings (literally: “nearings” ןַּבְרָק ) and 

intended to rise as a pleasing aroma to YHWH. However, the unique element in each 

is the portion given to YHWH on the altar and what happens to the rest of the 

offering. 

Row A (ch. 1) about the Olah, meaning “the upward” ( הָֹלע ), is usually translated as 

“whole offering” or “burnt offering,” as the whole carcass is consumed and goes up 

to YHWH as a pleasing aroma. The Hebrew says literally: “the priest shall turn into 

smoke the-all, an olah, a fire-offering, a pleasing aroma to the Lord” (1:9, 13). So 

the-all is to be turned into smoke, to go “upward” for or to YHWH.  

Row B (ch. 2) sets out the proscription when someone brings near to YHWH a 

tribute offering ( הָחְנִמ ןַּבְרָק ). This is not an animal sacrifice, but a grain offering with 

oil and frankincense. The priest is to take a handful of the grain or flour offering, 

together with all the frankincense, and put it on the altar as a pleasing aroma for 

YHWH, but the remainder of the person’s offering is to be a most holy portion for 

the priests, the go-between, “for Aaron and his sons” (2:2–3, 9–10, 16). So, a handful 

of the tribute offering and all the frankincense is for the Lord, but the remainder is 

for the priests. 

Row C (ch. 3) describes the sacrifices of communion ( םיִמָלְׁש חֶַבז ), traditionally 

translated “peace,” but probably with a broader meaning, such as well-being 

(Milgrom, 1991, 202–25). The majority of this offering is to be enjoyed in 

communion with others, but all the fat of the inwards is to be put on the altar for 

YHWH (3:3–4, 9–10, 14–15). From the extra details given in ch. 7:28–36, we also 

see the priests are to have a portion (breast and right thigh), but the majority of the 

carcass is to be enjoyed by the offerer and his circle. This offering manifests the 

sense of well-being, as the fellowship is not just with YHWH and the priest but also 

with the offerer and his communicants. 

Therefore, taken together, the first row is consumed wholly by YHWH (above), the 

third row consumed mainly by the offerer (below), and the middle row, mainly by 
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the mediating priest (between). So the vector is from YHWH to his people, with the 

mediating priest in the middle. It is interesting to note that the orientation of these 

three pleasing-aroma offerings is the same as for the three pairs of creation days 

(above, between and below). 

However, is there also a line of thought guiding the sub-offerings in the three 

qorbanim? The two sacrifices (Olah and Shelamin) have the animals in decreasing 

size, so probably value is the key factor in mind. This is supported with the middle 

grain offering, where the types appear to be in decreasing value for the priest (fine 

flour, cooked meal, raw grain). 

This is summarised in Fig. 10, building on Luciani. 

FIG. 10: CORRESPONDENCES IN LEVITICUS UNIT I 

In the received text, the corresponding pericopes are read in linear order like this, 

showing their correspondences: 

A1–A2–A3–B1–B2–B3–C1–C2–C3 

Why would the author/redactor have arranged his material in this form? In brief, the 

following concepts could be underpinning the columns and the rows: 

1. Accessible Worship: Considering first the versions of each offering in the 

columns, it can be seen that the versions of the offerings appear to change from 

the most valuable, on the left, to the least valuable, on the right, across the three 

columns. You could say that the left column is the high-value version of the 

offering, the right column is the lowest-value version, and the middle column 

represents the middle-value version. It seems the personal and voluntary worship 

Qorban Primary Beneficiary

1
High Value

2
Mid-Value

3
Low Value

Burnt or 
Whole Offering
עָֹלה) = Upward)

All for YHWH
(Above orientation)

A Herd Flock Birds

Tribute Offering 
(ִמנְָחה )
A grain offering

A handful for YHWH, 
but mainly for Priests
(Between orientation)

B Fine Flour Cooked Meal Raw Grain

Sacrifice of Wellbeing/
Peace Offering
(זֶַבח ְׁשָלִמים)

The fat for YHWH, 
& part for the Priest, 

but mainly the Offerer’s
(Below orientation)

C Herd Sheep Goat
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rituals in Israel were designed to be accessible to all levels of society, whatever 

their means, and maybe, for the well-to-do, indicating their level of devotion. 

2. Orientation: Then considering the offerings, in the rows, gives us the strong 

impression that these offerings were arranged spatially, in keeping with their 

meaning, in such a way as to communicate the ‘upper’ and ‘divine’, God-

oriented offering, and the ‘lower’, life-related, people-oriented offering, with the 

middle one representing the offering largely for those serving both God and the 

people, the go-between priests. Laid out as a two-dimensional parallelism (a 

table), the Above and the Below and the Between offerings are literally 

occupying the “right” space in the text. 

With the text set out like this, as a ‘Cartesian plane’, seemingly conforming to 

planning lines vertically and horizontally, we are forced to ask how this could have 

been conceived, except as a physical representation like this, in two-dimensional, 

non-linear space. One could not easily perceive this concept, if simply read in a 

linear manner, nor if simply listening to the text read orally.  Would this only be 

visible if seen and read in a two-dimensional form, as we have done?  This may be 

supported by some very recent advances in cognition research, on the way our brains 

actually arrange things spacially (Gärdenfors, 2000; Busemeyer & Burza, 2012). 

Also, the central pericope in the matrix happens to be the longest, with additional 

material. As we have seen, worship in Israel is to be appropriately oriented, and 

accessible to all, but it is never to have that which corrupts (leaven and honey, to 

ferment and puff up), and it is always to include ‘the salt of the covenant’, which 

preserves from corruption. The key word ‘covenant’ ( תיִרְב ) is found in the centre of 

this construct, the only reference to covenant in the first half of the book. 

2.1.3.4.3. EXAMPLE 3: THE NINE SIGNS (EXODUS 7:14–10:29) 

Finally, taking a step up in complexity, we can consider the two-dimensional form of 

the nine “Plagues” cycle (or better, Signs: “these my signs,” הלא יתתא , 10:1–2). A 

triad-structure, literary form for these Signs has previously been recognised by such 

as Philo and Rabbis Judah the Prince, Rashbam and Abarbanel (Fredman, 1982, 

335–37, and n. 1) and more recently, modern scholars (Cassuto, 1959, 61; Childs, 

1974; Dorsey, 2004, 65; Motyer, 2005, 111; Greenberg & Tigay, 2013). (The so-

called tenth “plague,” the death of the firstborn, is understood as part of the 

following literary pericope Ex 11:1–10, starting with “yet one more plague,” עגנ דוע 
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דחא . The pericope uses the term “wonder” for this final judgment (11:9 & 10), and 

this forms an inclusio with the other use of this term in the pericope before the “nine 

signs,” (6:29–7:13), where Aaron’s rod becoming a serpent is also called a “wonder” 

(7:9, and see 7:3). The nine sign block is sandwiched between these two wonders 

(Dorsey, 2004, 65)).  

The nine-sign reading, with some of the distinguishing literary correspondents, is 

summarised in Fig.11. 

 

 Fig. 11: The Correspondents in the Nine Signs 

Careful consideration of the correspondents shows that they are grouped in three sets 

(Fredman, 1982, 335). Focusing on the instruction to Moses (Fig. 12: the middle 

column), the first instruction in each set is a command to Moses to go or rise early in 

the morning ( רֶקֹוּבַּב ) to present himself ( בצי  in nif. or hit.) before Pharoah, the second 

instruction in each set is a command to come to Pharoah ( ֹהעְרַּפ־לֶא ֹאּב ), and the third 

instruction is about stretching out ( הטנ ) the rod and striking the ground, or stretching 

out the hand to the sky or taking handfuls of soot and scattering them into the sky. 

The sequence of each type of command in each set is the same. 

Sign Instruction to Moses Agent

1 Blood Go to Pharaoh in the morning … 

and present yourself before him (7:15)

Aaron (7:19)

2 Frogs Come to Pharaoh (7:26) Aaron (8:1)

3 Lice Say to Aaron, Stretch your rod (8:12) Aaron (8:12)

4 Flies?

ָערֹב) Mixture)

Rise up early in the morning 

and present yourself to Pharaoh (8:16)

God (8:20)

5 Cattle Plague Come to Pharaoh (9:1) God (9:6)

6 Boils Take handfuls of soot (9:8) Moses & Aaron (9:10)

7 Hail Rise up early in the morning 

and present yourself to Pharaoh (9:13)

Moses (9:23)

8 Locusts Come to Pharaoh (10:1) Moses (10:13)

9 Darkness Stretch out your hand (10:21) Moses (10:22)
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Focusing on the agent (the third column), the first set of three signs has Aaron as the 

agent, the last set of three has Moses as the agent, and the middle set has a mixture of 

agents, with God and Moses and Aaron. 

This time, there are three correspondents, and this time, the audible correspondents 

as read/heard in the linear reading could be signified as in Fig. 12: 

Sign 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Correspondents 1A 1B 1C 2A 2B 2C 3A 3B 3C 

FIG. 12: CORRESPONDENCES AS HEARD/READ IN THE NINE SIGNS 

Using the same form of coding as before to signify the key correspondents in both 

directions, it could be represented in a 3 x 3 table as in Fig.13: 

 

FIG. 13: THE NINE SIGNS IN TWO-DIMENSIONAL PARALLELLISM 

There is no overt numbering, as there was in the six days of creation, but the signs 

are put in their literary order, the first triad, then the second triad in direct parallel, 

and then the third triad likewise. All of the information presented in the “linear 

reading” (Fig. 12) is directly accessible in the two-dimensional reading (Fig. 13). 

There is alternation taking place in both directions over four chapters, really a form 

of multiple recursion, a nesting of one dimension within the elements of another. The 

coherence suggests that two lines of thought were used to compose the signs (the 

instruction and the agent), and give a unique hermeneutical context for each 

pericope. The significance of a sign needs to be explained by its position in the two-

dimensional parallelism, not simply by its order in the linear text.  

A B C

Instruction >

Agent

Stand before Pharoah
in the morning

Come None

1 Aaron Blood Frogs Lice

2 Mixed Agents Mixture Livestock
Plague

Boils

3 Moses Hail Locust Darkness
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This consistent and coherent grouping of the nine signs across four chapters of text is 

unlikely to be random—showing a distinction in each pericope by three 

correspondents, that of sign, divine instruction, and agent. The advantage of the 

tabular arrangement is it helps moderns visualise the recurrence or nesting of the 

three audible correspondents simultaneously. 

As interesting as this tabular arrangement may be, in and of itself, it adds little to our 

understanding of the signs. The main value of the table is methodological. The full 

significance of the tabular arrangement (the composition) comes to light when it is 

used as a hermeneutical tool for understanding the meaning of the signs (their 

suasive purpose). The nine blocks of text need to be conceptualised and interpreted 

in keeping with the authored indicators in the two-dimensional parallelism, but it is 

sufficient for our purpose here to have shown the structure. 

In conclusion, the three published examples above have demonstrated the 

significance of what I am calling the alternation archetype in prose. All three show 

the alternation archetype (direct parallelism: A–B–C/A’–B’–C’), not the Inversion 

archetype (inverted parallelism or chiasm: A–B–C/C’–B’–A’). The form can be 

understood as a two-dimensional construct, as it combines more than one 

correspondent. 

2.1.3.5. SUMMARY OF RHETORICAL SYMMETRY IN TORAH PROSE 

The theoretical argument regarding literary structure in uni-dimensional (linear) 

Torah texts has been five-fold: 

1. All forms of literary symmetry can be subsumed within the two principles of 

Correspondence and Recurrence.  

2. The two fundamental archetypes of symmetry are Alternation (for example, 

ABC–ABC) and Inversion (for example, ABC–CBA or ABCBA). 

3. The application of alternation in prose sequences in HB has not been fully 

recognised. 

4. The evidence presented in the three examples substantiates the proposal that 

these texts can be read, experienced, conceived and interpreted in a non-linear, 

two-dimensional, recursive manner.  

5. Further, I argue that the evidence suggests that the rhetors utilised repetitions of 

correspondents to indicate formal and functional connections across sequences of 
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pericopes in a literary unit, to influence the hearer/reader’s experience and 

interpretation. There appears to be additional meaning being conveyed in the 

conceptual space of parallel pericopes and across the unit as a whole; a meaning 

that is not available in the linear reading. The question we are left with: What is 

the likelihood that the above symmetries occurred by chance, and/or that they 

were “found” by cognitive bias in the minds of the above-mentioned scholars? 

One recognises that this last point is controversial. A key contribution of this thesis is 

to test this theoretical hypothesis in a case study. However, before starting the 

rhetorical-critical analysis, it would be wise to review the methodology of “rhetorical 

criticism” (§2.2), to understand the principles and processes being applied in this 

study, and to provide a theoretical framework for the  evaluation of the scholarly 

conversation (chapter 3) in relation to Leviticus as rhetoric. 
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2.2. RHETORICAL CRITICISM 

 

“Rhetorical criticism may be defined … as the examination and evaluation of 

discourse for the nature and quality of its suasive force. The term may legitimately 

be broadened to include examination of the suasive factors in discourse where the 

primary intent is not persuasion” 

 (Fox, 1980, 2) 

 

2.2.1. THE TERM RHETORICAL CRITICISM 
Tull astutely observes that the entrance of the term “rhetorical criticism” into biblical 

studies was related only indirectly to the literary discipline of rhetoric—more from 

dissatisfaction with the constrained interests of historical criticism and a revival of 

consideration of the Bible as literature (Tull, 1999, 158). In his seminal paper entitled 

Form Criticism and Beyond, presented at the 1968 annual meeting of the Society of 

Biblical Literature, Muilenberg introduced to the field of biblical studies the term 

and concept of “rhetorical criticism” (Muilenberg, 1969). He said: “Persistent and 

painstaking attention to the modes of Hebrew literary composition will reveal that 

the pericopes exhibit linguistic patterns, word formations ordered and arranged in 

particular ways, verbal sequences which move in fixed structures from beginning to 

end” (Muilenberg, 1969, 18). 

A plethora of scholars took up Muilenberg’s call to pursue this new approach to 

biblical criticism (for example, Greenwood, 1970; Muilenburg et al., 1974; Clines et 

al., 1982; W. Wuellner, 1987; Trible, 1994; Lundbom, 1997), though generally with 

little regard for scholarly developments in the discipline of rhetorical criticism itself 

(Schlimm, 2007). As these early scholars progressed, they discovered that the 

rhetorical patterns in the text sometimes showed little relationship with source-

critical divisions. Synchronic hermeneutics developed, focused on the interpretation 

of the extant text, not of putative sources. Synchronic study gained new impetus, and 

the exploration of the artistic and literary features of HB became common. As a 

result of the work of many, the interpreter may now be more confident in identifying 

rhetorical skill in the Bible (for example, Heaton, 1974, 129–61; Gooding, 1981; 



A New and Living Way – Paul Hocking 38 

Kugel, 1981; Berlin, 1982; Clines et al., 1982; Gooding, 1982; Berlin, 1983; Brichto, 

1983; Alter, 1985; Sternberg, 1985; Sprinkle, 1989; Alter, 1992; Berlin, 1992; 

Butterworth, 1992; Trible, 1994; De Regt et al., 1996; Bar-Efrat, 1997; Fishbane, 

1998; Kugel, 1998; Fokkelman, 1999; Douglas, 2001b; Walsh, 2001; Assis, 2002; 

Fokkelman, 2004; Wenham, 2004; Marx, 2008; Smelik & Vermeulen, 2014; 

Kikawada & Quinn, 2017).  

However, Levinson warns that literary art should not necessarily be seen “as a 

marker of compositional unity or of alleged antiquity.” He argues that literary 

devices like chiasms may have been used by editors and redactors to integrate and 

rework texts from diverse backgrounds as “an agent of the theological imagination, 

of literary and religious creativity, and of cultural change” (Levinson, 2020a; 2020b, 

here 98), though his argument sometimes seems circular, with a priori assumptions 

about apparent disjunctures and sources. 

Muilenberg argued that the form and the content are “inextricably related” and “the 

embellishment of a text serves its communicative purpose.” He emphasised the need 

for the rhetorical critic “to delineate the warp and woof out of which the literary 

fabric is woven, and to note the various rhetorical devices that are employed for 

marking, on the one hand, the sequence and movement of the pericope, and on the 

other, the shifts or breaks in the development of the writer's thought” (Muilenberg, 

1969, 10). As will be seen, this metaphor of the warp and woof of the literary fabric 

is particularly apposite to this thesis.  

Rhetorical critics often see artfulness as a conduit to the rhetor’s worldview, and the 

form and shape on the surface of the text as “vehicles of encounter” with the 

argument of a religious community that lies just below the surface (Patrick & Scult, 

1990, 19). Patrick and Scult go further in arguing not just for literary art but also for 

spiritual vision and theology, for spiritual and theological truth claims. They argue 

that:  

A rhetorical perspective must recognise the artful form—the rhetorical 

shape—of the Biblical texts as the essential vehicle through which its truth 

claims are communicated. If, for example, we say that certain portions of the 

Bible are to be generically identified and therefore rightly understood as 

artful narrative, then their narrative construction becomes the key to 
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fathoming the spiritual or religious argument being made. (Patrick & Scult, 

1990, 15–19) 

Trible’s method, adapted from Muilenburg, was articulated as: “Proper articulation 

of form-content yields proper articulation of meaning” (Trible, 1994, 91). Given 

insights from pragmatics, I would adapt this for my purpose and express it as: 

“Plausible articulation of form-content can lead to a plausible articulation of 

meaning,” but would emphasise with Sternberg that “form has no value or meaning 

apart from communicative (historical, ideological, aesthetic) function” (Sternberg, 

1987, xii). In this thesis, I examine the scholarly views of the form-content in the 

book of Leviticus, and then model the means by which I make judgments on their 

plausibility. 

It was understandable in this new field of rhetorical criticism that many of the early 

studies tended to concentrate too narrowly on stylistic concerns (Patrick & Scult, 

1990, 12; Schlimm, 2007) and less on the suasive nature of much of the Bible. 

However, as rhetorical criticism matured, studies began to emphasise the Bible’s 

suasion, not merely in the power of its stylistics, but in its call “to act and think 

according to its norms” and, indeed, to inhabit its world. Given such developments, a 

number of contemporary philosophers like Gadamer and Rorty have joined rhetorical 

scholars in seeing rhetoric as a way of knowing (Patrick & Scult, 1990, 12, my 

italics). Scott coined the phrase: Rhetoric as Epistemic (Scott, 1967), and the 

memorable nature of this phrase, not just its experiential resonance, has ensured its 

traction ever since. This view assumes rhetoric advances claims about what humans 

know and how they know it, but more than that, not just “as a matter of giving 

effectiveness to truth but of creating truth” (Scott, 1967, 12).  

Joanne Gavins, following Paul Werth, argues that: “We construct mental 

representations, or text-worlds, which enable us to conceptualise and understand 

every piece of language we encounter … language is understood by a process of 

mental representation …” (Gavins, 2007, 2–3, bold text original). And Greene, 

following Cherwitz and Darwin, adds, rhetoric is now understood more as 

performance and “focuses on how rhetorical practices generate ‘fictions’ or worlds 

that subjects might inhabit” (Greene, 1998, 19). And following Scott he emphasises 

“how rhetoric becomes a human act of world disclosure,” and argues that “the 

‘epistemic’ function of rhetoric is to draw a portrait of this future” (Greene, 1998, 
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20–21). Certainly, I argue in this thesis that the rhetoric of Leviticus creates a world 

that subjects might inhabit, creating truth for the auditors about “a new and living 

way.” 

In this constitutive model of rhetoric: 

speech does not sublimate forms of social control—it is a form of control made 

possible by how language ‘positions’ a subject. Thus the [representational] 

logics of speech are conceptualized less as a curtain to be pulled back in order 

to reveal a more primordial reality, but as a form of reality that brings forth a 

subject in both political and aesthetic senses. (Greene, 1998, 23) 

In our text of Leviticus, the subject that is created is the people of Israel hearing 

YHWH’s word as spoken to Moses at Sinai, and so any auditor may “read 

themselves” into the text. 

2.2.2. NEW RHETORICAL CRITICISM AND READER-RESPONSE 
The emergence of the New Rhetoric in the twentieth century, with such as Kenneth 

Burke (1897–1993) and Chaïm Perelman (1912–1984), brought with it the need for 

an appropriate new rhetorical criticism, with appropriate methods for the wider 

rhetorical environment (Burke, 1963, 1969; Perelman & Olbrechts-Tyteca, 1969; 

Burke, 1970). According to Leitch, New Criticism emerged from the 1920s and 

became mainstream by the 50s and developed a strictly formalist and dogmatic 

method (Leitch, 2010, 21–23). Four of its characteristics were: 1) “to focus attention 

squarely on the ‘literary object’ itself,” not extrinsic concerns like sources or history, 

2) to explore “the structure of a work, not the minds of the authors or the reactions of 

readers,” 3) to champion “an ‘organic’ theory of literature … it focuses on the words 

of the text in relation to the full context of the work,” and 4) to practice “close 

reading … attending scrupulously to nuances of words, rhetorical figures, and shades 

of meaning, as it attempted to specify the contextual unity and meaning of the work.” 

A system of close reading protocols distinguished New Criticism from other literary 

critical schools (Leitch, 2010, 21–23, 30–31). 

Of course, any use of terms including ‘new’ depend on your vantage point, and, as 

Clines and Exum warn, they are soon to be over-run by new ‘news’! In 1993, they 

gave a generalised overview of biblical criticisms emerging in three phases (after the 

pre-critical phase), from the early historical criticisms, to the “new literary 



A New and Living Way – Paul Hocking 41 

criticisms” as described, to the “newest of the ‘new’ literary criticisms,” that is, 

anything that was “post-structuralist” (Clines & Exum, 1993). In this framing, this 

thesis on Leviticus as Rhetoric should probably be classified mainly in the middle 

category, synchronic rhetorical criticism grounded in “the text itself,” but it also 

includes earlier and later perspectives, showing respect for the creativity of the 

rhetor, and also recognition of the experience of the reader. One challenge faced by 

any “category” is paradigmatic “reading” by those outside the category’s interpretive 

community.  

It was recognised by Bakhtin that “all rhetorical forms, monologic in their 

compositional structure, are oriented toward the listener and his/her response. This 

orientation toward the listener is usually considered the basic constitutive feature of 

rhetorical discourse” (Bakhtin & Holquist, 1981, 280). In this environment, Tull 

warns of various issues in rhetorical criticism that cannot be addressed by the 

analysis of the text alone. To quote:  

rhetorical criticism (or for that matter, any exegetical method) is not simply a 

kind of criticism; it is also a kind of rhetoric. That is to say, it is essential to 

take seriously the rhetorical, persuasive, value-laden nature of all discourse. 

The very practice we are analysing, we are also ourselves exercising, since 

any stance that an interpreter takes concerning the text is by nature a 

rhetorical stance. Those of us studying the Bible as rhetoric should be aware 

of the persuasion that we are practicing as we “present” the persuasive 

interaction of biblical writers. (Tull, 1999, 163) 

And, accepting the audience-directed and persuasive nature of biblical texts, she 

argues, that it is not necessarily easy to construct the audience that the author is 

appealing to. And even if we knew, we could not be certain how they would hear the 

text through their own mental constructs. She concludes by saying: “This dialogical 

atmosphere influences not only the argumentation of the text but also the ways in 

which it is received by its readers” (Tull, 1999, 164).  

Bakhtin describes a text’s entrance into any rhetorical environment with these words: 

The word, directed toward its object, enters a dialogically agitated and 

tension-filled environment of alien words, value judgments and accents, 

weaves in and out of complex interrelationships, merges with some, recoils 
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from others, intersects with yet a third group: and all this may crucially shape 

discourse, may leave a trace in all its semantic layers, may complicate its 

expression and influence its entire stylistic profile. (Bakhtin & Holquist, 

1981, 276) 

This “tension-filled” rhetorical environment could be represented as a “sea” in which 

the artefact is immersed. The environment is not neutral but influenced by the values 

of the rhetor and the recipient, and both are in dialogue with the artefact. Building on 

the rhetoric model in the previous section, my thesis could be viewed in its wider 

“rhetorical environment” as in Fig.14. 

 

 

FIG. 14: RHETORIC IN THE WIDER ENVIRONMENT 

And it is not a simple rhetorical dialogue of rhetor and recipient, but a “sea” of 

rhetors, rhetorics and recipients, all influenced by each other, so the recipients “hear” 

the rhetoric in question within the ocean of other voices they are hearing, or have 

heard before. This is what Bakhtin has described as Dialogism or “the dialogical 

environment” of all discourse (Fig.15). 
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FIG. 15: THE DIALOGICAL ENVIRONMENT 

As Schlimm has said:  

Dialogism has been important because biblical texts often display a series of 

ideas in tension with, if not in contradiction to, one another. Whereas 19th 

century scholarship assumed that different authors or sources must therefore 

lie behind such texts (hence source criticism), Bakhtin’s dialogism has helped 

biblical scholarship recognise that while various authors may be at work, 

these texts may seek to express truth that is too complex to capture with a 

single (monologic) voice. (Schlimm, 2007, 252) 

This is most relevant with Leviticus, as the book is presented as a series of 36 

speeches by YHWH. The omniscient narrator/rhetor represents YHWH as speaking 

but this suggests other voices were speaking in the “rhetorical environment,” voices 

which the narrator suggests do not have the same authority. And this dialogical 

environment is further layered by my literary critical intervention and that of 

previous critics (Fig. 16). 
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FIG. 16: THE LITERARY CRITICAL ENVIRONMENT 

As said, any rhetorical criticism of any rhetoric is itself a form of rhetoric. In this 

thesis, the rhetorical-critical views of scholars on the composition of Leviticus are to 

be understood as rhetoric and, indeed, I understand that my own critique of those 

very same scholars is rhetoric also! 

2.2.3. RHETORICAL CRITICISM IN THIS THESIS 
Accepting the nature of this “dialogically agitated and tension-filled” rhetorical 

environment for all research, nevertheless, in this thesis, I wish to bring the artefact 

of interest (the received text of Leviticus) to the foreground in my mental model or 

“text world.” I recognise that “meaning” is a product of the reading process, but that 

“the text always stands as partner in the interpretive process, providing a common 

language for all interpreters and a basis of conversation and critique” (Bibb, 2009, 

43, note 25). To quote the closing paragraph of Muilenberg’s seminal paper: “For 

after all has been said and done about the forms and types of biblical speech, there 

remains the task of discerning the actuality of the particular text, and it is with this … 

that we must reckon … for it is this concreteness which marks the material with 

which we are dealing” (Muilenberg, 1969, 18). It is “the task of discerning the 

actuality of the particular text” that this thesis is examining afresh, as this is the 

“given” which is common to us all as rhetorical critics, whilst still not losing sight of 

the persuasion and power relations in the environment of this particular extant text, 

for any of the rhetors and their recipients, for any of the critics and their recipients, 

and indeed, for myself, as responsible interpreter.  
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This thesis is not presenting a new reading of Leviticus as rhetoric, but it is critiquing 

those who have. It is asking how readers can evaluate conflicting critical views of 

Leviticus as rhetoric. My rhetorical criticism is focused on the rhetorical criticism of 

others, as they have carried out their critique of Leviticus as rhetoric. The wider 

dialogical environment described above is taken as read, influencing previous and 

my own scholarship, and our recipients’ responses, but viewed narrowly within the 

same model, my work sits in the dialogical environment as in Fig. 17. 

 

FIG. 17: MY RHETORICAL CRITICAL ENVIRONMENT 

To give clarity about the focus of this research, and using the three traditional and 

overlapping dimensions of Rhetorical Criticism (Brock et al., 1989, 15-16), my 

particular contribution has involved me in the description, interpretation and 

evaluation of scholarly works on the composition of Leviticus (§3.1 to 3.3) and in 

selecting what I consider to be the most plausible proposal for a more focussed case 

study (§3.4). In the case study, I have modelled the use of a multi-disciplinary suite 

of critical tools (§4.1.1–4.1.8) to evaluate the proposal’s adequacy. My “empirical” 

rhetorical-critical tests of the scholarly work relate the rhetoric used by Kline in his 

composition proposal (KCP), to the text of Leviticus itself as rhetoric, to justify the 

effectiveness or otherwise of his proposal in explaining the literary data in the 

rhetoric of Leviticus. I use the word “empirical” here to mean the tests can be 

repeated by other scholars, to verify the observations I make on KCP and on the text 

of Leviticus. The extant text of Leviticus is the primary touchstone for evaluating 

any particular scholar’s view—and, indeed, for evaluating my own view of any other 
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view. In carrying out the rhetorical critical tests, I am not doing so in a simplistic, 

traditional sense of “objective measuring,” but more in an experiential sense, more 

like an invitation to the “interpretive community” (Fish, 1980) to experience the 

rhetorical phenomena as I have; and in an epistemic sense, as a fresh way of 

knowing, as interpreting openly, so others can engage freely (Brock et al., 1989, 85–

95). Scott refers to Farrell, when he pictures modern science with the Cartesian-

bequeathed attitude of detachment, but, in assessing the rhetorical dimension of 

social knowledge, he considers the community of belief as necessary. He says: “The 

requisite attitude to balance detachment of knowing would be attachment in 

understanding” (Scott, 1976, 140), and so the aim of this thesis is to facilitate an 

“attachment of understanding” in the biblical studies community. In the process, one 

must not lose sight of the fact that any proposal of composition is aimed at 

understanding the text of Leviticus in its particularity.  

Applying Patrick and Scult on genre analysis here to my case study:  

The guiding question is: ‘Does interpreting the text as an instantiation of the 

proposed genre bring out the full range and depth of its meaningfulness as the 

particular text it is?’ This approach is an attempt to reconstitute the process of 

interpretation as a self-correcting ‘hermeneutical circle’ … the generic 

identification serves as a ‘pre-understanding’ which guides the interpretation 

of the text, yet may also be changed by it … This ‘experiential testing out’ 

then circles back and serves as a criterion for assessing the validity of the 

generic identification, thus continuing to privilege the particular text (Patrick 

& Scult, 1990, 22). 

As expounded by Thiselton, based on Schleiermacher and Gadamer, this 

hermeneutical circle approach to interpretation is probably better described as a 

“hermeneutical spiral,” as the interpreter continues to modify understanding in the 

light of inter-action with the parts and the whole of the text (Thiselton, 1992, 221–

22). 

I have benefitted from considering different rhetorical critical approaches (Wilhelm 

Wuellner, 1987; Brock et al., 1989; Clines, 1990; Barton, 1996; Robbins, 1996b, 

1996a; Amador, 1999), but my specific approach to rhetorical criticism has been 

influenced by my research question regarding the composition of the book of 

Leviticus and how to appraise differing composition proposals. I have not chosen 
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one rhetorical critical method, as if there is only one way of knowing, but a multi-

disciplinary range of methods with which to explore any proposed composition of 

the book, with Piaget’s dream of “transdisciplinarity” in mind (Piaget, 1972). I am 

using the term “triangulation as method” for this rhetorical critical approach, as a 

metaphor that depicts using multiple viewpoints in gaining confidence about a shared 

reality. To use Hocks’ label, the method can be understood as multi-modal rhetorical 

criticism, and the process not just as criticism but also as the design of knowledge 

(Hocks, 2003, 644). 

2.2.4. TRIANGULATION IN RHETORICAL CRITICISM 
Given the human tendency towards cognitive bias, the application of triangulation in 

literary studies is prudent for testing viewpoints. Triangulation in this context is the 

combination of several research methods in the study of a hypothesis about literary 

composition—for the appraisal of the causes and the testing of the consistency of the 

features influencing the proposal. Applying Cohen and Manion’s explanation to 

texts, “triangulation is not just about validation but about deepening and widening 

one’s understanding. It can be used to produce innovation in conceptual framing. It 

can lead to multi-perspective meta-interpretations, … [to] explain more fully the 

richness and complexity [of a text], by studying it from more than one standpoint” 

(Cohen & Manion, 1986). They describe four basic types of triangulation:  

1. Data: gathering different kinds of data, for example, in this thesis, from 

literary analysis, text-linguistic analysis, comparative literature, and 

palaeographical evidence. 

2. Theory: using methods from more than one theoretical paradigm, and 

using these different theories to explore the proposed literary structure 

3. Methodology: using different tools to examine the proposal 

4. Investigator: involving multiple researchers in an investigation 

The approach taken in this thesis employs the first three types of triangulation well. 

The fourth is a potential weakness, as there is theoretically only a single 

“investigator” carrying out the research. However, this is mitigated by the fact that 

the study is taking place within the context of a review of all recent scholarly 

proposals (§3.1), and the individual methods being used have been created by a wide 

range of previous researchers (Ch. 4). In addition, this research is being carried out 
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within a dialogic research environment, with an experienced supervisor, a wider 

supervisory team, and engagement with many other researchers in the field in the 

process of the study.  

In taking this approach, I am not suggesting this is a comprehensive list of tools, or 

that the results from such an approach are “objective” in any logical sense, but that 

this study will enrich the conversation around literary composition and the means of 

making choices around this human endeavour.  

Reader-response theory emphasises that the reader also plays a lion’s share in the 

production of meaning. The Hebrew Bible rarely tells us overtly what conclusions 

we ought to draw from the narrative, and in this text as in any text, particularly ones 

from ancient cultures, there are ellipses in the texts that leave the reader to discover 

or even to create his/her own meaning in his/her experience of the text. The early 

Fish used the term “affective stylistics” to describe this affectual response in reading. 

However, I would like to coin a new term—“effective stylistics” or effective 

poetics—poetics authored with a view to bringing about the desired result in the 

reading, that is, desired by the rhetor. Now, of course, the reader is free to read the 

text in any way s/he wishes, but the syntax and stylistics were composed by the 

rhetor with a view to influencing the auditor’s experience. 

2.2.5. APPRAISING COMPOSITION PROPOSALS—MULTI-DISCIPLINARY 
In listing these tests, it is fair to say that they are not necessarily all appropriate for 

all such studies, and they are not to be seen sequentially, but more like a suite or 

tool-box of tests to “triangulate” the critique of any compositional proposal. I also do 

not pretend that these are the only tests one can apply, nor that I have expertise in 

these fields—more about calling on others to join in the conversation, to see if there 

is resonance with the studies and results of others, and to see what other tests 

scholars may propose as helpful, and in what other ways the data can be interpreted. 

To apply Wright here, on multidisciplinary practice: “The dangers of 

oversimplification and strange omission are always present. I trust that colleagues in 

these fields will at least appreciate that I am trying to bring [these] disciplines into 

conversation, even if I make a few blunders along the way” (Wright, 2019, xiv).  

I give a brief introduction to the methods here, to indicate the direction of travel for 

my rhetorical critical study. 
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Chapter 3 is a review of scholarly proposals for the composition of Leviticus. This is 

an essential rhetorical-critical tool, setting the research question in the context of 

current research in the field. It could be labelled “zero,” as it is not included in my 

eight methods in chapter 4, but I want to indicate here that review of scholarship is 

obviously a fundamental rhetorical critical tool in any study. In chapter 3, I have 

critically reviewed the scholarly opinions on the structure of Leviticus since 1990 

(that is, since the publication of Volume 1 of Milgrom’s Leviticus Commentary), 

based mainly on English publications, though touching on the work of some key 

scholars in German and French. 

This review of scholarly opinion (§3.1 and 3.2) on the composition will have a two-

fold aim—it will set my case study, Kline’s composition proposal (§3.4) in the 

context of the scholarly consensus, but it will also show up other plausible insights 

on composition and suasive purpose (§3.3), and yield many lenses with which to 

peer into the chosen case. 

Chapter 4 is the main Methods chapter, divided into two parts, appraising the 

composition and then the suasive intent. Section 4.1 contains a series of methods 

used to appraise the validity of the test case’s structure or composition proposal, and 

the results for each is documented. This “triangulation” or multi-disciplinary 

approach is helpful to limit bias. This is basically a deductive approach, where each 

method is testing a hypothesis regarding the case study. The first five tests (§4.1.1 to 

§4.1.5) are all intrinsic tests, dealing with the text itself, and the last three (§4.6 to 

§4.8) are extrinsic tests, considering reception of the book by others and the 

cognitive environment.  

2.2.5.1. INTRINSIC METHODS (§4.1.1 TO §4.1.5) 

1. Boundedness of the book: Clearly, if the book is not bounded, but just an 

arbitrary division of the wider Tetrateuch or Pentateuch, then any idea of a 

discreet literary structure is not really meaningful. The evidence that challenges 

the idea of boundedness is gathered and appraised, and then, in contrast, the 

evidence that supports it.  

2. Genre: This section considers the genre for the book specifically, and explores 

evidence from biblical and ANE sources and the implications for the case study. 
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3. Literary profile: The typology developed in the TAPJLA project (Samely et al., 

2012) is applied to this biblical book, and the book is profiled on that basis, to 

check whether KCP aligns with this profiling or conflicts with it.  

4. Repetitions as Indicators of Architecture: This is a specific item in the 

TAPJLA inventory. It is significant to the test case, so I have made it a separate 

test to explore it more fully. Using critical literary analysis, I have surveyed the 

literary indicators used in KCP, and tested its rigour at two levels—single Units 

and the whole book. I have used basic text-linguistic and statistical software in 

support of this analysis. 

5. Text-Linguistics: This is a modern rhetorical-critical tool which enables text-

linguistic analysis at different levels within a book. Given the size constraint for 

this thesis, I have selected just a few examples, to see whether they support the 

composition proposal, or not.  

2.2.5.2. EXTRINSIC METHODS (§4.1.6 TO §4.1.8) 

6. Literary Analogies from Antiquity: Composition: Looking beyond the book of 

Leviticus, this test asks: Is there comparable literature which shows similar 

literary structuring? The structure of four chapters across the Mishnah is 

considered, including the Tractates Yoma and Avot, which are of significance in 

relationship to the material of Leviticus (chapters 16 and 19). This is a unique 

contribution to Levitical studies and is a highly significant critique in relation to 

KCP. 

7. Literary Analogies from Antiquity: Content: In this test, the way the concepts 

of Leviticus are received and utilised in related writings is mapped out, 

specifically in post-Hebrew-Bible literature—the Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice 

from Qumran, the Book of Hebrews, the Mishnah and Hekhalot literature. This 

reception history tests whether the contents, particularly the sanctuary journey of 

KCP is reflected in later analogous literature or not. 

8. Palaeontology and Archaeology: This is an unusual rhetorical critical tool. The 

method examines potential ancient material evidence regarding the “two-

dimensional texts” proposed by Kline, to discover if there are any material 

examples that support the proposal. 
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2.2.6. APPRAISING PROPOSALS OF SUASIVE INTENT 
Finally, Section 4.2 addresses Suasive Intent: This method chapter takes a final step, 

to consider the other half of the “rhetoric” definition—not just the composition, but 

also its suasion; not just its form, but also its function. The question is: what is the 

suasive intent of the composition being proposed? What purpose is this proposed 

structure meant to serve? This consideration is only possible following consideration 

of structure—only if one can satisfactorily demonstrate that there is a structure, can 

one then meaningfully ask: “What is the purpose of that structure?” The section 

gives a brief review of traditional and recent views on the purpose for the book of 

Leviticus and relates these to the suasive intent proposed for KCP. 
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3. RHETORICAL READINGS OF LEVITICUS 

 

3.1. READINGS OF THE COMPOSITION STRUCTURE SINCE 1990 

3.1.1. INTRODUCTION 
The aim of this section is to review the recent scholarly views of the literary 

structure of Leviticus in its extant form, focussing on publications from 1990 to the 

present, and on ones mainly in English (§3.1). For the avoidance of doubt, I 

emphasise again that this is not a review of the composition history, putative sources 

or date of writing, but of scholarly views of the composition structure. 

Based on the review, I have then created a literature “map” of the different views 

regarding the structural composition (§3.2), showing the degree to which they match 

with each other. As the three-volume work of Jacob Milgrom, published from 1991 

(Milgrom, 1991, 2000, 2001), is seen as beginning a new era in Levitical studies, his 

structure for the book (main sections) will be used as the benchmark, against which 

to map the other views. 

The literature review considers thirteen critical commentators (Fig. 18): 

 

FIG. 18: THE LITERATURE REVIEW—THE THIRTEEN SCHOLARS 

Using the review and the literature map, the variations between the scholars will be 

identified, and the degree of consensus regarding the literary units. The map will also 

show to what extent a particular scholarly view of the literary units matches that of 

other scholars, or ploughs a lone furrow. 

As argued by Muilenberg (§2.1), the concern of the rhetorical critic is firstly to 

define the scope of the literary units and then the configuration of the component 

parts (Muilenberg, 1961; 1969, 8–10). Most commentators follow this advice in their 

1. Milgrom (1991, 2000, 2001)

2. Wenham (1979 / 1995)

3. Hartley (1992)

4. Knohl (1995 / 2007)

5. Sailhamer (1995)

6. Smith (1996)

7. Warning (1999)

8. Douglas (2001)

9. Luciani (2005)

10. Nihan (2007)

11. Zenger (2008)

12. Morales (2016)

13. Kline (2006, 2015)
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structural analysis, though often giving priority to content rather than to literary 

devices. 

By way of introduction, Warning makes a telling point regarding scholarly views on 

the structure of Leviticus: “The apparent lack of an opinio communis in studying 

Leviticus becomes … manifest in the numerous and mutually exclusive 

conceptual/thematic subunits suggested to subdivide the text into two, four, five, six, 

seven, eight, nine, or eleven subunits.” (Warning, 1999, 11–12) (Warning gives the 

references for each of these structures, and, of course, this does not include Kline’s 

19 units and his own 37 divine speeches).  

Towards the close of each review, I will identify in italics the basis for each scholar’s 

composition proposal, and use this in the literature mapping in section 3.2. 

3.1.2. MILGROM 
Milgrom sets out his initial understanding of the composition of Leviticus in the first 

book of his three-book commentary (Milgrom, 1991, 61–63). His approach is based 

on redaction criticism, and he considers the book as a whole as the work of Israel’s 

priesthood, but from more than one school and with differing strata. Generally 

speaking, and in common with the consensus of scholars, he considers the majority 

of Chapters 1–16 as from the Priestly (“P”) school (though with maybe 2 or 3 levels, 

and then Chapters 17–26 being largely the work of another priestly school, “H” 

(based on the emphasis on “holiness” in this part). He sees chapter 27 as a later 

appendix to the Holiness source. However, accepting that the two halves are the 

work of P and H, he also considers H as the final redactor of the book of Leviticus. 

He identifies numbers of H supplements in P from this final redaction (Milgrom, 

2001, 1896–1943). Milgrom helpfully presents his translation of the text with his 

view of redactional layers in P shown in italic font. 

Beyond the redaction of the sources, he suggests the structure of the extant book is 

made up of 4 main sections: 

1. Chapters 1–7:  The Sacrificial System 

2. Chapters 8–10:  The Inauguration of the Cult 

3. Chapters 11–16:  The Impurity System 

4. Chapters 17–27:  The Holiness Source 
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It is clear from the map later, that these large sections of the book are confirmed by 

most scholars, though they may divide them up into smaller parts, according to their 

view on the composition. Stepping back, it is also clear that there is a consensus 

regarding the two halves (Chapters 1–16/17 and Chapters 17/18–26/27), with the 

literary differences being the main reason for arguing they are composed by different 

priestly schools, P and H. However, the reason for differing opinions on the “join” in 

chapters 16–18, needs to be considered further. 

Focusing on Milgrom’s main literary sections, it seems that he mixes the criteria for 

his analysis. The first 3 sections are all identified on the basis of content, but the last 

main section (chs. 17–27) is identified on the basis of its source (H). To maintain 

consistency, he should have either labelled Chapters 1–16 as the P Source(s) and 

chapters 17–27 as the H Source, or changed his label for Chapters 17–27 to “The 

Holiness System” as a theme of composition, similar to his other labels. 

Milgrom’s sub-sections (not shown on the table) again match most of the pericopes 

as viewed by other scholars, and some of them are consistent across virtually all of 

the analyses. For instance, there is strong consensus about the literary cohesion of 

chapters 1–3, 8–10, 11, 12, 15, 16, 18–20, and 25–26/27. This means a huge amount 

of the book of Leviticus has clearly identifiable literary pericopes, whatever one’s 

view on the final structure overall. 

However, it is important to consider those literary sections that are viewed 

differently amongst scholars, and also the differences in their views on the 

composition’s purpose. For Milgrom, accepting that he highlights the redaction-

critical basis for the pericopes throughout, his divisions are largely decided upon the 

basis of sources and then content. He recognises the importance of the literary device 

“The LORD spoke … speak to …” but he does not use this rigidly to frame his main 

sections or subsections, but uses the content of each section as his primary guide for 

division. 

3.1.3. WENHAM  
Interestingly, even though published some time before Milgrom, Wenham’s main 

sections (and, for the most part, his sub-sections) are identical to Milgrom’s 

(Wenham, 1979, 3–6). The fact that Milgrom works with the same pericope divisions 

in the book again suggests, generally speaking, that the pericopes are discrete and 
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clearly visible to the reader through literary indicators. Given later discussions about 

overall composition, of particular note is that Wenham includes ch. 16 with chs.11–

15 in his third section (as does Milgrom), but puts ch. 17 in his fourth section, which 

runs from chs.17–27. 

Wenham also recognises the “striking feature” of the frequent repetition of “The 

LORD spoke to Moses,” and concludes that: “all the laws are set within a narrative 

framework.” He seems to assume historical reality behind the events and the text 

when he adds: “This historical setting accounts for some of the features of the book 

that seem out of place if the book were arranged in a purely logical fashion. For 

example, the instructions to the priests in ch. 10 are placed in their present position 

because they were given then, and the same motive may account for the law on 

blasphemy in ch. 24.” 

So, Wenham argues that some of the structure, apparently out of place logically, is 

based on “immediate pressing problems,” rather than as rhetorically important in the 

composition of the book as a whole. So, as well as content, Wenham seems to 

consider the historical setting as important in determining the final form of the book. 

3.1.4. HARTLEY 
Hartley argues that: “The concern of this book … is pure worship and holy living led 

by the priests, the sons of Aaron. The central position of this book in the Pentateuch 

attests to the significance of this subject for Israel’s raison d’etre” (Hartley, 1992, 

xxx). Given this, he sees the purpose of Leviticus as preserving “divine sermons for 

the instruction of the congregation in cultic and ethical matters,” with the cultic laws 

mostly in chs. 1–17 and the moral laws in chs. 18–27. He is careful to note, however, 

that “the ancients did not make a clear distinction between these subjects as do 

contemporary people, and as a result, exalted moral laws are set among cultic laws.”  

Hartley reviews previous scholarship on the pericope indicators in the book, and 

concludes it is best to see the book as made up of six divisions, outlined at the first-

order level thus (p. xxxiv):  

1. Regulations for Sacrifices       (1–7) 

2. Ordination of the Priests and the First Sacrifices at Tent of Meeting  (8–10) 

3. Laws on Ritual Purity        (11–15) 

4. Regulation for the Day of Atonement      (16)  
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5. Laws on Holy Living        (17–26)  

6. Laws on Tithes and Offerings       (27)  

Hartley sees the literary indicators in chapter 16 as first-order, so separates it from 

chapters 11–15 as a fourth section, and also, he takes the “appendix” of chapter 27 as 

important and distinct in the final composition, and so counts it as a sixth section. As 

do many others, he sees “the keystone” of the structure as chapter 16, the Day of 

Atonement and explains:  

While the numbering of the outline does not locate it at the center, the logical 

arrangement of the material does. The instructions on sacrifices and ritual 

purity plus reports of Aaron’s ordination as high priest and the setting of the 

cult into operation find their culmination in the Day of Atonement. Then the 

laws on holy living come after chap. 16 because a forgiven and cleansed 

priesthood and congregation are spiritually prepared to heed the exhortation 

“be holy, for I, YHWH, your God, am holy” (19:2). (1992, xxxv) 

And he concludes: “This discussion on structure shows that Leviticus has been very 

carefully constructed as the central book of the Pentateuch” (p. xxxv). 

3.1.5. ISRAEL KNOHL  
Knohl’s influential work, The Sanctuary of Silence (Knohl, 1995; 2007, initially in 

Hebrew: Miqdash ha-Demamah, 1992) is entirely focused on the redaction of the 

priestly sources in the Torah, so wholly diachronic, with no explicit consideration of 

the extant text as a composition.  

Knohl was one of the first to argue emphatically against the then-consensus on the 

priority of P over H. He explains his view on the relationship of the sources: 

One is the P school or, as I prefer to call it, the Priestly Torah (PT), while the 

other is the H school, which I call the Holiness School (HS). I believe that the 

work of the HS clearly postdates the work of the PT. Moreover, in my 

opinion the HS is responsible for the great enterprise of editing the Torah, 

which included editing and rewriting the legal scrolls of the PT and blending 

them with the non-Priestly sources. (Knohl, 2007, 6) 
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This view, that HS postdates PT, may now be regarded as the consensus view. I have 

added the codes PT and HS to the “map” under Knohl, and show for simplicity his 2 

main divisions of the book according to these sources. 

Knohl carries out the analysis of the Torah, focussed only on religious or cultic 

passages, in order to separate PT from HS (2007, 104–106), and as a result, to 

compile two glossaries of words and terms that relate to each school (pp. 108–110), 

additional to those previously identified by others. He concludes: “The PT 

philosophy is focused on the priestly views of belief and ritual and on differentiating 

them from the beliefs and ritual of the masses, while the HS attempts to interweave 

and blend the priestly elements of belief and ritual with popular traditions and 

customs” (pp. 6–7. Page numbers from 2007 reference).  

Knohl argues that his evidence refutes Wellhausen’s theory of a historical 

development from a natural and agricultural worship into an artificial ritual divorced 

from the realities of life, but that Kaufmann’s basic contentions of the “pure” priestly 

sphere and the popular religion, are confirmed, and they become sharper when one 

distinguishes P from H, as Knohl does (pp. 40–44). 

Knohl concludes that HS is responsible for the final form of the books of Exodus, 

Leviticus, and Numbers, and also that, in places that contain Priestly traditions 

alongside those of JE, the editorial stamp of HS is evident. The characteristics of 

HS’s editing project are transition passages, skilfully constructed to create 

frameworks for the various traditions; the blending of Priestly and non-Priestly 

language; and also, marked affinities to the language of Ezekiel. He says, even 

passages belonging primarily to PT bear signs of HS’s editing, indicating that PT 

came into the possession of HS in the form of individual scrolls, and that it was HS 

that edited and combined them. He argues that in most cases the additions contain 

ideological and legislative material that stresses the difference in the worldviews of 

the two schools, with HS only modestly making ideological changes in JE, but with 

PT legal passages he often revises and rewrites, and there are no traces of the 

reverse. He explains, the “differing attitudes of the HS editors toward the two 

collections of texts apparently stem from HS’s consideration of PT as its guiding 

spiritual source; thus, they saw themselves as innovators of the basic platform of the 

Priestly code of PT” (pp. 101–102). 
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As said, a major contribution comes in Knohl’s isolation of the differences in the 

language of PT and the HS, at least, as he understands it (pp. 106–110). The 

differences are listed in Fig. 19, as relevant to the thesis of this research. 

 

FIG. 19: KNOHL: PRIESTLY TORAH VS HOLINESS SCHOOL 

For HS, YHWH, the God of Israel, ordained both ritual and moral laws. “The moral 

element in HS’s cult is especially remarkable in Leviticus 19, which combines 

social-moral commands with cultic instructions” (p. 175). Further, regarding his 

“Inclusive Sacredness” characteristic, he says, “In PT, holiness is concentrated in 

ritual and applies primarily to the cultic enclosure. Only the priests are sanctified for 

eternity at the time that they are initiated to serve in the Tabernacle. But for HS, 

holiness also includes the realm of social justice.” Knohl quotes Ringen (p. 180, note 

37) in saying: “infusing of the concept of holiness with moral content is an 

uncommon phenomenon in biblical thought.”  

Knohl says therefore that holiness is for all the congregation and not just the 

Priesthood. HS sees the moral and the ceremonial commands as two parts of the 

same consecration for every Israelite, the land and its produce. In the Holiness Code, 

HS deals first with purity and holiness of all Israel (chs. 18–20), and then with the 

special holiness of the priesthood (chs. 21–22), due to their role in the cult. He quotes 

Nihan: “God sanctifies Israel through dwelling among the people, and the Presence 

Priestly Torah (PT) Holiness School (HS)

Style Schematic, measured, restrained Not just the Holiness Code, but literary creativity of 
narratives, esp. in Numbers
Similar style to PT in many ways (circular inclusio and 
closing deviation, and many similar terms and 
expressions)

Laws Scrupulous in the use of linguistic structures
1. Separating purity laws (with ish/ishah subjects) 

from sacrificial laws (with nephesh subjects), and 
being consistent in its use of the “cutting off” 
formula

2. Title lines and colophons > inclusio

Lacks PT’s precise rhythm & fastidious linguistic forms
E.g. 
1. Not consistent in distinguishing ish and nephesh
2. Variety of punishment formulae
3. Careless in grammar of “cutting off” formulae

Motive
Clauses

Lack any such Moralising passages and ideological justifications

Language, esp. in editing layers, similar to JE & Ezekiel
God’s 
Speech

After the revelation of the divine name of YHWH in 
Ex 7, the use of ani ְַאנִי disappears and punishment is 
indirect

Revelation of the divine name in Ex 6
Employs the divine ani ְַאנִי
Expressions of divine anger & direct punishment by God

Tabernacle never with the possessive pronoun
Sacrifices never with construct relation to God’s name
God never described as dwelling with his people

Divine connection with sacrifices and tabernacle
God dwelling amongst his people

Ordinances re Tabernacle are for Moses alone, and 
aim of Tabernacle is God’s revelation to Moses alone

Commands re Tabernacle are to all Israel
Equality of the Israelite and resident alien
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is concretized through the establishment of the sacred Priestly institutions in their 

midst” (p. 191). 

However, much of Knohl’s conclusions on the distinctions between PT and HS are 

based on a priori diachronic assumptions of distinct sources and paradigms. If one 

starts instead from a synchronic perspective, taking careful note of the literary 

devices and their literary functions in the two phases of the book, many of his 

arguments for source distinctions melt away. An example of this is in Knohl’s 

conclusion regarding “the significance and purpose of the blending of beliefs and 

cultic practices in HS.” He says (pp. 197–8): 

The revolutionary project of HS was guided by its vision—to create a broad, 

all-inclusive framework of faith and cult, in which the multifarious values of 

the religious experience would be combined: it would express both the 

reflections of the priests serving in the Sanctuary and the innermost needs of 

the people in the fields.  

The present thesis will challenge this paradigm of reading the book of Leviticus. 

Knohl is also explicit regarding the dating of the book, arguing that the process of 

combining PT and HS probably spans several centuries, with some sections being 

composed in the First Temple period but other sections composed in the exilic or 

post-exilic period. However, for much of the Holiness Code, he argues (p. 209) it 

aligns best with the reign of Ahaz and Hezekiah in Judea, between 743 and 701 

BCE, and “the relationship of the Holiness Code to the reforms of Hezekiah would 

point to Jerusalem as the place of composition.” 

In this context, he proposes that HS is responding not just to the culture of PT, but 

also to the oral criticism of the prophets, and in a way that preserves the cultic 

tradition. HS preserves the cultic institutions, the Sabbath and festivals, but also 

assigns great importance to morality and social justice. “The call ‘You shall be holy, 

for I am holy’ can only be realized through observance of the cultic laws along with 

practice of just ways of love of the neighbour and the stranger. We thus find a moral 

refinement of the purely cultic conception, stemming from Priestly circles 

themselves, under the influence of the prophetic critique” (p. 216). 
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Regarding the dating of PT, he says (p. 220): 

This material has no direct relation to historical reality, but it would seem that 

those scholars who claim that PT’s model of the Tabernacle reflects a certain 

influence of the Solomonic Temple are correct. Thus, PT must have 

originated at some time during the two hundred-year period between the 

construction of Solomon’s Temple and the reign of Ahaz-Hezekiah—

between the mid-tenth century BCE and the mid-eighth century BCE. This 

time period also accounts for the many strata in PT, which indicate a 

compilation made over a long period of time. 

It is fair to say that Knohl sets out his view of the distinctions between PT and HS 

more extensively than any other author, benefiting from the work of others, but 

adding more forensic definition. He also avoids making decisions on the basis of 

single criteria, which increases the likely validity of his conclusions. However, 

talking empirically, there is still a circularity in his reasoning, especially with regard 

to smaller portions of text, and there could be literary reasons why passages have 

particular characteristics, other than differing sources.  

3.1.6. SAILHAMER 
Sailhamer’s stated aim  is “to trace the narrative strategy of the Pentateuch” 

(Sailhamer, 1995, xix). He takes seriously the impression “that the Pentateuch was 

composed as a single book,” and attempts to set out the structure as a whole. He 

presents his approach with a rhetorical play on the words strata and strategy (p. xxi): 

“In attempting to explain the text as we now have it, our focus will not be on the 

literary strata that may or may not lie behind such differences. Rather, our focus will 

be on the literary strategy reflected in these differences” (italics original). Certainly, 

this thesis also argues that a primary focus on literary strategy can lead to a different 

understanding of composition. 

Sailhamer has a similar view to Smith (see later), in that he considers the texts as 

alternating narrative and laws (1995, 46), but he takes a bigger perspective, as his 

commentary is viewing the Pentateuch as a whole, not just Leviticus. His summary 

chart on p. 47 “shows the general relationship between the narrative sections of the 

central part of the Pentateuch and the collections of laws” (shown as “Codes” in Fig. 

20). 
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FIG. 20: SAILHAMER: THE SINAI NARRATIVE 

Sailhamer differs conceptually from Smith in seeing the Laws as bedded in the 

overall narrative, whereas Smith sees the narrative portions in Leviticus as literary 

devices, dividing the dominant law passages. Uniquely, Sailhamer considers 

Leviticus 17:1–9 as narrative, so dividing Lev 1–16 from Lev 17:10–27:34. No other 

scholar, to my knowledge, classifies this segment as narrative, and strangely, there is 

no recognition by Sailhamer of the other definite narrative portions in Leviticus, 

which is unexpected, given his thesis about the Pentateuch as narrative. 

Sailhamer argues (pp. 48–50) for Lev 17:1–9 as narrative on the basis of an apparent 

similarity between the previous narrative about the Golden Calf (Ex 32–34), and this 

pericope, both being about the people going after “goat idols.” He says: “Just as the 

narrative of the golden calf marked a transition in the nature of the covenant and its 

laws, so here also the matter of the goat idols marks the transition from the Code of 

the Priests to the additional laws of the Holiness Code” (1995, 50). Whereas most 

scholars seem to agree that the Golden Calf incident is major and seminal in the 

composition of Exodus and the Sinai narrative, and in the division of the Covenant 

Code from the Priestly Code, his view that chapter 17:1–9 is also narrative, and plays 

an identical role in dividing the Holiness code from the Priestly Code, is unique, and 

seems to have limited plausibility. Sailhamer admits this “short fragment of 

narrative” is “brief and somewhat enigmatic” (p. 49). Based on the key speech terms, 

the genre of this portion is surely to be taken as a reported divine speech-act, as with 

the majority of the book of Leviticus, and not as narrative. Sailhamer’s narrative 

strategy for the Pentateuch, valid in the most part, seems flawed in the region of 

Leviticus, the focus of this study.  
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Also, he makes inconsistent use of this strategy in dividing the book of Leviticus into 

two halves (pp. xii–xiii): 

1. The offerings and sacrifices (1:1–17:16) 

2. Holiness in the life of the people (18.1–27:34) 

Strangely, he does not use his unique narrative portion in 17:1–9 to introduce the 

new Holiness Code in his literary structure or his commentary (pp. 342–5), but he 

places it at the close of the first half regarding “offerings and sacrifices.” His view is 

also undermined by the fact that the portion in chapter 17 continues with a related 

pericope in vv. 10–16, and he seems to ignore this fact in his argument. I have 

indicated this confusion on the later literature map with ??.  

3.1.7. SMITH 
Smith takes a very different approach to the literary analysis (Smith, 1996). He 

firstly argues (contra Gerstenberger) for the literary integrity of Leviticus as a book, 

and then looks at the structure in some depth. He shows a strong focus on literary 

units and rhetorical devices in considering structure from bottom up. He says (p. 20): 

“Leviticus uses literary devices to demarcate these groupings [of laws], which are 

already tentatively identifiable by their thematic unity. This phenomenon is widely 

recognized and has been used by most commentators to identify groupings of laws, 

the next largest structural unit within the book.” He continues (p. 21): “It is not 

difficult, by using a combination of content and properly discerned literary 

indicators, to define the groups of laws that constitute the structural units of Leviticus 

one size up from the individual laws.” 

He then addresses the challenge of identifying the highest level in the structural 

division. He avers that interpreters have not correctly discerned these largest 

divisions because their literary-critical inquiry has been hindered by the shadow of 

source criticism, and also because they have attempted to do so on the same 

principles as the levels below.  

He says (p. 22): 

Instead, a different principle of division ought to be used to identify the 

largest literary units within Leviticus. This principle depends on the simple 

observation that the book is of a hybrid literary genre. That is, it alternates 

between laws and narrative. There are three narratives in the book, each 
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preceded and followed by groups of several chapters of laws. This yields a 

seven-fold division: law, narrative, law, narrative, law, narrative, law.” 

So, from his rigorous literary analysis, Smith identifies the literary devices that mark 

off the beginnings and endings of pericopes and whole sections of the book. 

However, he also proposes that the overall composition is based on identification of 

the genres in the book, and so proposes alternating laws and narratives, making 

seven “largest literary units.” 

Smith is joined by most commentators in identifying two portions at least as 

“narrative” (chs. 8–10 and 24:10–23). Where Smith moves out of the consensus, is 

his proposal that Chapter 16, the Day of Atonement, should be considered as 

narrative also. He admits this is “less obviously a narrative section than the other 

two,” but supports his argument by showing that the three narrative portions “relate 

to one another self-consciously. That is, they allude to one another, thereby 

signalling their common purpose in the book” (p. 23). He bases his argument not just 

on the literary links but on the way the three narratives “indicate the organising 

concerns of the major divisions they demarcate.” This is all very plausible, and most 

scholars seem to recognise such resonances, but virtually no other scholar views 

chapter 16 as narrative. Some suggest that the current legal genre could well have 

come from the narrative of the institution of the Day of Atonement (Hartley, 1992, 

227), and Bibb broadens the perception of ch. 16 as “narrativized ritual” and so sees 

a relationship with the other narrative portions of the book (Bibb, 2009, 32–33).  

Smith also argues that 24:10–23 is another thematic break, separating off Chapters 

25–27, even though many scholars consider chapters 17–26 as a block (H). Smith’s 

argument for this is persuasive, not only the use of the narrative as a literary device, 

but also the integrity of chs. 25–27, thus bringing out the theme of “redemption” of 

property, persons and objects, and covenant relationship with God’s people, “native 

and sojourner alike.” 

In summary, Smith’s structural analysis of Leviticus uses the various literary 

markers in the book at one level, but he sees the larger-scale organisation being on 

the basis of genre. The organisation alternates law and narrative, making seven 

literary units in the book, centred on the “narrative” of Chapter 16. 
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3.1.8. WARNING 
Warning (1999) takes a different approach again to the structure of Leviticus, based 

on the research he carried out for his doctoral thesis. It seems to be a unique 

contribution in the field, as it is based on the rigorous rhetorical analysis of the extant 

text of the whole book of Leviticus with emphasis on terminological patterns—a 

scientific/forensic approach to literary analysis. Warning makes reference throughout 

to relevant redaction-critical views regarding the emergence of the text 

diachronically, but sticks consistently to his stated synchronic frame of the YHWH 

speech-acts in the extant text.  

His basic working hypothesis is that Leviticus has been artistically structured around 

37 divine speeches (taking the double speech formula in Lev 16:1–2 as two 

speeches), with chapter 16 as its possible structural and theological centre. Warning 

considers he has substantiated this, both on his “micro-structural” (speech) level and 

on his “macro-structural” (book) level. He basically argues that the plethora of 

significant micro- and macro-structural terminological patterns suggests original 

literary cohesiveness and he wonders whether this is evidence of single-handed 

authorship. In particular, he considers his findings have implications for views of the 

so-called P and H sources, and also the exegesis and theology of Leviticus. 

He explains (p. 7) under “Purpose and Scope of Study”:  

It is not simply any kind of conceptual outline, however, that is searched for, 

but rather a structure based solely on solid terminological foundations … It is 

my conviction that before understanding the message of Leviticus we have to 

grasp the literary form into which it has been cast. Since any piece of literature 

has been structured or patterned in some way or another, it is our foremost task 

to search for those terminological patterns which will contribute to 

understanding the literary structure of Leviticus. Since in ‘literature the 

meaning exists in and through the form,’ (Alonso-Schökel, 1975, 7) it is only 

after having grasped the form, the patterns and structures inherent in the extant 

text, that we have a more objective foundation on which to base our exegesis. 

He continues (p. 22): “If this idea that form and content are inextricably interrelated 

proves to be true, it should be our prime concern to search for and scrutinize the form 

in order to better grasp the meaning of the biblical text.” And even more explicitly: 
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“We should be mindful of the truism that any investigation of a biblical text has to 

make the actual words used by the biblical writers its sole starting point” (p. 25).  

Accepting the advice of Welch who “emphasises the need for objective data for 

delimiting individual units” (Welch, 1981, 13) and recognising the critique of Boda 

and Butterworth in regard to identifying literary structures such as chiasmus 

(Butterworth, 1992; Boda, 1996), Warning continues (p. 30), “we do not need to 

depend upon any subjective delimitations, but we are in the enviable position of 

having a clear-cut division based solely on the biblical text,” as he is basing 

everything on objectively identifiable literary clauses (“the LORD spoke to …”). 

This approach to authenticating the literary composition of Leviticus seems to be 

unusual in the literature. One can clearly follow the logic of the hypothesis that the 

37 Divine Speech formulae are “objective” and could well be authored as a 

compositional device, and few scholars would disagree with this (though, I am sure, 

most scholars would disagree with Warning in counting the double use of the Divine 

speech formula in 16:1–2 as two separate “speeches”). However, where most 

scholars differ is the level above the divine speech device, arguing that the speeches 

are not the only, or necessarily, the macro-level device used in the composition of the 

whole.  

The next step Warning takes is the most surprising, and fills 100 pages of detailed 

literary analysis, at the microstructural level (the Divine Speeches, ch. 3) and the 

macro-structural level (the whole book, or large sections, ch. 4). This work on the 

terminological patterns emerged out of his exhaustive collation of the concordance of 

words in Leviticus (pp. 181–229) (not relevant to publish nowadays, given 

computerized lexica). It suggested to him that the speeches and the whole book are 

coherent, and more likely to be the work of a single or final author/redactor, contra 

Gerstenberger: “not a single chapter in this book has been composed in a single 

sweep or by a single hand” (p. 1). Warning sets out around 100 “terminological 

patterns” in these chapters—just to indicate the volume of data he has gathered in 

support of his thesis. 

Now, one could question whether the identification of terminological patterns within 

a speech, or across a book, necessarily proves that the speech or book has been 

intentionally designed, but it is the overwhelming number of these separate patterns 

(including across putative sources), that does seem to increase the plausibility of his 
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principle argument, and at least suggests his hypothesis is worth taking seriously.  

In conclusion, he says (p. 177): 

In view of the plethora of profound and (probably) purposeful patterns present 

on the micro- and macro-structural levels of the extant text, I should like to 

restate what was said at the beginning: in each case the reader is called upon to 

decide to ascribe the eye-catching structures either to the deliberate designing 

of the author or to the ingenious work of the redactor(s). 

Warning seems open to the hypothesis that there were different sources or layers of 

texts, but he argues that his evidence suggests the high plausibility that the extant 

text was intentionally authored, to ensure cohesion within each divine speech and 

across the whole book. The different styles across P and H referred to by most 

scholars, could well be because of different sources or layers of editing, and/or the 

different literary purposes for the two parts of the book could explain many of the 

differences. At least Warning’s evidence of coherence across speeches and macro-

units of the book is based on verifiable literary terms and terminological patterns. 

However, for this purpose, reviewing his basis for composition, one concludes that 

he considers the author(s) based their structure on the literary device of the divine 

speech formula, and strengthened these with terminological patterns. His approach, 

coined for this purpose, seems apposite: “sola terminologia.” 

3.1.9. DOUGLAS 
Douglas came from a background in anthropology, researching matters of purity and 

impurity in human populations. Her interests brought her to the biblical book of 

Leviticus, to consider the perspectives on purity laws that are found there. She also 

had gained some fluency in literary rhetoric, and brought these perspectives with 

fresh eyes to the study of the Pentateuch. I think it is fair to say that the 

anthropological and more holistic literary views she presented, together with her 

insightful writing style, took the world of Pentateuchal studies by storm. However, 

once the dust had settled, whilst commending Douglas’ ground-breaking contribution 

and many helpful insights, particularly from anthropology, cosmology and ritual 

studies, numbers of scholars pointed out her naivety in biblical studies and Hebrew 

philology, and began to challenge the wholesale acceptance of her proposals (Sawyer 
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& Douglas, 1996; Heald et al., 2004; Hendel, 2004; Watts, 2007, 17-27; Hendel, 

2008; Hendel & Olyan, 2008; Olyan, 2008).  

In Douglas’ highly-regarded book on Numbers (Douglas, 2001a), she presents 

evidence that the book was carefully crafted as a literary ring, referencing other 

ancient examples from Greece, China and elsewhere. As we saw in chapter 2 on 

rhetoric, this scholarly insight on literature remained a passion to the end of her life, 

and to her final book on Thinking in Circles (Douglas, 2007). Back in 1993, she 

applied this thinking to Leviticus, as she grappled with the ritual of food laws (Lev 

11), working from her expertise in anthropological scholarship, but also setting the 

subject in the literary frame of the book (Douglas, 1993). Milgrom mentored 

Douglas at this time and, despite his source-critical views on P and H in his first 

volume on Leviticus, speaks glowingly of this insight from Douglas in his second 

volume: “The integrity and unity of the book of Leviticus can be demonstrated … Is 

there a comprehensive design for the entire book? … The most commendable 

attempt to account for the organization of Leviticus has, in my opinion, been 

proposed by Mary Douglas. Using as a model the ring structure attested in 

contemporary Greek poetry (e.g., eighth century BCE Hesiod), she arranges the 

chapters of Leviticus in the form of a ring (1995: 247–55; 1993a: 11)…” (Milgrom, 

2000, 1364–65). Milgrom re-presents Douglas’ model as in Fig. 21. 
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FIG. 21: DOUGLAS: LEVITICUS AS A RING 

Space constrains a rehearsal of Milgrom’s positive comments (Milgrom, 2000, 

1366–67) about this structure, but they indicate high praise from such a scholar. 

However, in hindsight, I consider that Milgrom and others were rather too quick to 

accept the ring structure proposed by Douglas. It seems they did so on the basis of 

some resonances across the book, and influenced by the artistic merit of the proposal, 

whilst ignoring the data that simply did not fit.  

The parts I find strained include:  

1. Her grouping of chapters 1–9 as “things and persons consecrated to the LORD,” 

which covers some very diverse sections of text, and mixes together part of the 

narrative inauguration of the priests, with the laws about sacrifices. She then 

parallels these 9 chapters with the single chapter 25, on the Sabbath years and 

Jubilee, as “things and persons belonging to the LORD.”  

2. Her ring structure appears impressive if one only glances superficially. However, 

the “ring” does not read in expected order, if indeed it is a ring (or inverted 

parallelism).  
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The pattern she sets out is, in fact:  

A–B–C–D–(E)–F–G–F’–C’–D’–B’–A’ 

The extraneous E (ch. 17) in the pattern is explained as “bridging” between the P 

and H sources, and also the order of C’ and D’ is in the same order as in the first 

half, instead of in reverse, if it was a true inverted parallelism or “ring.” Surely, if 

the composer was intending the reader to understand the book as flowing in this 

ring structure, then he would have arranged the pericopes in the right place in the 

opposite part of the structure? 

3. The other parallels are also very strained for a host of reasons—chapter 10 with 

ch. 24; chs. 11–15 with chs. 21–22; ch. 16 with ch. 23; ch. 19 with ch. 26. 

This amounts to quite a challenge to Douglas’ proposed ring structure, and to be fair, 

she did not remain with it. In her book on Leviticus published in 1999, she makes no 

mention of her earlier view of a ring structure, but sets out her new thesis, based on 

figure poetry, or “pattern poetry” (Douglas, 2001b). She explains (pp. 195–96):  

Leviticus consists almost entirely of divine laws. It is interrupted twice by 

narratives, only twice, and both about encroachment on the divine 

prerogative. There is no accepted explanation for why they should occur 

where they do. The explanation here proposed is that the structure of law and 

narrative cuts the book to the shape of the controlling paradigm. This means 

that the book of Leviticus itself is structured as a tripartite projection of the 

tabernacle, and thus also as a projection of Mount Sinai … On this reading 

the two stories would correspond to the two screens which, according to the 

instructions given in the book of Exodus, divide the desert tabernacle into 

three sections of unequal size. The narratives interrupt the movement through 

the laws as the two screens interrupt the movement through the tabernacle 

and divide it into three sections. Scholars wonder why the two narratives 

occur just where they do: the answer is that their position in the book is an 

element of structure. They have to be placed exactly where they are in order 

to make the text correspond to the three spaces of the desert tabernacle. 

Referring to the way spatial positioning was used as an aide memoire and to expound 

a complex metaphysical doctrine, she says (p. 197): “With this double role the text is 
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much more than a memory system: it is itself a microcosm. It holds together the 

meanings of many levels of existence.” 

Douglas argues (pp. 199–200) that the structure of the text is more than a formal 

analogy for the tabernacle and the two narratives are more than neutral markers. As 

analogies for the first and second dividing screens, they are warning against 

sacrilegious approach. She reckons that the two narratives “should be read as a 

matching pair, each a barrier to the next chamber of the tabernacle.” On this reading 

the spatial design of the tabernacle, and the actions which take place in each 

compartmented space, endow the book with strong literary coherence and the stories 

are like parables about trespass on forbidden ground. She says (p. 218): “The book 

opens with God calling Moses at the entrance to the tent of meeting, and the 

tabernacle remains throughout not just the ground and pivot of all its teaching, but 

the actual structure on which its literary form has been projected.” For some more 

recently, this insight has proved key in the understanding of the composition of the 

book, though Watts disagrees as he considers the book does not make the analogy 

explicit (2007, 20–22). 

Douglas’ proposal is further strengthened by her recognition of the literary 

significance of the references to “Sinai,” as opening and closing structural markers 

(2001b, 219), used to divide the book of Leviticus into its 3 sections (Fig. 22): 

FIG. 22: SINAI AND NARRATIVES 

“Sinai” Marks the Narrative-Defined Sections

Section 1 Chapters 1–7
Implicit Sinai Opening at the tent of meeting with the LORD
speaking from Sinai, and Sinai Closing (7:38)

Fire Narrative (Ch. 8–10)

Section 2 Ch. 11:11–24:9
Stoning Narrative (24:10–23)

Section 3 Ch. 25–27
Sinai Opening 25:1
Sinai Closings 26:45–46
Sinai Closing 27:24
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Douglas points out the way “Sinai” opens and closes the first and the third sections, 

and so also marks the sections separated by the two narratives. She concludes that 

“the name of Sinai is another marker, additional to the stories, like a set of brackets 

at the beginning and end of a section to guide the reader to recognize an inclusio, or 

ring” (p. 219). Hence, she says: “The narratives and the Sinai references are flagging 

devices that signal the division of the book into three segments” (p. 220). 

Douglas then explains the details of the three sections of the book. She asks us to 

“Imagine the reader using the Book of Leviticus as a guide around the Tabernacle” 

(2001b, 222–23). 

FIG. 23: DOUGLAS: LEVITICUS PROJECTED ON THE TABERNACLE PLAN 
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Douglas’ “tour guide” (Fig. 23) presents chs. 1–7 as taking place in the outer 

courtyard of the tabernacle. Chs. 8–9 gives the first narrative about the priestly 

access through the curtain into the sanctuary itself, but because of the sin of Nadab 

and Abihu in ch. 10, the access is held back in a literary sense, to address matters to 

do with purity of people and sanctuary (chs. 11–17). This all seems plausible, but it 

leaves ch. 16 on the Day of Atonement as positioned in the Court, which not only 

conflicts with the central role most scholars see for the chapter, but also means this 

“holy of holies” chapter is in the wrong zone.  

Douglas continues the “tour,” into the sanctuary, with the literary “pedimental 

structure” in chs.18–20, and ch. 19 appearing as central in the structure, and so in the 

book. I found the placing of the regulations about the priests (chapters 21–22), and 

the placing of the Table of Bread and the Lampstand (chapter 24:1–9) in the holy 

place “compartment” of the book, very plausible. Certainly, the odd position of the 

Table and Lampstand in the book has always seemed incoherent to literary critics. 

Less plausible are chapters 18 and 20, about idolatry, occult and sexual immorality 

and the catalogue of punishments for such. Why should these be placed in the Holy 

Place? Also, why would chapter 23, that lists the calendrical feasts experienced by 

the people in the camp, also appear here? 

Douglas’ view on the purpose of the second narrative (24:10–23) as representing the 

second screen, the veil that separates the holy of holies from the Holy Place, seems 

rhetorically attractive. Again, the story has always challenged expositors, as its genre 

and its subject seems so out of place in the book as a whole. But given the story is 

about a foreigner who blasphemes YHWH’s name, it does seem appropriate for this 

narrative to be understood as a literary “Veil,” forcing the reader to stop before entry 

into the holiest place, and to recognise the high regard that YHWH has for the 

honour of his name. This recognition by Douglas of narrative in Leviticus as a 

literary device has proved insightful. 

Douglas uniquely then sees the last three chapters of Leviticus as a literary trio of 

chapters with pedimental composition (like chapters 18–20), representing the holy of 

holies, and with Chapter 26 as the ark of the covenant. Chapters 25 and 27 act like 

pillars either side of the arch, focussing on liberty and redemption, and chapter 26 

referring to “covenant” no less than eight times (pp. 241–44), so appropriate for the 

ark of the covenant in the holy of holies. 



A New and Living Way – Paul Hocking 73 

Douglas seems to be the first author to argue that Leviticus 19 is the centre of the 

book, standing in contrast with the source critical views of Leviticus 1–16 and 17–26 

such as Milgrom. Many authors have argued that chapter 16 is the centre of the book, 

either rhetorically, or simply given its theme of Atonement, but none till Douglas 

have argued that chapter 19 is the centre, and she argues this for rhetorical reasons. 

Lester Grabbe, in his review of Douglas’ book says: “Of special interest is the way in 

which Leviticus 19 is marked by the book’s structure as the central chapter, thus 

highlighting the ethical focus of the legal rulings that take up much of the text” 

(Grabbe, 2004, 158). 

This major contribution from Douglas on the composition was no mean feat, given 

the long history of biblical studies in the Pentateuch, and Leviticus in particular. In 

Grabbe’s words: “I am also convinced by her argument that the book of Leviticus is 

laid out on the model of the tabernacle/temple. Her recognition of the significance of 

the two narrative sections as two prime markers in the text, shows how her eye has 

spotted things that had been overlooked by centuries of students.” He concludes with 

fulsome praise: “Her overall analysis of the book’s structure is brilliant. Not many 

people have made Leviticus live in the way Mary Douglas has!” (Grabbe, 2004, 158, 

160). The plausible frame for the whole book swept synchronic and rhetorical 

analysis of biblical books to a new high and there was a growing appreciation of the 

rhetorical competence of the final redactors (see Berlin on “the redactor as a creative 

artist” and “as interpreter” (1994, 111–12)).  

To recognise the significant impetus given to Levitical studies by Douglas’ 

contribution, it is worth concluding with reference to some of her relevant insights:  

Recall that parallelism is not just a way of writing, not just a stylistic device. 

It is only possible to write in parallels because it is a way of thinking, which 

is also a way of living in which it is impossible to organise except in terms of 

wholes and their halves, sometimes equal, more often unequal. (p. 251) 

This book of Leviticus, regarded traditionally as written down by Moses at 

God’s direction, has a literary structure also modelled on the plan of the tent 

designed for God’s meetings with his people. With this double role, the text 

is much more than a memory system, it is itself a microcosm. It holds 

together the meanings of many levels of existence. (pp. 196–97) 
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And in reference to Chapters 19 and 26 dominating the reading by the power of their 

pedimental framing, she concludes: “These two are about aspects of God’s justice. 

Even going as far as we can go into the interior of the tabernacle, expecting to unveil 

its secrets, what we find is no secret: still, only and always, the justice of God, and 

his fidelity to the covenants he made with Abraham, Isaac and Jacob” (p. 244). 

3.1.10. LUCIANI 
Like Warning, Luciani (2005a; 2005b, 76) sees the speech formulae as a means of 

structuring Leviticus, and for his part, he identifies 36 units in this fashion. He 

further analyses each of these literary units, showing their frequent arrangement in 

triads and their regular use of chiasmus as a structuring and hermeneutic device. 

Based on his careful literary analysis, he proposes that the macrostructure of the 

book uses a clever system of concatenations and repetitions, with the first section 

linked to the last, the second to the penultimate, and so on, and centred around 

chapter 16 as the focal unit (see the literary map). He also recognises variations in 

the introductory formulae (particularly Lev 1:1; 16:1–2aα and 25:1), the repeating 

concluding formulae, the Sinai references, and the two narrative pericopes in 

chapters 8–10 and 24, as key literary devices in the chiastic macrostructure. The 

literary elegance of the book causes Luciani to question the existence of independent 

holiness codes or editorial layers. 

Whereas there is a lot to commend in Luciani’s analysis (Marx, 2007, 234–37), as 

Nihan concludes, there are several of the parallels proposed which appear to be 

problematic, in particular in the C and D rings (Nihan, 2007, 83–84; 87–88). Most 

scholars see chapters 11–15 as a unit based on uncleanness but Luciani splits this 

apparent unit on the basis of questionable chiastic relationships. However, Luciani is 

the only one to use the structural relationship of chapter 12 and 22:17–33, and this is 

also a key observation in Kline (see later). 

3.1.11. NIHAN 
Nihan’s magnum opus on Leviticus (2007) is primarily focused on the composition 

history of the book in relation to the whole Torah, rather than its literary 

composition, so throughout, it is diachronic. He considers (pp. 18–19) that P’s 

account in Genesis and Exodus is consistently directed towards the Leviticus 

revelation, which forms both its narrative conclusion as well as its theological climax 
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in Leviticus 16, initially the conclusion of P. Following that, H added Lev 17–27, as 

a key stage in his redaction and inclusion of P into the Torah. He insists, given this 

was how Leviticus was devised, that this is how the book demands to be read, with 

Lev 1–16 as the “grand climax of the overall process running through the Priestly 

account of Israel’s origins.” The gradual redefinition, in Israel, of a cosmic order, 

more in conformity with the original order existing before the Flood, as well as the 

corresponding transformation of Israel into the “priestly nation” of the universe, 

culminate with YHWH’s disclosure to Moses, and beyond, to all Israel, of the ritual 

teachings in Lev 1–16 at Mt Sinai.  

However, in chapter 2, he argues that (p. 69) a critical analysis of Leviticus should 

begin with a survey of the book in its final (i.e., canonical) form. He carries out a 

thorough review of some scholarly views of the structure of the book, and then 

presents very detailed evidence for his own view. He sees it as formed from two 

sources, as per traditional source criticism, but now made up of three literary parts: 

Lev 1–10; 11–16; 17–26 (27). He argues for a clear narrative progression, whose 

dominant theme is Israel’s gradual initiation into the divine presence. It is also this 

general perspective that accounts for the present position of Leviticus in the middle 

of the Pentateuchal narrative.  

Following his review of other scholars, Nihan’s biggest concern (pp. 88–89) with 

their structural models is that “none of them acknowledge the fact that Leviticus is 

not simply a collection of divine speeches, more or less carefully arranged, but a 

section of a wider narrative extending from the world’s creation to Moses’ death.” 

However, he probably overstates his negative view of them here.  

He goes on to argue that (pp. 88–89):  

These speeches are reported speeches by the Leviticus narrator and, as such, 

they belong fully to the wider Pentateuchal narrative. Within this narrative, 

Leviticus presents itself as the account of a specific revelation made to Moses 

from inside the sanctuary (Lev 1:1) at Mt Sinai (27:34), taking place in the 

time span between Israel’s arrival at Mt Sinai in Exodus and the community’s 

sojourn in the wilderness in Numbers. Considering the very nature of the 

Leviticus account, it is only logical that divine speeches form one of the most 

obvious divisions of the book, even though (against Warning) it is surely a 

mistake to assume that they should all have the same structural significance. 
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He also argues (p. 89), quoting recent scholars: “if we start instead from the 

narrative structure of Leviticus, an obvious division in the book is signalled by the 

account of the eighth day (i.e., after the erection of the Tabernacle in Ex 40) in Lev 

9–10” (author’s italics). Ruwe similarly argues for the importance of this narrative 

frame in Leviticus (Ruwe, 2003). The status Nihan gives to these day-references is 

insightful but, given they are bedded in the text and not major time markers with 

months and years (Bejon, 2020a), as elsewhere in Exodus and Numbers, it seems 

likely he over-emphasises their structural significance in the book. 

Like Sailhamer above, and others, Nihan sets the structure of Leviticus very clearly 

in the wider context of the whole of the Pentateuch, particularly the preceding two 

books, Genesis and Exodus. After a very rigorous analysis of the views of the 

commentators, including German and French ones, he concludes (pp. 108–110) that 

the narrative flow moves from the encounter with YHWH in Exodus, revealing the 

covenant and the sanctuary, into Leviticus as a “textual sanctuary” (Nihan, 2007, 

108; quoting Liss 2004), with the first form of communication with the deity in 

chapters 1–10. Then following the transgression of the priests in Lev 10, the next 

section (chs. 11–15) deals with the maintenance and then the restoration (ch. 16) of 

sacred order. This opens the way to the third and last section (chs. 17–27), “where 

the theme of Israel’s relationship with YHWH is now extended beyond the realm of 

the sacrificial cult to the sphere of everyday life.”  

Nihan does consider the argument put forward by Sun that the book actually divides 

into just two first-order sections (1–10 and 11–26) (Sun, 1990), but dismisses his 

literary arguments based on the indicators in 10:10 and 26:26, and his source-critical 

argument that a redactional compositional layer for the Holiness Code cannot be 

substantiated (Nihan, 2007, 106, 108). Bibb agrees with Nihan on this  (2009, 29). 

Nihan also argues for ch. 16’s central character in the book, based on its formal 

literary devices—the unique and central divine speech formula in vv. 1–2 (18th of 36 

uses in the book), and the clear conclusion in v. 34b of Moses doing as the LORD 

commanded him. 

Having presented his evidence for chapters 11–16 being seen as a first-order section, 

Nihan then proceeds to set out the features that indicate that chapters 17–26 also 

comprise a distinct section. He presents his second-order structure for the section (p. 
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99), based primarily on pericope content, but it does appear to have logical and 

poetical coherence (Fig. 24). 

FIG. 24: NIHAN: THE HOLINESS CODE STRUCTURE 

In conclusion, Nihan sees each section as indicated by the concluding reference to 

the divine presence, a pattern of growing intimacy with the divine: 

In Lev 9–10, YHWH appears to the entire community before the sanctuary; 

in ch. 16, he appears to Aaron inside the inner-sanctum, in an encounter that 

recalls God’s encounter with Moses on Mt Sinai; and Lev 26, finally, alludes 

to YHWH’s permanent—albeit conditional!—presence in Israel outside the 

sanctuary, thus returning somehow to the ‘golden age’ of mankind, before the 

Flood. (p. 108) 

Nihan’s insightful summary of the structure for the whole book (pp. 109–10) is 

shown in Fig. 25. 

 

 

 

 

I Sanctity of the Community (Lev 17–22)
Lev 17: Offerings to the Sanctuary

Lev 18–20: Holiness of the Lay Community
Lev 18: Sexual Relationships and Pollution of the Land

Lev 19: A Torah for the Holy Community (see 19:2)
Lev 20: Sexual Relationships and Pollution of the Land

Lev 21–22 Holiness of the Priests and the Sanctuary
Lev 22:17–30: Offerings to the Sanctuary, complement Lev 17

II Sacredness of Times and of the Divine Name (Lev 23–25
Lev 23: Sabbath and Annual Festivals

Lev 24:1–9: Daily and Weekly Rituals in the Sanctuary
Lev 24:10–23: Sanctity of the Divine Name

Lev 25:1–8: The Sabbatical Year
Lev 25:9–54: The Jubilee

III Concluding Exhortation (Lev 26)
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Nihan’s insistence on the significance of the narrative structure in Leviticus’ 

structural analysis is important, but surely one must take note of other literary 

indicators also? This seems particularly true in Leviticus, which, despite what Nihan 

says, is dominated by the repeating divine speech formulae, and, despite what he 

says about the priority of the narrative structure, it seems his reading gives the 

limited “day” markers greater significance than is justified. It all depends on one’s 

view of genre. If a work is solely narrative, then plot-development and time 

indicators may be the key features of structure, but if one considers Leviticus is 

something more than narrative, then other literary indicators may also be important 

for the writer. 

Nihan catalogues multitudinous data to support his three-fold, first-order structure, 

and one could easily assume volume equals proof. Space prevents a thorough 

critique of his evidence, but I have used my critique of Nihan and others to identify 

principles that are relevant to this rhetorical critical work (§3.3). 

Motif/Sections Lev 1–10 Lev 11–16 Lev 17–26(27)

Conclusion: Lev 9–10 –> Lev 16 –> Lev 26 (+27)

Reference to the 

Divine Presence:

Public theophany before 

the tent of meeting, 

witnessed by all Israel

Theophany inside the 

inner-sanctum, upon the 

Kapporet

(Lev 16:2; cf. Ex 25:22)

YHWH will “walk” in the 

midst of the Israelites if the 

latter obey his commands 

(26:12)

Narrative Context: Institution of the 

sacrificial cult

Maintenance and 

restoration of the 

sacrificial cult

Consecration of all Israel to 

YHWH

Corresponding Sign: Moses and Aaron are 

allowed to enter the 

sanctuary (9.23–24)

Aaron (alone) is allowed 

inside the inner-sanctum 

(second veil, 16:12–13)

Subscription to the book 

(26:46 + 27:34): Moses has 

been taught all the divine laws; 

conclusion of the revelation at 

Mt Sinai.

Inclusion with the 

previous 

Pentateuchal 

Narrative:

–> Ex 40:35, conclusion 

of the building of the tent 

in Ex 25–40

–> Ex 24–25 (24:15–18; 

25:22), beginning of the 

section on the building of 

the tent

–> Gen 5–6 (5:22, 24; 6:9; 

3:8?), original relationship 

between God and people 

before the Flood.

FIG. 25: NIHAN: THE STRUCTURE OF LEVITICUS 



A New and Living Way – Paul Hocking 79 

3.1.12. ZENGER3 
A sevenfold structure has been proposed by Zenger (Zenger, 1996, 1999), though his 

approach to this issue differs significantly from that of Smith. For Zenger, the centre 

of this structure is formed by ch. 16–17; the other sections are arranged around it 

following a chiastic pattern, of the type A–B–C–X–C’–B’–A’ (Fig. 26):  

FIG. 26: ZENGER: THE STRUCTURE OF LEVITICUS 

Interestingly, Heike (2014) also seems to present the book in a similar division to 

Zenger (Gerstenberger, 2015) but with different labels for each section. 

Gerstenberger’s review quotes Heike’s point on the genre of the texts, saying they 

“are no longer pure and clean ritual scripts but constitute … the overall story of a 

promulgation of cultic prescriptions, that is, a ‘narrativized ritual’.” Heike’s term 

“narrativized ritual” is taken from Bibb (2009), and is surely a helpful concept in 

understanding Leviticus. Gerstenberger questions Heike’s purpose, saying: “why was 

ritual put into narration, asks the attentive reader-tourist. For literary purposes alone? 

Or was there a performative, even liturgical recitation intended?” 

In Zenger’s 1999 essay, he attempts to demonstrate, in particular, that Lev 16 and 17 

comprise together the centre of the book, and that the main structuring device in 

Leviticus is formed by the successive introductions to divine speeches (pp. 64–69). 

He argues that close examination of these introductions corroborates the notion of a 

                                                
3 As Zenger’s work was published in German (Zenger, 1996, 1999), I have taken these brief notes on 
his structure from Nihan’s review (Nihan, 2007, 81–83, 86–87).  

Chapters Themes

1–7 Sacrifices

8–10 Priesthood

11–15 Everyday Life

16–17 Atonement

18–20 Everyday Life

21–22 Priests

23:1–26:27 Sacrifices and Festivals
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sevenfold division of Leviticus (= chs. 1–7; 8–10; 11–15; 16–17; 18–20; 21–22; 23–

26/27) centred around Lev 16–17, each section being singled out by a distinct 

formula. 

Nihan questions Zenger’s concentric parallels and his methodology (Nihan, 2007, 

86–87). He sees Zenger’s argument for the variations in the speech introductions as 

inconclusive, and not necessarily belonging to the same level, and he sees his 

parallels as rather superficial. Also, he challenges the combination of chs. 16 and 17, 

given the indications of structural division, such as the compliance formula in 16:34 

and the unique speech formula in 17:2. 

3.1.13. MORALES  
Morales’ recent study (2015) demonstrates both a thorough grasp of the historical-

critical conversation as well as a high regard for the literary composition of the texts. 

“Increasingly, scholars have come to appreciate the significance of literary structure 

for determining the meaning of a work: that the form conveys meaning … we will 

consider the structure of the Pentateuch in its final form, examining how that 

structure contributes to the stated theological theme of Leviticus” (p. 23). 

Morales sets his study in the context of the Israelite pilgrims going up to Jerusalem 

for the Festivals and their songs of ascent. He says (p. 20) that the gate or entrance 

liturgy “runs as an undercurrent throughout the narratives of the Pentateuch, and is 

found at the heart of its central book, Leviticus. Such a point comes as no surprise 

when we consider that the Pentateuch itself is a thoroughly Levitical work, a priestly 

torah, whose traditional author, Moses, was a thoroughgoing Levite.” 

In his first chapter, he succinctly summarises the scholarly view of the concentric 

five-fold structure of the Pentateuch, with Sinai, the Tent of Meeting and Leviticus at 

its centre, and as theologically significant. He quotes Knierim (1985, 405) on the fact 

that YHWH is now speaking to Moses from the Tent of Meeting in Leviticus as: “the 

highest level in the macrostructure of the Sinai pericope” (p. 27). 
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Zooming inwards (p. 27–34), Morales also succinctly summarises the data on the 

concentric nature of the book of Leviticus, with the centre being occupied by the Day 

of Atonement. He uses Rendtorff’s conclusion (2003, 255) that “on both a formal 

and thematic level there are sound reasons to speak of the central position of chapter 

16 within the book of Leviticus” (p. 28). And he adapts a diagram (p. 29) by 

Davidson (1988, 20), based on an article by Shea (1986), to argue for the structural 

symmetry of the book within the whole Torah (Fig. 27): 

FIG. 27: MORALES: THE SYMMETRY OF THE TORAH 

 



A New and Living Way – Paul Hocking 82 

He recognises that there are different thematic labels among scholars but proffers the 

following overview for the book (Fig. 28): 

FIG. 28: MORALES: THE STRUCTURE OF LEVITICUS 

Quoting Shea (1986), he sees this stepped, concentric structure leading up to the Day 

of Atonement as the “capstone of the sacrificial rituals” and flowing out of that 

ceremony into “the subject of holy living” (p. 29). 

He continues (pp. 28–29): 

From, perhaps, the most basic vantage point, one may consider Leviticus in 

two halves, with chapter 16 serving as the fulcrum, summing up the 

sacrificial cult and functioning as a segue to the call for holiness. The first 

half deals primarily with the approach to God through blood, while the 

second half is taken up with life in God’s Presence through increasing 

holiness, the overall goal being fellowship and union with God. 

It seems that most would agree with the gist of this view of the book, but I would 

challenge what seems to be Morales’ view that “life in God’s Presence through 

increasing holiness” means “fellowship and union with God” within the sanctuary. It 

seems clear that the book does rise to a centre in the holy of holies, but then the 

remainder of the book (at least chs. 19–27) deals with the holiness of life flowing 

from that, for the priesthood and for the nation, in the community of God, in the 

rhythms of the nation’s calendar, and in the land as a whole, not in the sanctuary. 

This aspect of the concentric argument seems to be lost to Morales and others, that 

Leviticus seems to be describing the inward journey to the holiest place (largely 

individual) and then the outward journey involving sacred people, time and place 

(and largely in community as a nation), as the diagram by Davidson suggests. And 

1–7 Sacrifices

8–10: Institution of Priesthood/Inauguration of Cultus

11–15: Clean/Unclean in Daily Life

16: Day of Atonement

17–20: Holy/Profane in Daily Life

21–22: Legislation for the Priesthood

23–27: Festivals/Sacred Time

Approaching God
ATONEMENT

Communion with God
HOLINESS

JUDGMENT/CLEANSING
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this is despite the fact that Morales refers to Kline’s view of ch. 19 being the literary 

centre (p. 34) 

In his conclusion, he says (p. 38, italics original):  

Like moving inwardly along the rings of a target, this chapter has surveyed 

the structure of the Pentateuch concentrically, moving from its fivefold 

arrangement to the inner books of Exodus, Leviticus and Numbers, then to 

the Sinai narrative (Exod 19 to Num 10), then to the central book of 

Leviticus, and, finally, to the innermost ring itself, the Day of Atonement in 

Leviticus 16—the narrowest aim of the Pentateuch’s formation. The shape of 

the Pentateuch, I posit, follows (and forms) its unifying theme: YHWH’s 

opening a way for humanity to dwell in the divine Presence. The essence of 

that way and the heart of the Pentateuch’s theology is the Day of Atonement. 

A rhetorical critical point made by Morales that is apposite to this thesis and worth 

emphasising (p. 38) is: “Keeping in mind that when reading “linearly” one must be 

ever mindful that both halves of a work inform and are informed by the centre, 

focusing attention upon the centre and deriving meaning from it will help us to read 

the Pentateuch, as it were, with ‘cultic glasses’.” 

3.1.14. KLINE 
Moshe Kline’s proposal for the composition of Leviticus (and the whole Torah) has 

been influenced by his literary view of ancient texts, which was informed by his 

early education in the Great Books programme in St John’s College, MD. He began 

his work with the Mishnah, which, he argued, showed evidence of being a structured 

composition (see later in §4.1.6), but then he moved to an analysis of the Torah, 

which convinced him that the later Mishnah’s structuring was based on the 

structuring observable in the Torah. 

He initially published his views on Leviticus in 2006, in a journal called the Biblical 

Historian (Kline, 2006), which has since become defunct, so the article gained little 

attention. He then published on Leviticus 19 in a Festschrift for Mary Douglas in the 

Journal of Hebrew Scriptures (Kline, 2008). Latterly, he has published a chapter on 

the composition of Leviticus in a recent book in honour of Jacob Milgrom (Kline, 

2015), and under Milgrom’s supervision (p. 225, n. 2). Throughout this period, he 

has made available his Structured Torah and Mishnah on his web site (chaver.com), 
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along with a series of his unpublished papers covering areas of the Torah, and 

specifically on the Creation and Decalogue pericopes.  

It is fair to say that, in many ways, Kline’s view of the literary pericopes in Leviticus 

matches with the macro and microstructures identified by others previously, as he 

bases his analysis on the same literary devices. However, it differs from others in 

four key features based on his view of the writing—firstly, in its two-dimensional 

parallelism (alternation) of pericopes forming the literary “Units” in the book, 

secondly, in the arrangement of these units in triads, thirdly, in the symmetrical 

structure of those unit-triads across the book, and fourthly, in regard to the structural 

significance of particular units, for example, the central unit being chapter 19, not 

chapter 16, and the parallel relationship of chapter 12 (Unit VI) and chapter 22:26–

33 (Unit XVII), which has been missed by others, except Luciani. 

As I will summarise Kline’s composition proposal (KCP) in the next chapter, as the 

case to be used in the case study, I will limit my review of Kline’s work here to 

critical elements of his proposal, to show how it compares with other scholarly 

views. I found Awabdy’s and Luciani’s reviews of Kline superficial, and they failed 

to follow Kline’s literary argument (Luciani, 2010, 421–23; Awabdy, 2017). 

In Kline’s 2006 and 2015 articles, he set out his composition proposal for the book, 

referring, as appropriate, to the ideas of Douglas and Milgrom that had influenced 

him. Kline also referred to Douglas’ “ground rule for structural analysis,” in her 

earlier book on Numbers, and sees his own literary analysis as following this rule 

closely: “If the analyst can manage not to take responsibility either for selecting the 

units of structure, or for the principles of relationship between the units of the text, 

the analysis of the structure will be more secure. The safeguard is to have some 

principle of selection that makes the interpretation a work of discovery, not of 

creation.” Kline goes on to say about his own work: “In this paper, I will attempt to 

expand Douglas’ argument with a clear definition of the units of structure that make 

the interpretation of Leviticus a work of discovery” (2006, 12). Although Kline sets 

out his own discovery of the units of text, he does not set out “his principles of 

selection,” as suggested in Douglas’ ground rule, so one is still left with a black box 

in regard to his method. Based on my review of his work and the approach taken by 

other scholars above, I have identified some principles one can use in this approach 

to compositional analysis, and have set these out in Section 3.3.  
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From the extensive literature review in this chapter on the composition of Leviticus, 

and a scan of the resulting, simplified “literature map” below, it is possible to say 

that, almost always, other scholars would agree with Kline’s identified “Units” as 

valid literary pericopes at some level. The main difference amongst scholars is on 

how they decide the hierarchy of the divisions—first-order, second-order, and so on. 

Some of Kline’s literary Units are seen as first order divisions by some scholars, but 

other Units are seen as second or even third-order. Kline’s articles set out his two-

dimensional structural Units, and the literary data on which they are based. However, 

for those with limited literary analytical background, his more data-driven, inductive 

style seems to deter some—see, for example, Barton’s inappropriate criticism of the 

Structuralist “addiction to diagrams” and “pseudoscientific methodological 

impedimenta” (1996, 124, 193)! Kline’s style may well confuse even the most 

resolute of readers, making understanding of the concepts and arguments difficult.4  

Kline commences by quoting Milgrom’s argument that the literary structure of these 

texts reveals its theology or ideological thrust, “structure is theology” (Milgrom, 

2001, 2129–30). He sees the book of Leviticus, in the form we have it today, as “a 

powerfully contrived structure,” quoting Douglas, and further, “a literary 

composition that is so impressive (that) could suggest that writing a theological 

treatise was the full achievement” (Douglas, 2001b, 7; Kline, 2015, 227 and n. 8). 

Whereas all literary critics observe discrete pericopes of text within authored works, 

Kline’s thesis is that Leviticus is made up of well-defined literary units that share 

certain characteristics, specifically, being constructed as a two-dimensional text or 

“weave.” His concept is that pericopes of text are to be conceptualised as “in 

parallel” with each other, and he supports this by setting the linked pericopes in 

parallel columns and rows. He has argued previously (Kline, 1987) that this 

“tabular/woven formatting technique” was identifiable in the Mishnah (my §4.1.6), 

so he suggests the technique was employed until at least the third century CE (Kline, 

                                                
4 Also, for example, Luciani, referring to Kline’s paper on Leviticus 19 in 2008, where he complains 
about “the extreme complexity of the reconstruction (more than 40 tables to support the 
demonstration)” and concludes: “But let us at least say that the proposed ‘tabular’ composition is so 
hard to read (si peu lisible) and demands such hard work (‘such a burst of energy’ – une telle 
debauche d’energie) that it seems to me preferable to adopt, in this field as in others, a principle of 
economy: the structure which is at the same time the simplest and the most encompassing—all the 
text and everything (or at least the maximum) in the text—is the one that must be preferred.” (Luciani, 
2010–24) 
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2015, 226). Kline’s view of this form of writing is certainly a new insight but, 

intuitively, it seems unlikely in this ancient context. 

Kline’s 2015 essay is set out in nine parts, and the order, the analytical complexity, 

and the confusion with a number of labelling errors on pp. 237–85, certainly makes it 

challenging. However, he sets out the parallelism of the surface level literary 

evidence clearly (in tables) and argues that these constructs are consistent across the 

Torah which seems to add to the credibility of his thesis. 

He argues that the composition is based on a rationalisation of literary levels that is 

logical and consistent. He labels the levels (Fig. 29): 

FIG. 29: KLINE'S LITERARY LEVELS 

The key paradigm difference here is at levels 2 and 4, where Kline uses the concept 

“row of pericopes” and “row of units.” For others, this would be labelled a “sequence 

of pericopes” or a “sequence of units,” as a linear reading is assumed, with one 

pericope following another in linear sequence. However, Kline argues, on the basis 

of surface-level literary indicators, that parallelism is an intrinsic part of the 

composition, and that pericopes and Units are aligned in parallel. His thesis is that 

the literary markers were used by the rhetor to indicate to readers/listeners the 

pericopes that were connected in parallel, and how these rows of pericopes were 

connected to form Units.  

  

                                                
5 Page 237, fig. 7 has VII twice; p. 238 has Unit-triads “E and F” four times, but means “F and G.” 

1. Pericope

2. Row of Pericopes

3. Table of Pericopes = Unit

4. Row of Units

5. Table of Units (sometimes called an “Array”)

6. Book
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To illustrate: 

I. Pericope (p) 

p1 

 

II. Row of Pericopes 

p1 p2 p3 

 

 

III. Table of Pericopes (= Unit) 

p1 p2 p3 

p4 p5 p6 

p7 p8 p9 

 

Kline then argues there are further levels in the structure—triads of Units and arrays 

of Units, up to the full book level. Kline insists that the content of any pericope at 

any level is indicated by the repeating literary devices, rather than by apparent 

subject matter or the length of text. Often, parallel pericopes are of similar size, but 

this is not the guiding issue. The relationships in the structure are indicated by the 

parallel literary repetitions, and Kline has published his two-dimensional form of the 

text showing key indicators, for consideration by others. 

This structuring seems to be more than just a different way of presenting the same 

material, but a conceptual difference in the way the literature is conceived. Not only 

are pericopes in relationship in a single dimension, as one would recognise in linear 

reading, but also, Kline argues, and as we have seen in the three examples in Section 

2.1, there are conceptual links in two dimensions, across the “rows” and down the 

“columns” of pericopes (and indeed, the same for Units in tables of Units). In the 

above table (III), for instance, Kline shows there are literary relationships 

horizontally (e.g., p1–p2–p3) and vertically (e.g., p1–p4–p7). This adds another 
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“level” of “conceptual space” to the literary design of this “woven” reading, that is 

not obvious in the linear reading. 

Focusing on his literary structure of Leviticus, he considers that it is divided into 22 

literary “Units,” and he sets out the complete structure (his Fig. 7, p. 237) as below, 

using Roman numerals for the Units. From this it can be seen that there are “eight 

structural elements, A–H, of which seven are “Unit-triads” (sets of three connected 

Units), and the eighth (E = Lev 19) [which] is a single Unit” in the centre of the book 

(Fig. 30).6 

 

FIG. 30: KLINE: THE STRUCTURE OF LEVITICUS 

If this catalogue of “Units” is compared with the outlines of most commentators (as I 

have done in the literature map below, §3.2), it will be seen that Kline’s Units 

generally match the paragraphs/sections identified by others. The main difference is 

the “level” of literary significance that each commentator gives to each “Unit.” For 

instance, Milgrom’s two, first-order divisions in the book (1–16; and 17–26/27) 

match with Kline’s Units I–X and XI–XXII; or Nihan’s three, first-order divisions 

(1–10; 11–16; 17–26/27) match with Kline’s Units I–IV, V–X and XI–XXII. 

However, there are at least two significant differences in Kline’s view of literary 

Units: Firstly, Units VII and VIII (ch. 13–14)—most scholars recognise these 2 

                                                
6 NB. There is typographical error in Kline’s table, using VII instead of VIII. 

A B C D E F G H

I

1–3

IV

8–10

VII

13:1–46

X

16

XIII

19

XIV

20

XVII

22:26–33

XX

25

II

4–5

V

11

VIII

13:47–14:57

XI

17

XV

21

XVIII

23

XXI

26

III

6–7

VI

12

IX

15

XII

18

XVI

22:1–25

XIX

24

XXII

27
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“units” at some level, but Kline divides them after 13:46, rather than the end of 

chapter 13, so the following unit is 13:47–14:67. 

Secondly, Units XVI and XVII (ch. 22)—most see this as one “unit,” and some 

divide it after verse 16 (Milgrom, 2000, 1890–2), but Kline divides it at verse 26. He 

argues persuasively (p. 227) that Unit XVII is similar to chapter 12 (Unit VI), as 

“both consist of eight verses containing birth, seven days after birth, the eighth day, 

and sacrifice.” Unit XVII also relates to Unit VI chiastically in the framework, and 

plays a major role in verifying the overall macro-structure. In this literature review, 

this observation by Kline on the dimensions and relationship of these two Units, 

which appears obvious when pointed out, seems to be unique to Kline.  

However, even though these seem to be the only two significant differences of view 

in regard to literary “units,” compared with other scholars, there are further 

significant differences in “first-order” divisions in his structure.  

1. For Kline, the “first-order” divisions would be his Unit-Triads, plus the central 

Unit XIII, so eight first-order divisions in the book. No other scholar has this 

configuration and one should therefore proceed with caution. 

2. Kline also sees Units IV–VI (B) as a triad, separate from Units VII–IX (C), 

which again is unusual. Luciani does have the separation of 11–12 from 13–15 

(Nihan’s critique (2007, 87)), but Luciani does not include chs. 8–10 with 11–12, 

as Kline does. At first sight, this proposal seems implausible, as it separates 

chapters 11 and 12 from 13–15, all of which deal with “uncleanness.” 

3. Then Kline links Units X–XII, holding together chapters 16–18. Virtually 

everyone sees chapter 16 as comprising a “unit” at some level, and a few bind it 

with chapter 17, but no-one also includes chapter 18 in this section of the book.  

4. Kline also is unique (apart from Douglas, as above) in seeing Chapter 19 (Unit 

XIII; E) as the literary centre of the book. No-one else has argued for this, as 

virtually every other scholar sees ch. 16, on the Day of Atonement, as the literary 

and theological centre. 

5. His other units follow other scholars generally, at least at their “section level,” 

though not in the same “triads.” Also most see chapter 27 as a late appendix, but 

Kline sees it as integral to the whole book structure, together with chapter 25–26 

(Units XX–XXII; H).  
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Kline shares with Douglas the strong view that the structure of the book is based on 

the Tabernacle, but does not agree with her one-way journey. He sees the book as 

being made up of three concentric structures, or “rings” of Unit-triads, centred on 

Unit XIII (Lev 19), with an Outer ring, a Middle ring and an Inner ring, and that 

these are projected onto the tabernacle structure of the outer court, the middle holy 

place and the inner holy of holies (details in §3.4). 

An unexpected observation is that, although well aware from Douglas and others of 

the significant narrative portions in the book (end of Kline’s Unit IV and XIX), Kline 

does not chose to highlight them as significant literary indicators in his analysis. It is 

clear from his framework that these narrative portions act as key literary indicators in 

his structure, and indeed, are also chiastically arranged, adding strength to the above 

observation regarding Units VI and XVII, but it is strange that he does not point this 

out in his essay. 

A significant question arises in his argument, when he proposes that Unit-triad C 

should be removed from the structure initially, in order to see the underlying 

symmetry of the book (again, §3.4). He asks the reader to suspend judgment on this 

until the end of his essay, where he gives an explanation. This may be seen as special 

pleading by sceptics.   

Kline summarises his position, contra the prevailing consensus (p. 253):  

The table above can be viewed as the general outline of how Leviticus was 

composed as a book, the loom upon which it was woven. It graphically 

demonstrates that each individual Unit is the unique combination of three 

planning ‘dimensions’ … No other Unit has exactly this combination of 

planning characteristics … It is clear that the author was required to juggle 

many variables when constructing the Units. It is equally clear that 

completion of such a complex plan cannot be attributed to a process of 

redaction or accretion. 

This last conclusion raises a methodological question which is not considered by 

Kline: how can one distinguish between one author writing a composition for a 

purpose based on a variety of sources, and a series of editors and a final redactor 

editing sources into a final composition, for the same purpose? 
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Kline’s reading of the book’s structure as a two-way journey into and out of the 

sanctuary (pp. 254–56) suggests to him that the purpose or suasive intent for this 

structure was to take the reader/hearer on a literary journey similar to the High Priest 

on the Day of Atonement, not just figurative but experiential, with the inward 

journey being focussed on the individual (“individualisation”), but the outward 

journey being focused on the community as a holy nation (“socialisation”). This 

purpose will be considered further in Section 4.2. 

 

Following this survey of the scholarly views, I am now in a position to collate the 

data into a literary “map” and to analyse the significant matters that emerge. 
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3.2. LITERATURE MAPS OF THE PROPOSED LITERARY UNITS  

3.2.1. THE MAPPING PROCESS 
The tables below summarise the literary composition proposed by each scholar. It is 

obviously important initially to read the above review of each scholar, as scholars 

describe their composition proposal in differing ways.  

In order to align their chosen high-level structures onto the same table (§3.2.3), I 

have listed in chapter-order every single literary sub-section required by any 

proposal down the left-hand column, and then mapped each proposed structure onto 

these subsections. I have merged cells for any particular scholar, as necessary.  

The Units proposed by Milgrom are set out first, as the “benchmark” proposal, and 

then each scholar is mapped out generally by date of publication. I have shaded the 

central unit, if a scholar considers there is one. I have put Kline’s composition 

proposal at the end, as this will be the test case for the case study. The final column 

lists the chapters as they are printed in English Bibles, to aid in finding one’s way 

around the map. 

The second map (§3.2.4) then codes each scholar according to the main basis he uses 

for his composition proposal. 

3.2.2. THE MAP CODING 
It is difficult to give simple codes to distinguish different scholarly approaches to the 

book’s composition. Most take the sources as read, and most recognise literary 

devices in the book to divide the pericopes. All of them recognise the importance of 

the divine speech formulae as literary devices, but differ as to the level of importance 

they give to each speech. In the coding, I have tried to distinguish the primary factors 

that are being used by the scholar to separate the book into first-order sections, in 

order to give some indication of the range of approaches being taken to the literary 

composition.  
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The Codes I have used in the second table are as below: 

1. I, II, III etc. = scholar’s view of first-order units in the book 

2. A, B, C, C’, B’, A’, etc. = scholar’s view of first-order units with chiastic form 

3. N = Narrative pericope (Smith) 

4. L = Legal pericope (Smith) 

With Kline, I have indicated Units within his Unit-Triads with dashed lines. 

 

FIG. 31: THE COLOUR CODES FOR THE BASIS OF COMPOSITION 

 

 

 

 

Colour Codes Scholar divides the book (generally) by:

Sources

Sources, then content

Literary indicators and content

Narrative strategy

Genre

Divine speech formulae

Analogy based on Tabernacle—inward journey

Literary Devices then content; Chiasmus

Literary Devices then content; literary “rings”—2D parallelism
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3.2.3. LITERATURE MAP I: SCHOLARLY VIEWS OF RHETORICAL UNITS 
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3.2.4. LITERATURE MAP II: SCHOLARLY VIEWS BY COMPOSITION TYPE 
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3.2.5. THE LITERATURE MAPPING CONCLUSIONS 
The tables map the composition of Leviticus as proposed by the 13 scholars. Based 

on consideration of the scholars’ views of the composition history and the literary 

composition, and of the data collated in these tables, I make the following 

observations: 

1. General Consensus—scholarship tends to accept currently that: 

a. The material in Leviticus has come from priestly writings. 

b. There were probably two priestly sources or schools that created the texts 

(labelled P and H). The sources tend to be distinguished by vocabulary, 

style, structure and theology.  

c. Chs.1–16 was mostly written by P, but chs. 17–26 by the H school, with 

ch. 27 added even later by H as an appendix. Some consider the Holiness 

school to be the final redactor of the whole Pentateuch, not just Leviticus. 

2. Consensus as to Composition 

a. More recent Levitical scholarship has not only focused on historical 

criticism but also rhetorical criticism (diachronics and synchronics). 

There is generally an acceptance of significant literary artistry in the 

extant text, at the pericope level, in larger units and sometimes at the 

whole-book level, though not negating the consensus view of diverse 

underlying sources. 

b. There is a recognition of the tension between a diachronic view of 

composition and a synchronic view of composition and the implications 

for cohesion and coherence (Berlin, 1994, 111–12). 

c. The main “units” of text are generally agreed. If one scans the first table 

above, it is clear that most scholars see coherence in the following 

sections: 

i. Chapters 1–7 

ii. Chapters 8–10 

iii. Chapters 11–15 

iv. Chapters 18–20 

v. Chapters 21–22 

vi. Chapters 23–24 
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3. Differences as to Composition  

a.  Literary Levels 

i. The main challenge seems to be to decide what constitutes a 

“first-order” level, and what constitutes sub-ordinate 

compositional levels. 

ii. At one extreme, Warning, for instance, uses the Divine speeches 

as his literary device for dividing up the text. This results in 37 

such devices/speeches/sections. Luciani also commences with this 

form of analysis, deciding with most on 36 speeches. 

iii. At the other extreme, source critical scholars such as Knohl and, 

to a degree, Milgrom, consider that the two sources are really the 

“first order” divisions, so 1–16 and 17–26. 

iv. Most others are in between these poles, and base their analysis on 

two stages: firstly, they accept the literary device introducing the 

divine speeches as key, and secondly, they then group some of 

these according to their content. For instance, in chapter 23, the 

feasts are introduced by 5 speech formulae, but most scholars 

agree that this is one literary section. 

v. The challenge comes in deciding the content groupings. For 

instance, is chapter 23 to be seen as a “first-order” section or is it 

to be combined with chapter 24 as a larger section, and, if so, on 

what basis—literary devices or content? 

b. Conflicting Units  

i. As well as the challenge of “level,” there are a few pericopes/units 

that seem to create challenges to scholars generally, and so show a 

number of options in the table. 

ii. Are chs. 11–12 separate from chs. 13–15? The majority see this as 

one section on purity and uncleanness. However, based on 

rigorous analysis, Luciani separates these two sections as first-

order divisions. Kline agrees with Luciani regarding 13–15, but 

separates chs. 11 and 12 and then combines these two units with 

chapters 8–10 in a first-order “unit-triad.” 

iii. Chapter 16. This regularly throws up differences of opinion. The 

main variations are: is it the closing part of the section on 
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purity/impurity (so, chapters 11–16), or is it a first-order unit in its 

own right (ch. 16), or should it be combined with chapter 17 (chs. 

16–17) as a first-order unit? Although the scholars show strong 

evidence for all three options, there does not appear to be a 

consensus emerging, as there is for chapters 1–7 or 8–10. 

iv. Chapter 17. Again, this is a source of contention. Does it fit 

rightly with chapter 16, or does it open “the holiness code” from 

17–26? Probably, more than any other “unit,” this one seems to 

present the greatest challenge to scholarly consensus. 

v. Chapters 18–20. A scan across the table shows that a number of 

scholars are happy to classify these as a first-order unit in the 

book. But it is also fair to say that the reason for these chapters 

being as they are, calls forth lots of creative views, and clearly, for 

some, indicates sources/fragments and a complex redaction 

history. All agree that chapter 18 loosely parallels the content of 

chapter 20 (forbidden sexual and idolatrous practices), but the two 

chapters are separated by a majestic and strange conglomeration 

of laws in chapter 19, addressing both ethics and cultics. What is 

the sense of this? 

vi. The two definite narratives in the book, chapter 10 and chapter 

24:10–23. The narrative in chapter 10 makes sense in the context 

of the inauguration and induction of the priesthood, but it is 

unexpected, nevertheless, to introduce a narrative piece in a book 

almost totally made up of divine speeches pronouncing 

legislation. The second narrative piece in chapter 24 raises even 

more questions. There has been longstanding deliberation about 

why there is a narrative pericope at this point, particularly given 

the apparently irrelevant subject matter. It is fair to say that Mary 

Douglas made a break-through in proposing that these narrative 

pericopes act as literary devices amidst the laws, to indicate the 

“dividing points” in the literary tabernacle structure and journey. 

Many scholars found this most insightful and plausible, and 

particularly as the second narrative (24:10–23) followed two 

pericopes on the Lampstand and Table (24:1–9), suggesting it was 
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indeed indicating the move from the “holy place” through the veil 

into the “holy of holies,” the place of the divine Name. The 

inserted narrative then made sense about the danger of 

blaspheming the divine Name.  

vii. Chapter 27. Given the clear closing formula at the end of chapter 

26, most scholars see chapter 27 as an appendix, added as a later 

redaction by the H school, and with another closing formula added 

to the new ending (27:34). However, some scholars, such as 

Douglas and Kline (and latterly Milgrom), have recognised the 

apparent connection of this last chapter with the opening chapters 

regarding voluntary offerings “to the LORD” (chs. 1–3). 

4. Different Criteria for Composition 

The second version of the tabulated summary above aims to show the different 

bases on which the scholars have proposed their different views of the 

composition of Leviticus. This is generalisation, but there seem to be a number of 

bases for the compositional proposals, which are not necessarily mutually 

exclusive: 

a. Sources—this is an obvious basic division for virtually all scholars—

there are two first-order sections, because Leviticus has been formed from 

the merging of two putative documents/writings, P and H. 

b. Divine Speeches—again, all scholars recognise the importance of this 

device, but some, like Warning, argue that this is the device to which we 

must pay primary attention in our reading and analysis. 

c. Literary Devices Generally—many scholars point out a range of other 

literary devices used in the book to indicate the beginnings, the closings 

and the themes of pericopes.  

d. Content—whilst recognising the literary devices, many/most of the 

scholars would give high regard to the content of literary units, and divide 

units on this basis. Some scholars, certainly historically, used this as their 

primary means of division and even now, content comes before literary 

devices for some. 

e. Narrative—this is an important observation, particularly given the 

generally legal nature of Leviticus. Sailhamer, Nihan and others argue 
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that the book is embedded in narrative, and indeed, on the basis of its 

reported speech genre, it is definitely part of the Sinai Pericope in terms 

of its narrative arc. So, whatever the historical context of the final form, 

the literary narrative is presented as part of the story of Israel’s origins 

before the First Temple, back in the times of Israel’s exodus. It is on this 

basis that Sailhamer uniquely identifies chapter 17:1–9 as narrative, 

almost certainly implausibly, but on the same basis, Nihan divides the 

book into three first-order divisions, following the narrative arc from 

Exodus to the end of Leviticus.  

f. Genre—in a similar mould, but based more on Genre arguments for the 

first-order, Smith identifies 7 sections, alternating between Law and 

Narrative through the book. To achieve the “middle narrative,” he has to 

classify ch. 16 as narrative, a view which is shared by virtually no other 

scholar (but see Bibb, 2009, 32–33). There is much to commend in 

Smith’s analysis, but this proposal is probably not consistent with the 

facts. 

g. Analogy—Douglas, coming from a completely different perspective, 

proposes that the book is based on ancient analogical thinking. She saw 

the “phases” in the book as based on the zones of the exodus tabernacle, 

strengthened by her view that the two narrative pericopes acting as 

literary devices, represent the curtain and the veil, dividing the two rooms 

of the literary sanctuary. It seems there is consensus on the book being 

heavily aligned around the tabernacle as analogy, forming a kind of 

“textual sanctuary” (Nihan, 2007, 109). 

h. Chiasmus—Many scholars identify chiasmus/inversion in Leviticus at 

various levels in the text, arguing for their use as structuring devices.  

Also, given that many scholars see the Day of Atonement as “central” in 

the book, there is a strong tendency to see a book-wide chiasmus, centred 

on chapter 16 (or 16–17). This has clearly influenced Smith, Luciani, 

Zenger, and Morales. They argue for structures that are similar but not 

identical, but all of them struggle to demonstrate that the parallels on 

either side of the centre are coherent and plausible. 

i. Two-dimensional Parallelism—the final composition, proposed by 

Kline, is complex and may appear to conflict with views on underlying 
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sources and centuries of editing. However, his proposal for two-

dimensional units of text is based on literary analysis of the final form, 

rather than on source criticism. He argues the literary units are arranged 

in triads across the book, and are based on surface-level literary 

indicators. The proposal seems to resolve the question of the “centre” of 

the book, and also brings coherence to Douglas’ insight on the Tabernacle 

analogy in the book.  

Of the above proposals, I have selected Kline’s for in-depth analysis and critique. In 

the Method chapter (§4.1.1–§4.1.8), this proposal will be subjected to a suite of 

rhetorical critical tests to appraise its plausibility. However, in order to do this 

effectively, it is important to gain a thorough grasp of 1) the organising principles 

being used for the rhetorical analysis (§3.3), and 2) Kline’s composition proposal 

itself (§3.4).  
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3.3. TEN ORGANISING PRINCIPLES IN THIS RHETORICAL ANALYSIS 

Before I describe Kline’s composition proposal (KCP), it will help to stand back and 

consider some organising principles for rhetorical analysis in this context. The core 

thesis question is: “How can one know what is a plausible composition proposal?” In 

the process of carrying out the critical review of previous research, a series of 

questions arose that could be used in appraising the plausibility of any composition 

proposal. From consideration of these questions, I identified a series of organising 

principles, “ten commandments,” to guide my approach in this rhetorical analysis. 

1. Read as Literature: Whatever one’s view of the composition history for the 

book of Leviticus, literary critical studies on the final form still show evidence of 

significant “authoring,” often expressed in the form of rhetorical composition and 

synchronic coherence at many levels. The first principle is therefore to read the 

book as literature, and assume that there is coherence, at least from the viewpoint 

of the final redactor(s). This may not obviate views of sources or fragments in the 

text, but it does respect the literary competence of the final redactor(s) (see, for 

instance, Berlin, 1994, 111–12; Højgaard, 2021, 233–34). 

2. Sola Terminologia: I accept this principle from decades of biblical rhetorical 

analysis that judgments made about key divisions within these books should be 

based on significant terminological formulations, rather than alignment of 

concepts in pericopes. Warning makes the distinction between this approach and 

that of others: “the conditio sine qua non could be expressed as sola 

terminologia, whereas for [others] conceptual considerations seem to be of equal 

importance” (Warning, 1999, 18).  

3. Content is Secondary to Literary Indicators: This principle is the corollary of 

the previous one. Decisions on literary structure should not usually use content as 

the primary evidence of structure but see it as secondary to the literary indicators. 

It seems that these ancient writers sometimes put together in parallel content 

which we moderns consider conceptually different, but which is bound together 

by some literary device. The writer appears to be calling the hearer/ reader to 

notice an underlying concept that unites the meaning of the parts within the 

pericope. Of course, content remains important in discerning pericopes, but it 

always appears subordinate in these texts to the authored literary indicators.  
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4. Form conveys Meaning: As described in §2.1: “Increasingly, scholars have 

come to appreciate the significance of literary structure for determining the 

meaning of a work: that the form conveys meaning” (Morales, 2019, 23).  

5. Parallelism as a Habit of Mind: The fifth principle in HB is that of 

“parallelism” or “correspondence,” not, simply, as in poetry, at the sentence 

level, but now at the pericope level, the unit level and even the whole book level. 

Kugel describes it as a “habit of mind” (Kugel, 1998, 31), and as argued from 

Parunak, this was no doubt enhanced by the essentially aural nature of ancient 

culture, in which repetition was the only way to structure rhetoric. Douglas again: 

“Recall that parallelism is not just a way of writing, not just a stylistic device. It 

is only possible to write in parallels because it is a way of thinking.” (Douglas, 

2001b, 251). Kugel may go too far in saying that “parallelism is a, or rather the, 

rhetorical trope of the Bible, its one way of producing a heightened persuasive 

effect” (Kugel, 1998, 86), but at least we can understand his point as significant 

in this context. However, Kline is rare, to my knowledge, in pointing to 

systematic parallelisms of pericopes within Units of text, and higher literary 

divisions up to the book level.7 

6. Alternation of Pericopes: This principle addresses the question about whether to 

class a pericope as inclusio (A-B-A) or alternation (A-B-A-B). Of course, each 

text must be considered in context, but the concept of chiasmus/ inclusio has 

dominated literary analysis, and rhetorical critics have often not considered a 

repeating literary device as evidence of a second pericope or unit conceptually in 

parallel to the previous one. This recognition opens up the view of units of text 

being structured as two-dimensional constructs. 

7. The Importance of the Conceptual Middle: Parallel pericopes or Units may be 

grouped in pairs or more. Where they are grouped in threes or fives, they often 

have a form of symmetry which shows some kind of rhetorical balance at the 

poles, but with a synthesis of both in the centre. It is not just a focus, or key idea 

in the centre, as with inversion/chiasmus, but some kind of conceptual 

combination of the two poles. I have labelled this as the “Introversion archetype.” 

                                                
7 Others, such as Gooding and Lennox, have also discerned similar book-wide pericope parallels, but 
have come from a different paradigm in their patterns and representations. However, I see their 
observations producing similar conclusions in other books of HB and NT, and certainly as adding 
plausibility and comparators to the argument in this thesis. (Gooding, 1981, 1982, 2013a, 2013b, 
2013c; Lennox, 2015) 
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Here the triad of pericopes in parallel have this argument: Thesis > Synthesis < 

Antithesis (coded as: A–ab–B), with the conceptual middle for the triad actually 

occurring in the literary middle of the triad. In reading such sequences in a 

normal/linear manner, there appears to be a “jumble” of ideas, and we may 

struggle to gain a sense of coherence, unless we recognise this literary device of 

the “conceptual middle.” 

8. Textual Analogy: This principle is appropriate for texts like Leviticus—the 

conviction initiated by Douglas, and shared by others, that the book is modelled 

on the structure of the exodus tabernacle, acting not just as a memory system but 

as a microcosm (Douglas, 2001b, 196–7). Also, Nihan’s description of Leviticus 

as “a textual sanctuary” captures this. 

9. Interpret a text in its context: Does comparison with extra-textual passages 

really inform the meaning of this text? The principle here is that the rhetor has 

indicated to the readers how they should “hear” this text within the context of the 

“co-text.” Another apparently-related text in a different book-context is not likely 

to be hermeneutically essential in this one. 

10. Cognitive Bias: This final principle is more a warning, based on the advice of 

Welch who “emphasises the need for objective data for delimiting individual 

units” (Welch, 1981, 13) and recognizing the danger of “confirmation bias” in 

identifying literary structures such as chiasmus  (Krieger, 1976, 43–44; Kugel, 

1981; Butterworth, 1992; Boda, 1996; Kugel, 2012), or worse, the danger of 

narcissism, where the text becomes “a mirror surface from which only the 

reader’s self-image is reflected” (Lasch, 1976). Warning, for instance, argues for 

the benefit of his analysis, based solely on the Divine speeches: “we do not need 

to depend upon any subjective delimitations, but we are in the enviable position 

of having a clear-cut division based solely on the biblical text” (Warning, 1999, 

30). This seems to have been Kline’s method also, basing his analysis on literary 

indicators on the surface-level of the text, rather than descriptions of patterned 

“content” using scholar-created labelling. Naming something does not make it so.  
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3.4. KLINE’S COMPOSITION PROPOSAL (KCP)—THE TEST CASE 

3.4.1. WHY CHOOSE KLINE AS THE TEST CASE? 
In the survey of scholarly proposals for the compositional structure of Leviticus 

(§3.1–3.2), there seems to be a general consensus regarding the composition, 

particularly about there being two “halves” in the book, and regarding the use of the 

Tabernacle as an analogy. However, I have identified significant differences 

regarding the “central” chapters (16–20), and some smaller differences, regarding 

chapters 22 and 24. On the basis of this review, and the understanding of the key 

factors in the consensus and non-consensus, I consider that the composition proposed 

by Kline (§3.1.14) is the most plausible. Some of the key points that have influenced 

me, based on the review, are:  

1. It uses observable, surface-level, literary indicators in the analysis throughout. 

2. The opening Units of his Unit Triads all take the reader into successive zones of 

the tabernacle. It also means the pericope with the Lampstand and Table lands 

(correctly) in the holy place in the “textual tabernacle.” The literary position of 

this pericope has always been an enigma to commentators.  

3. It resolves long-standing differences regarding the “centre” of the book, and the 

structural significance of chs. 16 and 19. In Kline’s model, Ch. 16 enters into the 

holy of holies for the first time (so central), but he situates ch. 19 as the centre of 

the centre, representing the Ark of the Covenant. This makes sense of the 

unanimous observation that this chapter focuses on the Decalogue, and, again, 

situates it meaningfully, assuming a textual sanctuary. 

4. It shows that the only two narrative portions of the book:  

a. Act as first-order literary indicators of structure, and both occur at the 

curtain into/out of the sanctuary in the textual sanctuary. 

b. Are aligned in inverted parallel arrangement (Units IV and XIX) 

c. Fit with the proposed movement in the book (with the narrative in Unit 

IV being about the danger of “drawing near” ( ברק  ch. 10:1) to the divine 

presence with “strange fire,” and the narrative in Unit XIX being about a 

man, both stranger and native born, “going out” into the camp ( אצי  ch. 

24:10) and “belittling” ( ללק  vs.11, 15–16, 23) the divine name there.  

5. It relates Units VI and XVII 
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a. The compositional and parallel significance of these two small Units have 

not previously been recognised (except by Luciani 2005a and b, p.76, but 

he has a wider scope for the parallel). 

b. They make a unique structural contribution, locking the middle “ring” in 

place in marked parallelism. 

6. It gives coherence to the Holiness Code—as Bibb has said, “The ‘Holiness Code’ 

is indeed the bane of most attempts to read Leviticus as a whole” (Bibb, 2009, 27 

and 33). Kline’s composition proposal not only gives a coherent reading to the 

“Code” section of the book, but also shows its literary integration with the 

composition as a whole, as the outward phase in a sanctuary journey, and as 

“social literature … about people and about the relationships between them” 

(Bartor, 2010, 2). It also explains why chs. 17–18 have no references to q-d-s in 

them, as they should not be considered part of the “holiness code.” 

3.4.2. EXPERIENCING LEVITICUS AS A TEXTUAL JOURNEY 
Before I focus on a more in-depth description of Kline’s proposal, it may be wise to 

stand back, and consider if the book could indeed be heard or read by an enculturated 

hearer-reader as a journey through the exodus sanctuary. Whatever the book’s 

composition or redaction era (whether pre-exilic, exilic or post-exilic), the hearer-

readers were most likely to be conversant with the Jerusalem Temple, and yet the 

rhetor purposively sets the text world in the context of the exodus journey and the 

wilderness tabernacle. This much is obvious, but is a journey topography overt in the 

final form, from a hearer-reader’s point of view? In response to this question, I will 

briefly set out the book’s “plot” from the viewpoint of an enculturated or initiated 

person, whatever the Sitz im Leben.  

The hearer-reader entering the first section of the book (chs. 1–7) senses straight 

away that it is positioned at the door of the tabernacle and at the altar in the court. 

The Lord’s speeches set out the five offerings and how they are to be dealt with by 

the priests at the altar in the court. The word altar ( ַחְֵּבזִמ ) occurs 52 times in this 

section (60% of the occurences). Characteristic expressions refer to the worshippers 

bringing their offering “to the entrance of the tent of meeting, for acceptance in your 

behalf before the LORD” (1:3), or to the priests “dashing the blood against all sides 

of the altar that is at the entrance of the tent of meeting” (1:5), and eating their 

portion of the offerings “in the court of the tent of meeting” (6:16, 26). 
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The next section (chs. 8–10) focuses on the ordination of the priests, and builds to a 

crescendo with Moses and Aaron, the high priest, presenting offerings on the altar in 

the court, and then entering, for the first time in the book, into the sanctuary, the tent 

of meeting (9:23) and the glory of YHWH appearing. Soon after, two of the sons of 

Aaron try to enter the holy place in an unauthorised manner and suffer the wrath of 

YHWH in front of the sanctuary tent (10:1–11). 

Most scholars accept that this incident influences the next section(s) of the book (chs. 

11–15), dealing with the importance of purity and the danger of uncleanness 

affecting YHWH’s sanctuary. And then at the end of these regulations, the hearer-

reader comes to the day of atonement and the sanctifying of the sanctuary (ch. 16). 

This section is overtly linked to the story of the two sons of Aaron, and Aaron is told 

in detail how he is to enter “inside the curtain before the mercy seat that is upon the 

ark” (16:2). The word “curtain” here is parokhet ( תֶֹכרָּפ ), used of the veil separating 

the holy place in the sanctuary from the holy of holies. So, for the first time, the text 

describes the entrance into the innermost chamber of the tabernacle.  

The description of the textual sanctuary to this point is not contentious, and to 

summarise, the hearer-reader would have intuitively detected the plot moving from 

the court, into the holy place and then into the holy of holies. 

The next step though has not been discerned by modern scholars, even though all 

would agree the core chapter of laws (ch. 19) has a major emphasis on the decalogue 

itself, and is continually punctuated with the divine self-revelation formula: “I am 

YHWH (your God).” The scholarly “mental model” for this chapter has seen it as a 

set of laws, but none, to my knowledge, till Kline, have framed it in the topography 

as “the ark of the covenant,” despite the recognition of the decalogue and the 

Presence dominating the chapter. However, if one accepts ch. 19 is a textualisation of 

the ark, then the hearer-reader has taken one more step within the holy of holies, and 

literally stands before the ark, and before the holy Presence, with YHWH’s first 

words proclaiming: “Be holy for I am holy.” Again, if we accept this would have 

been perceivable to an initiated hearer-reader, then the book has taken him/her in 

four topographical stages, from the court to the holy place, then into the holy of 

holies, to stand ultimately before the ark of the covenant. 

I consider none of this plot-line is contentious, and is entirely coherent to this point 

in the book. However, from this point, the way-markers are less visible, and those 
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that are, have been obscured by the source debate, seeing everything from ch. 17 to 

27 as “Holiness Code.” Even Morales, who very clearly presents the Exodus 

narrative as taking the hearer-reader from Egypt to the sanctuary, and then moving 

inwards in Leviticus, right into the holy of holies on the Day of Atonement, “like 

moving inwardly along the rings of a target” (Morales, 2015, 23–38)—even he fails 

to consider the rest of the book as continuing the sanctuary journey, but now moving 

outwardly along the same rings.  

However, I consider there are some clear way-markers for the hearer-reader in this 

second half of the book, if one experiences the journey motif in the reading. Firstly, 

there is a consensus that the holiness code is community focused, not cult focused, 

about ethics rather than cultics, about outward matters rather than sanctuary matters. 

From the “hinge” of ch. 19, everything is addressed to the holy nation, as a 

community in the world, not to the individual worshipper. Then, there is the book’s 

ending—scholars agree that ch. 25–27 is oriented to living in the promised land 

(69% of the references to “land”). And in between, an enigma to commentators, are 

the pericopes about tending the Lamp and the Table of the Bread of the Presence 

(24:1–9), both occurring in the holy place in the tabernacle. This “ritualised 

narrative” is a clear way-marker to the hearer-reader that the journey has moved 

outwards from the innermost chamber to the holy place, before finally moving out to 

the Land. 

So, having confirmed that a sanctuary-journey plot-line is perceivable to an initiated 

hearer-reader of the book, I will now set out Kline’s literary model in more detail, 

largely in my own words.  It is important that this is understood, prior to embarking 

on the rhetorical-critical case study in chapter 4, which will rigorously examine the 

composition proposal, and answer the question “how can one know if this proposal is 

plausible?” This section does not set out Kline’s detailed literary analysis that led 

him to this proposal (for which, see: Kline, 2015), just his final outcome. 

3.4.3. KLINE’S OVERALL LITERARY STRUCTURE 
As we have seen, Kline argues that the book of Leviticus is a composition of 22 

“literary Units” of text, each made up of a two-dimensional, literary “weave.” He 

then argues that these 22 units form 7 parallel Unit-Triads and a single, central, 

“hinge” Unit, as visualised in Fig. 32. He labels the Unit-Triads A–H for reference 
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(for this section, all page references are from Kline, 2015, here 237, Figure 7, 

adapted). 

 

 

From this it can be seen that the “hinge” section E is a single literary unit, Unit XIII 

(Leviticus 19). The other 21 literary units are grouped in 7 triads around the centre, 

four triads to the left (A–D) and three to the right (F–H).  

Kline considers that these “rings” are conceptually arranged on the analogy of the 

Tabernacle in the wilderness, so, for example, Unit-Triad (A) is conceptually 

associated with the outer Court, Unit-Triad (B) with the Holy Place, the outer 

sanctum, and Unit-Triad (D) with the holy of holies, the innermost sanctum, as in 

Fig. 33 below.  

A B C D E F G H

I

1–3

IV

8–10

VII

13:1–46

X

16

XIII

19

XIV

20

XVII

22:26–33

XX

25
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FIG. 33: THE LEVITICUS “RINGS” PROJECTED ON THE TABERNACLE 

A unique proposal of Kline is that Unit-triad C, which is to do with certain kinds of 

ritual uncleanness, is like a barrier or veil in the tabernacle analogy, which needs to 

be drawn aside if the reader/hearer/worshipper is to enter into the holy of holies. The 

three units in this triad deal with unclean elements, which need to be taken outside 

the camp or city (seven times, the text uses language such as ץּוחִמ  outside, in 

reference to putting something or someone outside). Based on this idea, Kline 

proposes that this triad (C) acts like a conceptual barrier, analogous with the heavy 

veil in the Tabernacle separating the Holy Place from the Most Holy Place.8 This 

literary function for C is conceptually important in the structure of the book, and 

could remain in place throughout the following exposition, without affecting the 

argument, except that it makes the structure more complex. Kline suggests that if this 

Veil-triad is initially left outside the structure (as YHWH commands in C for all 

uncleaness), like drawing aside the veil of the tabernacle, then the symmetry of the 

book is more obvious. Of course, Kline argues that the Veil-triad, C, does have a key 

                                                
8 Conceptually (alternatively, or as well as), this barrier could be analogous to the incense smoke 
screen created by the high priest on entry into the holy of holies (Lev 16:12–13), presumably so that 
he would not see the glory of the LORD and die. See also Mishnah Yoma (Appendix 3C: §6.3.3.1: 
Chapter 5: 3א), and the controversy about this smokescreen (Lauterbach, 1927). 
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role in the book’s structure, but it is best considered once the overall narrative of the 

composition is understood. 

As in Fig. 34, with the “veil” drawn aside, the three Unit-triads in the first half of the 

book mirror the three Unit-triads in the second half. In the reading of the first half, 

the reader/ hearer/ worshipper conceptually has free access to draw near to the 

presence of God in the holy of holies, and then to return to the camp and the land in 

the remainder of the book.  

 

FIG. 34: THE TABERNACLE "VEIL" DRAWN ASIDE 

Kline further observes that each of the Unit-triads has a symmetrical “vertical” 

arrangement, with the one pole (the Above) being more YHWH-oriented (coloured 

blue), and the other pole (the Below) being more people-oriented (green), and the 

middle unit (the Between) having themes to do with separating, distinguishing or 

combining matters in relation to both YHWH and people (Fig. 35). It is interesting to 

note that arguably Augustine conceives a similar framing of reality in his Civitas 

Dei, with the figural-horizontal reality of fragmentary history being understood in the 

light of the figural-vertical perspective linked to divine providence (Auerbach, 2013, 

72–76). Further, briefly, Kine also observes that the rings tend to be characterised by 

three organising principles (Fig. 35): Place (outer ring), Time (middle ring) and 

Person/Relationships (inner ring). 
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FIG. 35: THE LITERARY TABERNACLE: THE VERTICAL AND HORIZONTAL AXES 

This literary structure of the Unit-triads is an example of the “conceptual middle” 

principle (“introversion”) described in this approach to rhetorical analysis (§3.3: 

principle 7). To give one example, in Unit-triad A, Unit I is oriented upward, towards 

God, and contains the details for the voluntary “pleasing aroma” offerings that 

individuals can use in their approach to YHWH at the altar in the court. Indeed, the 

very first offering is called הָֹלע  ‛olah, which literally means “that which goes up or 

ascends” (Brown et al., 1906, 750; Clines et al., 2009, 326), in keeping with the God-

ward orientation of this unit. The opposite pole, Unit III, is below-oriented, 

containing a series of mundane regulations for the priests regarding the offering 

procedures and the portions for their everyday maintenance. The middle or between 

Unit II contains the “sin and trespass” offerings, which address what individuals 

must do when there has been some kind of unintentional break in relationship 

between “the above and the below,” with God and others, providing a way for those 

who sin to re-connect their relationship with God and people. Ten times in this Unit, 

the root רפכ  k-p-r “atone” occurs, and nine times, the root חלס  s-l-ḥ “forgive.” 

In terms of the symmetry in the two halves of the book, it is important to note in the 

diagram above that the Unit-triads in the second or outward-facing half of the book 

are inverted in order. The justification for this, Kline argues, is that the literary 

devices and the conceptual content show there is an inverted parallelism across the 
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book. So, for instance, Unit I (chs. 1–3) is parallel with Unit XXII (ch. 27), even 

though in opposite “corners” (Fig. 30), and Unit XII (ch. 18) is parallel with Unit 

XIV (ch. 20). Whenever he wishes to show the “orientation” of each unit, Kline 

inverts the units in the second half (Fig. 35), so that the “God/sacred-oriented” units 

are all on the top row, and the “people/mundane-oriented” units are all on the bottom 

row. 

Kline also argues for a wider application of the “ring” perspective to the Torah 

generally—that the three concentric literary rings of Leviticus expand outwards, 

covering Exodus and Numbers, making five concentric rings in all (2015, 261, Fig. 

20 adapted), as in Fig. 36: 

FIG. 36: KLINE: CONCENTRIC RINGS IN TORAH 

Kline explains, in keeping with Koorevaar (2008), that this suggests Leviticus is part 

of a larger plan that includes Exodus and Numbers. The three central books of the 

Torah are organized as five concentric rings, the history, the tabernacle and the three 

spheres of the Tabernacle, centred on Leviticus 19, the ark of the covenant. So, 

“Exodus, Leviticus and Numbers contain the central ‘story’ of the Torah: the 

redemption from Egypt that leads to an independent Israelite nation in Canaan. It is a 

forty-year educational process that takes a group of slaves and turns them into an 

organized society” (2015, 260). 

This wider perspective on the “journey” of the Torah, out of Egypt and into the 

Land, adds further plausibility to the argument for a sanctifying inward and outward 

journey in the central book of the Torah, the book of Leviticus. In this regard, Kline 
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reflects the views on the overarching narrative of the Pentateuch, recognised by other 

scholars, and amplified in Morales’ recent commentary on Leviticus. The strange 

thing is that, even when scholars have seen the narrative arc, and even, like Douglas 

and Morales, they have recognised the literary journey into the sanctuary, they have 

not recognised the logical necessity of a literary exit from the sanctuary, to continue 

on the wilderness journey in Numbers. Kline argues that this outward movement 

from the sanctuary is the purpose of the second half of the book of Leviticus (ch. 20–

27; Units XIV to XXII), setting out the process for becoming a holy nation. 

3.4.4. RE-PRESENTING KLINE’S MODEL AS A JOURNEY 
As explained above, KCP proposes that the book of Leviticus is projected onto the 3 

zones of the wilderness tabernacle, like a journey through a “textual sanctuary.” 

Wolterstorff’s theory of world projection is relevant here (Wolterstorff, 1980), where 

he proposes that the literary artist projects a world by producing an artefact. In this 

metaphor, the artefact is the book of Leviticus and the world being projected is the 

ancient tabernacle. In another context, Alison Schofield puts it well: “Landscapes 

are, in essence, geographies of the human imagination. They, like other spaces, are 

social constructs” (Schofield, 2011). Accepting this idea of a literary sanctuary, KCP 

goes further and argues that the book is not simply made up of two sources, P and H, 

or even of two themes, such as ritual and ethical, or cult and community (Meyer, 

2013). The proposition is that the text follows a journey inwards through the three 

zones of the sanctuary, into the holy of holies, and hinges at Unit XIII, the Ark of the 

Covenant (ch. 19), and then takes a return journey, back out through the same three 

zones. Leviticus is like a “text world” and “memory palace” for the worshipper.  

KCP observes that the inward journey is primarily framed from an individual 

perspective and with an emphasis on the cult, but the outward journey is primarily 

framed from a communal perspective, with an emphasis on living as a nation in 

keeping with God’s “holiness code.” The key literary indicators in the two phases are 

“nearness” and “holiness,” with the central Unit commencing with a call from 

YHWH to “all the congregation9 of the sons of Israel,” the only reference in 

Leviticus in which the actual congregation is addressed by the deity (Marx, 2008, 1): 

“You shall be holy, for I the LORD your God am holy” (19:2). Scholars since Rabbi 

                                                
9 A few MSS omit “all the congregation.” LXX (and maybe 11QpaleoLev) omits ‘all.’ The use of 
‘congregation’ in a commission sentence is unique in Leviticus. 
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August Klostermann (1893, 368–418) have rightly recognised the shift in the second 

half of the book to what was called amongst Anglo-American scholarship “the 

Holiness Code,” and amongst Hebrew-speaking scholars, the Holiness Book (  רפס

השודקה ), but there has not been the same recognition of the literary indicator in the 

inward phase of the journey (should this be called “the Nearness Code”?).  

In summary, Kline’s simplified diagram for the two-phases of the book is set out in 

Fig. 37, with my phase-headings added. 

 

FIG. 37: LEVITICUS: THE INWARD AND OUTWARD JOURNEY 

Turning from the literary book to the physical sanctuary, it was named “the tent of 

meeting” ( דֵעֹומ לֶֹהא ), which gives the multi-perspectival sense of both space (tent) 

and time (meeting), the when and the where, in which the deity calls his people to 

come near to him. Using modern language, this could be conceived of as a “space-

time capsule,” in which God transforms his people from slaves-in-Egypt into a holy-

nation-fit-for-the-Land.  

A literary indicator of relevance here is the phrase “the entrance/door of the tent of 

meeting” which occurs 23 times in the book, with the last reference in Lev 19:21—

the central verse of the central unit (Unit XIII) (see Fig. 38—the number of 

references in each unit are shown in red). Even the wider term, “the tent of meeting,” 
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which occurs 43 times in the book, only occurs in the first half, apart from one 

reference in 24:3 referring to the lampstand “outside the veil in the tent of meeting.” 

So, it seems clear, the meeting tent and the entrance are very much limited to the 

inward journey.The special terms “inside the veil” (16:2) and “outside the veil” 

(24:3) occur in the place you would expect, if the literary journey was indeed 

mirroring the sanctuary journey. 

 

 

To visualise how the literature is being projected onto this sanctuary, the reader 

needs to have in mind a 

simplified plan of the 

tabernacle (Fig. 39). In this 

appointment tent, there are 
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consideration: the court, the 

holy place and the holy of 
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and an inner zone or sphere. 
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of the book of Leviticus is projected onto these three spheres. Throughout the book, 

in the concentric “rings” of Unit Triads, there are way-markers, to indicate to the 

reader the sphere of influence being considered. The Unit Triads are not to be read 

simply locationally, as if all was taking place within that zone of the tabernacle, but 

thematically, in the text world. Given this, I have labelled each zone a “Theme-

Sphere,” to indicate that all the material in the Unit-Triad is influenced by that 

sphere’s theme or theological perspective. Quoting Milgrom again: “Structure is 

theology” (Milgrom, 2001, 2129–30). 

The first half of the book, which represents the inward journey, could be represented 

graphically as in Fig. 40. In 

this half of the book, the 

purpose of the journey 

seems well described by 

YHWH when Israel came 

to the mountain of Sinai 

(Ex 19:5–6). There he told 

them that if they kept his 

covenant then they would 

become for him a 

“kingdom of priests” 

( םיִַנְֹחּכ תֶכֶלְמַמ ). This half of 

the transforming journey sets out the process for becoming such a kingdom of 

priests. 

I recognise a complex composition cannot easily be boiled down to sound-bites, but I 

have attempted to summarise key KCP concepts in a graphic format, using the 

repeating Leitwort “nearness” q-r-b in each zone. 

The first Unit-Triad (chs.1–7) calls every individual in the congregation (and the 

reader) to draw near to YHWH, through the door and into the court of the tabernacle, 

to stand in front of the large altar that dominates the perspective.  

As worshippers drawing near, they are commanded to bring near their qorbanim. 

Nearness to YHWH is possible for the ordinary Israelite, in this “world,” but only 

through the “nearings” that he has prescribed. From the perspective of KCP, and the 

inner movement of this part of the book, the root idea of nearness is explicit, both in 
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the verb and in the noun. Many reader-interpreters have missed this emphasis, 

reading the text as addressing primitive worshippers bringing gifts to please the 

deity, rather than focussed on YHWH and his call to his people to nearness. The 

whole Unit-Triad, located in the tabernacle Court, presents YHWH as dictating the 

way by which his people are to come near to him, by means of the qorbanim that he 

defines.  

The second Unit Triad (chs. 8–12) is headed by the initiation and ministry of the 

priests (the “above” Unit IV: chs. 8–10). In 10:3, the priests are actually called 

“those who are near to me” or “those who come near to me” ( יַֹברְקִּב ), and it is in this 

Unit Triad (chs. 8–12) the text tells us that Moses and Aaron enter for the first time 

into the sanctuary tent itself (9:23), one assumes going through the curtain into the 

first chamber called the holy place. This completes a narrative arc from Exodus 40—

where we are told (v. 35) Moses was not able to enter the sanctuary because the 

glory of the LORD had come—right through to Leviticus 9, where we read of human 

entry for the first time (v. 23), on the basis of the “nearings,” and the glory of 

YHWH appears again and consumes the “nearings” (v. 24). 

As said, the third Unit Triad (C: chs. 13–15) is considered by Kline to be a literary 

representation of the Veil that separates the holy of holies from the Holy Place. This 

is a seminal theological concept, as it addresses in detail unclean things that should 

be removed “outside the camp.” YHWH insists these unclean things must be 

removed from the camp and the nation, and, in the context of the sanctuary journey, 

it appears YHWH requires this barrier of uncleanness to be moved aside, if the 

reader/ worshipper is to enter the holiest place. 

The fourth Unit Triad (the inner theme-sphere), is headed by the Day of Atonement 

(the “above” Unit is Unit X: ch. 16), and this is where, for the first time, the high 

priest (and the reader/hearer) is able to enter into the innermost sphere of the 

sanctuary, the holy of holies. It is as if the reader-listeners are all priestly 

worshippers, journeying with the high priest on the Day of Atonement, passing 

through the court and the holy place, right into the holy of holies. This is no 

exclusive secret for the cult, but a call to all God’s people to join in the sanctifying 

journey in the hearing/reading.  

At each stage, it is made clear that “nearness” is dependent on acting with the 

specified “nearings,” the qorbanim, and, as the scene in the B Triad with Nadab and 
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Abihu demonstrates, to draw near otherwise means it is not the ‛olah “nearing” that 

is consumed ( לכא ) in acceptance (9:24), but those who dare to come near 

inappropriately, consumed in judgment (10:2). 

As shown in the literature review, virtually all composition proposals for the book 

see this chapter 16 (or 16–17) as the end of the (largely) P source in the book, and so 

the centre of the book in terms of the final redaction. Most scholars also agree that 

the P source is then followed by the H source, or Holiness Code in the second half of 

the book, though Blum considers the difference depends on the content matter of 

these chapters (Blum, 1990, 319–22). However, KCP is unique in arguing that there 

is another way to view the centre of the book, in keeping with the literary indicators. 

Kline argues that the central concentric circle (chs. 16–18, parallel with chs. 20:1–

22:25) certainly occurs in the theme-sphere of the holy of holies, so it is definitely at 

the centre of the book conceptually (and indeed, it is the first Unit that takes the 

reader into the holy of holies). But, the key insight here is that chapter 19 (Unit XIII) 

takes another step inwards, to stand the reader before the ark of the covenant, within 

the holy of holies. Chapter 19 (Unit XIII) is enclosed within the holy of holies “ring,” 

and forms a single-unit “hinge” in the structure of the book. The unit-chapter is 

dominated by mentions of the Decalogue and sixteen mentions of the divine self-

manifestation formula “I am YHWH (your God)” (Zimmerli, 1963), in keeping with 

the context of the ark of the covenant, containing the Decalogue tablets.  

Again, Kline has shown the material in this Unit XIII is also structured in a two-

dimensional form (see §4.1.4.5 later), with the one dimension/ column (or “tablet”) 

focusing on commandments for individuals, and the other dimension/ column (or 

“tablet”) focusing on the community commandments (Kline, 2008). It therefore 

appears that the composition of this central chapter (19, Unit XIII) is the “hinge” in 

the journey—between the inward, individual journey (chapter 1–18) and the 

outward, community-oriented journey (chs. 20–27).10 This inward journey to the 

innermost sphere of the sanctuary is a journey into relationship with the divine.  

                                                
10 Analogous to the “pinax” (pl. pinakes) used in ancient writing, two wooden boards with a recess in 
each, filled with wax and  bound together on one edge, on which one could write with a stylus 
(Alexander, forthcoming). 
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The central unit (Fig. 41) is headed with the command of YHWH, translated word-

for-word: “Holy you shall be, for holy am I, YHWH your God” (  ׁשֹודָק יִּכ ּויְהִּת םיִֹשדְק

םֶכיֵהֶֹלְא הָוְהי יִַנְא ) and its inverted parallel in the two-tablet structure is the command: 

“… and love your neighbour as yourself” ( ָךֹומָּכ ַָךְעֵרְל ָּתְבַהָאְו ) (19:2, 18; see Appendix 

2B). This call to holiness in relation to God, and love in relation to people, is the 

essence of this chapter/unit, being transformed into the likeness of God, imitatio dei, 

and then living out in the light of that as a holy nation.11  

It is then completely logical for the “holiness code” to be laid out from this point in 

the book (chs. 19–27). It also makes sense of the fact that there are no references to 

“holiness” in chapters 17 or 18, the previous two units, which is a serious challenge 

to those who argue that the “holiness code” runs from chapter 17.12 

From this point on, the journey reverses, moving back out of the sanctuary, through 

the holy of holies, to the holy place and finally to the court and land (Fig. 42). KCP 

shows this is indicated in a literary sense by the remaining Units being framed as an 

inverted parallel, not just the content in the Unit-triads generally, but also by the 

literary indicators. The Unit-Triads are inverted in their vertical orientation (see the 

                                                
11 This central position of the Decalogue is relevant to a long-standing debate about the reasons for the 
commandments (mitzvot) in Jewish thought (Heinemann & Levin, 2008). I am simply arguing here for 
the literary centre of this book of torot (Leviticus) being focused on the Ark and YHWH’s divine 
presence and words. 
12 The proportion of occurrences of the root q-d-š in chs. 19–27 is 2.3 times higher than in chs. 1–18. 
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numbering in Fig. 35: Unit XIV being “below” and Unit XVI being “above,” and so 

on), as if to confirm the about-face in the journey. 

 

 

In the second part of the book, the movement is outwardly-focused conceptually, and 

I have labelled it as “living out,” as it sets out how the sanctified “children of Israel” 

are now to live as a congregation ( הָדֵע ), a witness as a nation in the world to God’s 

sanctifying work. This second phase fits with the second descriptor for God’s people 

in Exodus 19:6, not just to be “a kingdom of priests,” but also to be a “holy nation” 

( ׁשֹודָק יֹוג ). Højgaard’s participant tracking and social network analysis of H confirms 

that “the participants should not be treated as discrete entities but as members of a 

social community implied by the text … a social network connected by physical, 

perceptional and emotional exchanges. By implication, the role of each participant 

can be explained in light of the entire network” (Højgaard, 2021, 227). 

Again, we will take the Unit-Triads in order, this time journeying outwards. The fifth 

Unit-Triad (F) is parallel with the fourth (D), still conceptually in the theme-sphere 

of the holy of holies, but oriented towards “living out” as a holy, priestly nation. 

Appropriately, it is focused on the priesthood, but not as “going in” to the holy of 
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holies, but as living out in the world as a priesthood set apart for God’s service in 

every aspect of life. 

The sixth Unit-Triad (G) parallels the second (B), in the theme-sphere of the holy 

place, and it makes this obvious with the legislation in the “above” Unit XIX (ch. 24) 

dealing with the continual daily and weekly priestly service at the lampstand and the 

table, both of which stand in the holy place.13 This emphasis on time includes the 

“between” Unit XVIII about Sabbath and the “appointed times” ( םיִַדְעֹומ ), setting out 

the annual rhythm that confirms and affirms, sustains and manifests, the community 

of God as a holy nation. The strong impression is given that Sabbath is the rhythm 

and goal of such a holy nation, ensuring the earthly people are on-goingly connected 

in relationship with the LORD their God, as they live out in the “real” world.  

As in the opening Unit of the second Unit-Triad (B; Unit IV), so now in the closing 

Unit of the sixth Unit-Triad (G; Unit XIX, ch. 24), there is a unique narrative 

(24:10–23), embedded in this book of legislation, that seems to act as a literary 

indicator, a crossing of the sanctuary boundary, like the curtain in the tabernacle 

metaphor. I will discuss the two narratives briefly here, to grasp their utility in the 

proposed composition: 

1. As we have seen, the narrative is told of Nadab and Abihu in Unit IV (ch. 10), 

two of the priestly sons of Aaron, who “brought near to the presence of YHWH 

strange fire in a way that he had not commanded them” (  הָָרז ׁשֵא הָוְהי יֵנְפִל ּובִרְַקּיַו

םָֹתא הָּוִצ אֹל רֶַׁשְא ), thus emphasising the “strangeness” of their behaviour. This gave 

reason for Moses to remind Aaron of the LORD’s words (ch. 10:3 NASB): “by 

those who come near to me, I will be treated as holy” ( ׁשֵדָּקֶא יַֹברְקִּב ). This 

emphasis on the moment of entry is repeated in the parallel Unit X, which 

reminds the reader of the incident: “when they drew near to the presence of 

YHWH” ( הָוְהי־יֵנְפִל םָתָבְרָקְּב ) (16:1), and gives reason for God to dictate the correct 

way to enter through the veil into the holy of holies(16:3): “In this way Aaron is 

to enter into the sanctuary” ( ׁשֶֹדּקַה־לֶא ֹןַרְהַא ֹאָבי תֹאזְּב ). From this narrative about 

Nadab and Abihu and onwards, we are inside the theme-spheres of the sanctuary 

itself. 

                                                
13 Interestingly, there is no parallel in the outward journey to Unit-triad C. It is as if the barrier of the 
Veil is now removed, so there is no divider between the holy of holies and the holy place. 
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2. Now, at the end of the sixth Unit-Triad (G), in Unit XIX (ch. 24:10–23), in the 

parallel unit but on the journey outwards, is the second narrative in the book. It 

commences with the verb “he-went-out” ( אֵֵצּיַו ), and expands the detail with: “the 

son of the Israelite woman went out in the midst of the children of Israel … in the 

camp” ( הֶַנְחַּמַּב … לֵאָרְִׁשי יֵנְּב ְךֹותְּב … תיִלֵאְרְִׂשי הָּׁשִא־ןֶב אֵֵצּיַו ). Again, the description of 

the man emphasises his strangeness, being of mixed race, not now offending the 

presence of YHWH, but this time blaspheming the name of YHWH and 

belittling it ( לֵּלְַקיַו םֵּׁשַה־תֶא … ֹבִּקּיַו ). From this narrative of the blasphemer and 

onwards, we are conceptually outside the sanctuary, in the camp and beyond, in 

the land, dealing with the way the holy nation can live out holiness in the context 

of other nations. 

It is as if the narrative portions are being used as literary indicators of the dividing 

point between the theme-zones of the court and the sanctuary, the first narrative 

marking the entry into the sanctuary through the curtain, on the inward journey, and 

the second narrative indicating the exit, the movement out through the curtain from 

the theme-sphere of the holy place and into the theme-sphere of the camp, “in the 

midst of the children of Israel.” 

Finally, the seventh Unit-Triad (H) parallels the first Unit-Triad, with a focus on the 

community, living out the good of being a holy nation, and “walking” in keeping 

with the covenant with YHWH (26:3). They are living as free citizens in the land, 

and everything is “to the LORD” (ch. 27: Unit XXII), and according to values 

governed by the sanctuary ( ׁשֶֹדּקַה לֶקֶׁשְּב ֶהיְִהי ָךְּכְרֶע־לָכְו  27:25). The individuals that 

began the journey of “nearing” in the first Unit-Triad, and of becoming like a 

kingdom of priests, have been sanctified by the Holy One, and so are enlightened to 

live out as a holy nation, as a testimony, in the freedom and shalom of the land, as 

God had promised, and with YHWH walking among them as he did in Eden (Lev 

26:12 and Gen 3:8). 

3.4.5. COMPOSITION PLAUSABILITY: HOW CAN ONE KNOW? 
Kline’s proposed composition for the book appears to be a level of literary art that 

seems somewhat surprising for such ancient literature.  The proposed literary 

parallelism of pericopes within each “Unit” has not been conceived like this 

previously, though exactly in keeping with the three examples observed by other 
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scholars (§2.2.3.4). Kline argues that this literary composition, in the form of a 

projection onto the Tabernacle structure, has theological purpose, a suasive intent, to 

lead the hearer/reader initally on an inward journey to nearness with YHWH, and 

then on an outward journey to holy living in community, with YHWH and his 

people. But how plausible is such a suggestion? How can one know? Chapter 4 aims 

to answer this question.  
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4. MULTI-DISCIPLINARY CRITIQUE OF KCP 

Up to this point, I have set out the view of rhetoric (§2.1) and the methodology of 

rhetorical criticism (§2.2), as applied in this thesis, and also undertaken a thorough 

review of recent scholarly readings of the composition of Leviticus (ch. 3), resulting 

in Kline’s composition proposal (KCP) being selected as the test case (§3.4).  

Now I will move to the critique of KCP, firstly appraising in §4.1 its proposal 

regarding the composition of Leviticus (using the eight, multi-disciplinary, 

rhetorical-critical tests selected in §2.2.6), and then appraising its proposal regarding 

the suasive intent in §4.2. 

4.1. CRITIQUE OF THE PROPOSED COMPOSITION 

4.1.1. BOUNDEDNESS 
4.1.1.1. IS LEVITICUS A BOUNDED TEXT? 

Given that the book of Leviticus is clearly a part of a wider narrative that takes the 

reader from the creation of the cosmos to the borders of the promised land, one may 

question the assumption that the current division into five “books” or scrolls is of 

literary significance. If the book of Leviticus is not “bounded” in any literary sense, 

then Kline’s (or anyone else’s) argument for it being in itself a coherent literary 

composition is null and void. However, Bibb says: “There are two parts to this 

question: the relationship of Leviticus with the material before and after it in the 

Pentateuch, and the internal consistency of the book itself. Implicit in this is the need 

to demonstrate that the book follows a coherent structure with a purpose and an 

organising principle” (Bibb, 2009, 6). 

The question being addressed in this test is therefore: Is there evidence that the extant 

book of Leviticus is a separate, bounded “book” or literary section, as assumed by 

KCP? I will marshal the negative evidence first of all, and then the positive.  

4.1.1.2. LEVITICUS IS NOT A SEPARATE “BOOK”: THE EVIDENCE 

1. Reference to separate books of Torah comes later—The mention of five books 

of Moses is not formally attested until the first century, in the writings of 

Josephus in Contra Apionem 1:39–39 (ca. 97 CE) and of Philo of Alexandria (ca. 

20 BCE–40 CE) in De Abrahamo 1 and De Aeternitate Mundi 19. The use of the 

Greek term η͑ πεντάτευχος (βίβλος), “the Pentateuch,” is not attested till ca. 180 
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CE, in Ptolemy’s Letter to Flora in Epiphanius’ Panarion 33.4.1. In Hebrew, 

Rabbinic writings refer to the “five-fifths of the Torah” ( הרות ישמוח השמח(  

(Alexander, forthcoming, 16), but the references (around 66 times)  are all in the 

Bemara of the Talmuds (e.g., b. Chagiga 14a; b. Megilla 15a; b. Nedarim 22b; b. 

Sanhedrin 44a) and so post 200 CE (Jungling, 1999, 10). By way of contrast, an 

early reference in the Halakhic Letter (4QMMTa–f = 4Q394–399), dated in the 

second century BCE, refers in 4QMMTd line 10 to the study of “the book of 

Moses,” referring to the Torah as one authoritative book: “we have [written] to 

you so that you may study (carefully) the book of Moses …” (Ulrich, 2003, 204).  

2. Size—Some scholars have considered the argument that the size of the books of 

Torah are around the maximum size for scrolls in the period (Haran, 1990, 171–

72; Schmid, 1996, 38–39). The evidence for this comes from the word count in 

the five books (Nihan, 2007, 71 and n. 9), as in Fig. 43.  
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spoke YHWH to him….” This verb-form is a strong indication that the first verse 

of Leviticus flows on directly from the narrative at the end of Exodus 40, 

particularly from verse 35, and would make the “book” of Leviticus an integral 

part of the narrative of Exodus. Milgrom agrees with others in saying Ex 40:36–

38 is an interpolation of the exilic redactor (Milgrom, 2000, 1364). In a helpful 

summary of the views on the syntax of Lev 1:1, Elaine Goodfriend shows earlier 

Rabbinic commentators like R. Joseph Bekhor Shor (12th century) argued for the 

connection of Lev 1:1a being with the “Glory of YHWH” in Ex.40:35 and so the 

opening of Lev 1:1 should read in English as: “and it (the Glory) called to 

Moses” and then the next verb of speaking has the usual subject, YHWH, “and 

YHWH spoke to him, saying …” (Goodfriend, 2019). Schwartz concurs: “A 

distinction is made between the Presence, which called, and the LORD himself, 

who spoke” (Schwartz, 2014, 196).   

4. A Central Part of the Whole Torah—It has also been pointed out by some that 

the narrative from Genesis 12 to Numbers 35, is all of a piece, taking the reader 

from the selection of Abraham as the father of the nation, through Egypt and the 

exodus story, and then to the creation of the nation at Sinai, and onwards in the 

journey to the borders of the promised land (Segal, 1967; Knierim, 1985; 

Whybray, 1987; Mann, 1988; Sailhamer, 1995; Clines, 1997). To use Bibb’s 

words: “From a source-critical perspective, the Sinai Pericope running from 

Exod 19 through Num 10 swallows Leviticus whole” (Bibb, 2009, 19). And 

Koorevaar argues that the Torah should in fact be seen as a Triptych, with 

Exodus-Numbers-Leviticus being a single, central “book” enclosed by Genesis 

and Deuteronomy (Koorevaar, 2008). It appears that Leviticus certainly holds a 

central place in this journey, with YHWH now seen as dwelling in the midst of 

his people and communicating with them from the Tabernacle, but in narrative 

terms, it is obviously integral to the whole arc.  

4.1.1.3. LEVITICUS IS A SEPARATE “BOOK”: THE EVIDENCE 

However, there is also significant evidence that this central section of the whole 

Triptych, Tetrateuch, Pentateuch, or even Hexateuch was finally redacted or 

composed as a coherent “book” within the anthology, or at least, as a bounded 

literary unit in an anthology. The arguments for this can be divided into three kinds: 

1) extrinsic or transmissional evidence, 2) intrinsic  or literary evidence, that is, the 
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evidence from literary features within the text itself, and 3) reception by the scholarly 

community. 

1. Extrinsic Evidence 

1a. References to the books of Torah—Although, as stated above, the five books 

are not formally attested until the first century CE, there are earlier references in the 

Hellenistic period to the “books” of the law, implying more than one scroll. Such use 

of “books” is found in the Letter of Aristeas (§28, 30, 46, 177, 317) (Jungling, 1999, 

15 n. 48) including the fuller term: “the books of the law of the Jews” (τοῦ νόµου 

τῶν Ἰουδαίων βιβλία, §30). This is dated from the third century BCE to the first 

century CE, though most likely late second century BCE (Borchardt, 2012, 12 note 

29, quoting Rajak and Bickermann). There is also a reference in the Damascus 

Document dated to the late first century BCE (CD VII:15–16): “The books of the 

torah are the sukkah of the king,” ךלמה תכוס הרותה ירפס  (Nihan, 2007, 75). The DSS 

1Q30 Fragment 1 also refers to “the five books,” probably referring to the Torah. 

Also, it is likely that the Samaritans adopted as their scripture what became known as 

the Samaritan Pentateuch in the fifth–fourth century BCE (McDonald, 2007, 136–

38). And the Greek Septuagint translation of the Torah from about 270 BCE (Römer, 

2016, 358), was allocated to one or more translator for each book (Wevers, 1989, 

57–58). The five-fold division of the Torah may have influenced the five-fold 

structure of the Psalms (Kratz, 1996, 27–28; Curtis, 2004, xxiii; Nihan, 2007, 75 and 

n.23) and maybe 1 Enoch as well (Blenkinsopp, 1992, 45). Given this evidence, the 

terminus ad quem for an authoritative Hebrew Pentateuch could be taken as late 

fourth century BCE (McDonald, 2007, 73–75; Römer, 2016, 358).   

1b. Frequency—There is significant mismatch in numbers of copies of biblical 

books in Hebrew at Qumran with Psalms (36 copies), Deuteronomy (30) and Isaiah 

(20) topping the list. The other Torah books have: Genesis (19), Exodus (15), and 

Numbers (5) (Eshel, 2004) and the latest figure for Leviticus is 13 Hebrew and 2 

Greek manuscripts, and the remains of an Aramaic manuscript of Lev 16, so 16 in 

total (Kugler & Baek, 2016, VII). If the Torah was viewed as one “book” at Qumran, 

one may expect to see similar representation of the Torah scrolls in the collection, as 

if stored in sets of five. There is also a massive use of Leviticus in 350 different 

scroll passages, and Kugler and Baek conclude: “this was a community that deeply 

respected Leviticus and its power as a text” (Kugler & Baek, 2016, 99 and 103), and 
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again, this suggests that the community regarded it as independently authoritative, as 

a “book” in its own right. 

2. Intrinsic Evidence 

2a. Narratival Context—The book of Leviticus is unique within the Pentateuch in 

that it is only made up of the reported speeches of YHWH to Moses from within the 

tent of meeting (Lev 1:1). In Exodus, we see God speaking with Moses from the 

Mountain, and then finally coming to dwell in the newly constructed tabernacle in 

the final chapter of the book. Then, from the end of the book of Leviticus, into 

Numbers, although the LORD still speaks from within the tent of meeting (Numbers 

1:1), the focus shifts to the LORD speaking “in the wilderness” ( רַּבְדִמְּב ), as the nation 

is being prepared to move from Sinai on their journey to the land. Rendtorff argues 

that “Leviticus is not simply the continuation of the story in Exodus,” but rather 

Exodus is “the preparation for the central religious and cultic texts” of Leviticus 

(Rendtorff, 1996, 26–27; also Luciani, 2005a). 

2b. Chronological Framework—Time-markers are verbalised very clearly at the 

end of Exodus and at the beginning of Numbers, following the pattern of biblical 

year stamps (Bejon, 2020a). Exodus 40:17 sets the preceding time-marker as: יְִהיַו 

ןֵּכְׁשִּמַה םַקּוה ׁשֶֹדחַל דָחֶאְּב תיִנֵּׁשַּב ןֹוׁשֵאִרָה ׁשֶֹדחַּב , literally: “(and) it was in the first month in 

the second year in the first of the month that the Tabernacle was erected,” and then 

Numbers 1:1 gives the next time-marker as: ץֶרֶאֵמ םָתאֵצְל תיִנֵּׁשַה הָנָּׁשַּב יִנֵּׁשַה ׁשֶדחַל דָחֶאְּב 

ִםיַרְצִמ , “in the first of the second month, in the second year, when they came out from 

the land of Egypt.” Smith says: “Leviticus is thus ‘bookended’ by the two parallel 

structural indicators” (Smith, 1996, 19). There is no equivalent time-marker in the 

whole book of Leviticus. Leviticus apparently occurred in this one month period, 

from the first day of the first month of the second year (so the “New Year’s Day” of 

the second year, when the tabernacle was erected), to the first day of the second 

month, when the book of Numbers commences. It is as if Leviticus is suspended in 

time. Ruwe argues: “Distinguishing Leviticus as a book exactly corresponds with the 

temporal structuring of the priestly Sinai narrative which is externally limited 

through the details in Exod 19:1–2 and Num 1:10ff, and internally structured through 

the details in Exod 40:17 and Num 1:1” (Ruwe, 2003, 60). Nihan helpfully 

summarises the chronological framework and story arc, from the arrival at Sinai to 

the departure (Nihan, 2007, 69–74) as in Fig. 44.  
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FIG. 44: NIHAN: SINAI CHRONOLOGICAL FRAMEWORK 
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Qumran.14 The sheer materiality of these Leviticus manuscripts from the Dead Sea, 

with manuscripts covering from Lev 1:115 to Lev 27:22 definitely,16 and possibly to 

Lev 27:31,17 together with their early date, is significant in this context.  

2d. Bracketing—Numbers of scholars point out parallelisms observable between 

Genesis and Deuteronomy, and also between Exodus and Numbers (Blenkinsopp, 

1992, 47; Zenger, 1996, 36–37; Smith & Bloch-Smith, 1997, 301–08; Sonnet, 1997, 

204; Zenger, 1999, 60–62). By way of illustration, Genesis finishes with reference to 

the death of Jacob/Israel, the last patriarch and eponymous ancestor of the people, 

and Deuteronomy ends with the death of Moses (Gen 50 and Deut 34), and both end 

with the blessing of the 12 tribes (Gen 49 and Deut 33). Also, the parallels between 

the murmurings of the nation in Exodus and Numbers are very obvious and central in 

both books (Smith & Bloch-Smith, 1997, 289). The strength and the frequency of the 

parallels suggest this is intentional on the part of the rhetor(s), so bracketing 

Leviticus as a literary unit, and central in the Torah. 

3. Reader Reception of Coherence—The survey of the scholarly literature 

presented above shows that the majority of scholarly readers, taking into account the 

evidence mentioned in points 1 and 2, have accepted Leviticus as bounded. Luciani’s 

review of approaches also confirms this (Luciani, 2005b, A:209–41). In specific 

terms, KCP argues for an inverted parallelism in the literary “journey” of the book. If 

this is accepted, it would be strong evidence that the book has been composed as a 

coherent unit, though clearly bedded in the macro two-book framework of Genesis–

Exodus and Numbers–Deuteronomy.  

Kugel has argued for the literary effect of “parallelism” generally, where the second 

part, B, closes the first part, A. He says: “it is precisely the fact of B’s connection 

with A, and hence its relative disjunction with what follows it, that [it forms] a kind 

of closure. By identifying itself as A’s conclusion—reasserting it, “going one better,” 

providing an anticipated completion—B has a closural quality that allows it to break 

discourse into fairly short units …” (Kugel, 1998, 55). This thesis argues that this 

                                                
14 The space between “books” is only visible in the 4QLev–Numa example here (DJD XII, 163), but is 
also visible in a Genesis–Exodus example, 4QpaleoGen–Exod1 (DJD IX, 17–18.25–26). The 
transition is not preserved in the 4QEx–Levf example (DJD XII, 133–144, and plate XXII), but it is 
assumed that the same device occurred there (Nihan, 2007, 76, n. 32). 
15 4QLevc, frg.1i 
16 4QLev-Numa, frgs. 24–26 
17 1QpaleoLevb?, frg. 22 
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“A, but also B” quality may also apply at the macro level, and so here in the book of 

Leviticus. The “nearing” of the inward part of the journey (A = ch. 1–19a) is 

matched, and therefore closed, by the “going out” of the outward part of the journey 

(B = ch. 19b–27). This is tested in section 4.1.3 and elsewhere in the thesis, and 

shows the way some ancient works are based on an analogy and “project reality,” 

and this creates literary boundedness de facto. 

So, Nihan, quoting others, concludes that there are:  

many indications of an editorial attempt to portray Leviticus as a separate 

book … reflecting an editorial understanding of the thematic coherence and 

the conceptual distinctiveness of each of these ‘books’ … In any event, the 

distinct and even eminent status given to the book of Leviticus in the ‘final’, 

canonical shape of the Torah is unmistakable, and forms the general 

background against which the general structure of this book needs to be 

assessed. (Nihan, 2007, 74–75). 

4.1.1.4. CONCLUSION 

So, for this thesis, based on the balance of evidence presented here, I will take the 

extant text of Leviticus as a bounded book, at least in the eyes of the final redactor, 

and therefore consider it appropriate to examine Kline’s composition proposal for the 

book.  
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4.1.2. GENRE 
4.1.2.1. WHAT IS THE BOOK’S GENRE? 

If Leviticus is a bounded book, how then should we “read” it? What is its genre, in 

whole or in its parts, and is KCP compatible with this? For this purpose, we can use 

Collins’ broad definition of genre as “a group of texts marked by distinctive 

recurring characteristics which constitute a recognisable and coherent type of 

writing,” and as concerned “with phenomenological similarity, not historical 

derivation” (Collins, 1979, 1).  

As Bibb argues, given that the historical context of the book of Leviticus is disputed, 

grasping its generic identity may be a helpful guide to its interpretation (Bibb, 2009, 

6). As was shown in chapter 2, the Greek and Roman rhetoricians actually emerged 

late in the literary day, long after literary genres were already established. Their 

theorising was more prescriptive than descriptive, prescribing what ought to be done, 

rather than what was actually done. They certainly influenced rhetoricians at the time 

and for a long time afterwards, but less so, the genre decisions of the readers and the 

hearers. Genre choices tended to be determined by mimesis, the choice by the author 

of the extant model he was going to copy, or by the hearers/readers of the literature 

they already knew, to which the text at hand conformed. Kinloch like others is 

persuaded: “that Mimesis did not exactly equal ‘copy,’ that more could be implied, a 

more which might enrich the nature of the encounter between verbal and visual 

signs” (Kinloch, 2014, 158). This fuzziness for author and reader has an important 

corollary—starting from a corpus of ancient texts, we can analyse the genres a lot 

more incisively (hence the TAPJLA tool, applied in the next section). 

If one is considering the book from a source-critical viewpoint, one may feel obliged 

to address the genre question in two parts, considering separately the two assumed 

sources in the book of Leviticus, P and H. However, the present study is rhetorical-

critical and synchronic in approach, and assumes coherence in the book as a whole, 

at least from the standpoint of the final redactor(s), so, the question here is not about 

the genre of the background sources, but: “what are the genre or genres as presented 

by the redactor of the extant composition?”  

Damrosch defines genre like this: “Genre is the narrative covenant between author 

and reader, the framework of norms and expectations shaping both the composition 
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and the reception of the text. Genre is always a shaping force, though never a 

determining one in the case of truly creative work” (Damrosch, 1987b, 2). Given 

what has been said in section 2.1 on the nature of Semitic rhetoric, it is fair to ask 

with Hindy Najman: “how can we use the term ‘genre’ in traditions that do not 

conform to the institutional constraints of Greek and Roman writing?” She 

continues: 

There are some, for example Mikhail Bakhtin and Tzvetan Todorov, who 

have argued that there will always be generic forms as long as there is 

literature and, indeed, as long as there are speech acts. After all, genres are 

simply kinds of texts, hence kinds of speech acts, and it is hard to see how 

there could be such speech acts without recognizable patterns that allow them 

to be organized into kinds. (Najman, 2012, 307–8) 

In this section, and recognising the different trajectories of Semitic and Greco-

Roman literature, I will follow this open approach of Bakhtin and Todorov, 

considering the generic form(s) and the recognizable patterns observable in the book 

and defining genres as “literary classifications rooted in classifications of speech 

acts.” 

Najman offers two ways of thinking about genre: 1) from the writer’s point of view, 

a text is written to certain norms, so as to fit into a genre class; or, 2) from the 

reader’s point of view, a text is classified after the fact, based on the reading, not 

claiming the patterns were involved in the production of the text, but that the 

classification aids in criticism (Najman, 2012, 309). The former sees genre play a 

role in meaning-making, whereas the latter sees genre more as the labelling or 

containing of meaning (Bawarshi & Reiff, 2010, 3).  

In this study, and given the elusive nature of the concept of genre (Sabao, 2014, 2), I 

consider it wise to keep both these ways of thinking in tension. At this point, I will 

employ Najman’s second reader-defined approach to genre, setting out my 

observations, but later, after the analysis in the following chapters, I will consider 

whether this book could be an authored genre, conforming to some “idealised 

cognitive model.” As Stuckenbuck argues regarding the genre and authorial 

presentation of a completely different book, The Epistle of Enoch: “Though a literary 

work as ‘text’ can assume a life of its own beyond the circumstances that originally 

generated it, an apprehension of its form and function can be closely bound up with 
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the authorial self-understanding” (Stuckenbruck, 2010, 417). More recent theorists 

have rejected the idealist notion of genre as a classificatory principle and developed 

in its place the notion of genre more as a generative principle, both for the author and 

the reader (Gerhart, 1977). 

4.1.2.2. PERSPECTIVES ON THE GENRE OF LEVITICUS 

Standing back, and taking a literary point of view, the book presents itself clearly in 

a historical context, as already noted, but one would not describe it as history or 

historiography. The book, set during Israel’s exodus journey out of Egypt, is 

dominated by the narrated reports of YHWH’s direct speech to the leader of the 

nation, on how to become a “holy nation,” so the book certainly fits the wide literary 

category of “religion” or “spirituality.” However, as God’s words are almost all 

instructions (“torah”), rather than exhortatory prose, it could be described as a 

religious or spiritual law-code. Some scholars have used the term “sermon” but this 

is too modern a term, surely, and carries with it inappropriate modern freight. As one 

reads the book, the dominating formula throughout, repeated thirty-seven times, is 

the reported speech of YHWH speaking to Moses (occasionally including Aaron), 

usually telling him to transmit to the children of Israel the same words (and this is 

true, for both the P and the H parts of the book). This genre of discourse is quite 

unique, in that it is unusual for a “law book” or for a religious guide-book to be set in 

discursive narrative, commencing with vav-consecutives ( רבדיו ), as if YHWH is 

giving active instructions, almost in the here and now. Four times, it moves from 

YHWH speaking just to Moses, to speaking to Moses and Aaron (11:1; 13:1; 14:33; 

15:1). Once in the book, YHWH speaks directly to Aaron (10:8) and twice in the 

book, it moves briefly to narrative (chapter 8:4–10:20 and 24:10–23), but still 

intermingled with reported speech. 

Maybe, if limited to Biblical Hebrew, it would be fine to call this genre “torah,” in 

the narrow sense of the word ( הָרֹוּת , instruction, teaching), and as in the self-

declaration of Lev 26:46; 27:34, but as this word was also used of human instruction, 

one could narrow this to “divine torah” or “religious torah.” It is true that the word 

“torah” came to be used of all the books attributed to Moses, so in the wider sense, 

torah includes more than instructions but also the narrative and poetic parts of the 

Pentateuch, as all were viewed as teaching about relationship with YHWH 
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(Wenham, 2004). Nevertheless, in the narrow sense, “religious torah” or “divine 

torah” would be a meaningful genre-label for the book of Leviticus as a whole.  

As we have said, the whole book, including the more obvious narrative sections, is 

set within a reported or narrative context, of YHWH speaking from the tent of 

meeting, and giving Moses/Israel the instructions by which they are to live, in ritual 

nearness and in community holiness. Watts concludes that “biblical law and narrative 

are two parts of a persuasive strategy that depends on both to make its case.” 

Because they are united in purpose and rhetorical strategy in Leviticus, they 

“influence each other’s literary conventions” (Watts, 1999, 87–88). 

Nihan makes a strong point regarding genre divisions in the book, saying that: “many 

of these divisions have been viewed critically. The distinction between ‘cultic laws’ 

in ch. 1–16 and ‘holiness laws’ in 17–27, for instance, is much too general and 

imprecise to be regarded as the major organising principle of the book.” And further 

he says: “the rigid division between ‘law’ and ‘narrative’ proves to be problematic 

… the two sub-genres are so closely intertwined that a neat division between them is 

actually impossible” (Nihan, 2007, 77–78). This affirms the description of the text as 

“divine instructions for Israel reported within a wider narrative.” 

Warning, who bases his literary analysis entirely on the thirty-seven speech-

formulae, labels them “divine speeches” (Warning, 1999, 1, 37–46). He quotes Meier 

saying: “This peculiarity reaches its peak in the book of Leviticus and the first part of 

Numbers. This section contains the only large block in the Bible where the phrase 

רמאל … רבדיו  with its variations is employed more frequently than the root רמא  alone 

to introduce [divine discourse]. From Leviticus 1:1 through Numbers 10:1, the 

phrase רמאל … רבדיו  appears 55 times” (Meier, 1992, 154). So, one could argue that 

“divine speech” is the best genre label for the book, but I consider the term “speech” 

too wide for a genre label here, so, again, would suggest the narrower label “divine 

instructions” or “religious instructive discourse.” On this basis, and given the 

dominant voice of YHWH throughout, one could define the genre in a literary sense 

as “divine instruction” or “divine, instructive discourse,” using “discourse” in its 

linguistic sense of a connected series of utterances, all set, of course, within the 

exodus story, as told by the Pentateuchal narrator. 

Bibb considers the question of genre for the book within its internal literary world, 

whilst cognisant of the related genres in the ANE. He argues: “Leviticus is primarily 
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a descriptive narrative, but the rituals it narrates have a clear prescriptive intention. 

Thus, the writing and reading of Leviticus are ritualized, whereby the telling and 

experiencing of this mythic narrative has ritual-like qualities, mirroring its ritual 

content” (Bibb, 2009, 34). He therefore coins the genre term for Leviticus as 

“Narrativized Ritual”. This is similar to Knierim’s statement about Myth being 

inseparably related to its ritual setting. He says myth “creates reality ritually” 

(Knierim, 1973, 438). Bibb’s label emphasises both elements and his argument is 

worth quoting at length: 

The terms “narrativized ritual” and “ritualized narrative” point to two aspects 

of the same generic interaction. They emphasize, respectively, the two genres 

that make up the book of Leviticus: ritual and narrative. The point is that the 

ritual aspect does not survive as an identifiable ritual text, and that the 

narrative itself bears ritual significance within and beyond its story-telling. 

Therefore, interpretation of Leviticus must integrate analysis of its ritual 

dynamics and of its narrative structuring. The “ritualized narrative” element 

is found (1) in the overall narrative setting of the book, and (2) in the inset 

narrative stories, Lev 8–10, 16, and 24:10–23 … In other words, the genre of 

Leviticus is a mixture of different elements, but the lingering contrast 

between these elements is a defining characteristic of the genre itself. (Bibb, 

2009, 35, 44) 

An important implication here for our reading of Leviticus as narrativized ritual is to 

become aware of the implied plot elements in the narrative. The traditional emphasis 

on reading it as ritual has resulted in a missing of the embedded narrative plot 

through the book. Also, addressing the Holiness Code specifically, Højgaard 

contends that “a social network approach better accounts for the participant roles 

within the text at large” and continues: “recent narratalogical and rhetorical readings 

of Biblical law were invoked to argue that H is not an arbitrary collection of laws but 

a carefully written document that lends itself to literary analysis even though it may 

not meet the literary criteria of modern critics” (Højgaard, 2021, 227). Conversely, 

another element that has been missed in viewing it as narrative or discourse is an 

underlying rhetorical symmetry, despite its prosaic form.  
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Taking a text-linguistic (syntactic) point of view, based on the basic definitions of 

Longacre (2013), and following Lina Petersson, Leviticus could be divided into 

discourse types (Fig. 45).18 

 

 

FIG. 45: PETERSSON: DISCOURSE TYPES IN LEVITICUS 

This is certainly helpful in showing the discourses or genres in a text-linguistic sense 

and it can be used to critique KCP, by showing the discourse types of his Units in a 

graphical display (Fig. 46).  

 

                                                
18 Lina Petersson—personal communication—doctoral researcher in Semitic Languages, Uppsala 
University, Dept. of Linguistics and Philology, Sweden. https://uppsala.academia.edu/LinaPetersson 
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FIG. 46: DISCOURSE ANALYSIS 

It shows that every unit of KCP matches a single discourse type, except for Unit 

XIX, which has two halves, made up of procedural discourse (about Lamp and 

Bread), closed by narrative discourse. 

Petersson’s discourse analysis affirms the classification of the two blocks of 

narrative in the book, and the map confirms their significant structural position in 

KCP—both in the upper row of the middle Unit-triad (Units IV and XIX). The 

procedural blocks are helpful observations, occurring in KCP’s opening Unit-triad, in 

three Units towards the close, and in the opening inner Unit X (ch. 16). Virtually all 

the Units in the middle of the composition (from Unit V to Unit XVII) are juridical 

discourse. The unique Unit XXI (chapter 26), classified as “predictive discourse” 

sets out the blessings and warnings for the nation, dependent on their future 

behaviour.  

Douglas’ review builds a very different case for the nature of genre itself, quoting the 

argument by Gutzwiller: 

A genre is a form that moulds its material to produce a unique inner structure, 

with a coherent analogy as the structure (Gutzwiller, 1991). In this strict 

sense, Leviticus is a genre. The structure of the written text is an analogy of 

the structure of the desert tabernacle … Leviticus honours [the tabernacle] in 

its own style. The book opens with God calling Moses at the entrance to the 

tent of meeting, and the tabernacle remains throughout not just the ground 

and pivot of all its teaching, but the actual structure on which its literary form 

has been projected. (Douglas, 2001b, 197–200, 218) 

Given this insightful analysis of the book, Douglas considers that the book is a kind 

of pilgrimage text or “tour guide” of the tabernacle. She says further: 

Learning the book becomes a way of internalizing the tabernacle: it suggests 

a form of “spiritual geography” that distinguishes the spiritual tabernacle 

from the physical tabernacle … At the same time, moving round the 

tabernacle with the book, they are also moving round Mount Sinai, and even 

having access to parts of it that only Moses had. (Douglas, 2001b, 230) 

Again, as we have seen, Morales expands this theme at some length in his study of 

the theology of Leviticus (Morales, 2015, 23–107). As Bibb says: “The editors 
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created a text that calls readers to live within this ideal world of ritual purity and 

holiness; one does not need to know who exactly the editors were, to immerse 

oneself in that universe of meaning” (Bibb, 2009, 18). 

Douglas’ insight has impressed many, and, if accepted, seems to require the idea of 

“analogy” to be included in the “genre” of the book. Kline picked up this insight of 

Douglas, and the idea that the book as a “spiritual geography” or “a tour guide of the 

tabernacle,” but, as we have seen, he argues that the book structure is not setting out 

a one-way tour into the holy of holies, as Douglas suggests, but in an esoteric style, 

is setting out a two-way journey (Kline, 2015). Kline certainly affirms the view that 

this text is framed within an esoteric, sacred analogy, that of the ancient sanctuary, 

and as a sacred journey within that frame. This could have the effect of reframing the 

genre from the popular perception as “a cultic manual for priests” into divine 

instruction/torah for “all the children of Israel” on how to participate in a sanctifying 

journey, initially taking the listener/reader nearer and nearer to the divine, in a call to 

“Imitatio Dei,” and then returning him/her in community, to live as a holy nation in 

the promised land.  

Using concepts from a different scholarly field, that of art, and specifically Egyptian 

art, Emma Brunner-Taut contrasts ancient Egyptian paintings as aspectivic with 

Renaissance paintings as perspectivic. In perspectivic thinking, she says, everything 

has to fit from one single point of view, while in aspectivic thinking, things are read 

from aspect to aspect, so, for instance, in Egyptian paintings, we may see a front-

perspective of a figure’s eyes and shoulders, combined with a side-perspective of the 

head, body and legs. Brunner-Traut writes: “Aspective images do not want to be 

surveyed simultaneously but are read element by element like a kind of picture 

language. The elements are related only to the nearest neighbourhood, not linked on 

all sides” (Brunner-Traut, 1996, 68).19 In a similar way of thinking, one could say 

that the themes of the tabernacle are dealt with in an aspectivic manner, as aspects of 

a textual sanctuary, rather than as in a perspectivic manner, looking from one linear 

perspective. 

And still from the field of art, picture theorists such as Horst Bredekamp and Natalie 

Carnes argue that images (visual and non-visual) bear an agency (a presence); not 

                                                
19 Reference and translation provided from a conversation with Dr Benjamin Kilchor, with thanks. 
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simply a lifeless object pointing to a distant vitality, but an active agent, possessing 

its own presence, “reducible neither to the projections of the viewer nor the 

intentions of the maker” (Carnes, 2017, xi). The literary image, in the structure of the 

book of Leviticus, provides the reader/listener with a mental image that is analogous 

to the tabernacle and the sacred journey, making the nearness and holiness present in 

significant respects. 

Consideration briefly of the intent for a particular genre can also help to focus the 

reading. I will base this on the definition of Apocalyptic developed by the SBL 

Genres Project (Collins, 1979, 9), and particularly the expansion added in 1986. For 

my purpose, I have changed just one word (“supernatural” for the word “ancient”) 

and define the intent of the Leviticus-type of genre as “intended to interpret present, 

earthly circumstances in light of the [ancient] world, and to influence both the 

understanding and the behaviour of the audience by means of divine authority” 

(Collins, 1986, 7).  

4.1.2.3. CONCLUSION 

Given the above scholarly insights, including Kline’s, the genre question is clearly 

affected by the suasive intent of the author, so, in this context, it is not simply a 

literary question but a theological one. The macro-narrative of the exodus journey (a 

journey out of Egypt and into the land) frames the micro-narrative of the book of 

Leviticus (a journey into and out of the tabernacle), presented as instructive discourse 

(divine torah) to YHWH’s people. Therefore, the genre of Leviticus specifically 

could be seen as narrativised ritual, framed on the analogy of a sanctuary journey. 

Such a genre analysis complies with scholarly insights, and also with Kline’s 

composition proposal for the book. 
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4.1.3. LITERARY PROFILING USING TAPJLA 
4.1.3.1. WHAT IS THE BOOK’S LITERARY PROFILE? 

This chapter analyses the literary profile of Leviticus, based on its surface features, 

and uses the observations to critique KCP. The analysis is based on the Typology of 

Anonymous and Pseudepigraphic Jewish Literature from Antiquity (TAPJLA), 

developed in a joint project involving Manchester and Durham Universities. The 

approach is corpus-based, that is to say, a corpus of texts was assembled and the 

structurally important text-linguistic features of each text in the corpus noted. Each 

feature was “defined in its own terms, but [also] in systematic relationship to 

neighbouring [features] (of the same level of generality or not).” The Inventory is 

available online and in PDF format (Samely et al., 2012). The Inventory, once 

constructed, could then be used to profile any given text in the corpus, and by 

comparing the profiles to get a sense of how text-linguistically they differ from each 

other. In other words it offers an empirical, descriptive way of identifying literary 

profiles and genres, one not based on ancient genre labels, or on subjective modern 

perceptions. Any corpus of texts could become the basis of an inventory, but the 

corpus chosen in this case was a collection of anonymous and pseudepigraphic 

documents that were important in the development of Judaism and early Christianity 

(ca. 200 BCE to 700 CE). It is thus “largely co-extensive with the four groups of 

texts usually known as Pseudepigrapha of the Old Testament, Apocrypha of the Old 

Testament, the Dead Sea Scrolls … and rabbinic literature up to the end of the 

Talmudic period” (Samely et al., 2012, introductory webpage). The profiles of many 

of these texts are published in an online database.20 

I have chosen to apply this instrument as a heuristic tool to the Hebrew Bible book of 

Leviticus and to KCP specifically, as it offers a more objective framework for 

literary profiling, avoiding an analysis based on personal categories (though see 

Appendix 1 for my own listing of literary features).  

As the Inventory is framed algorithmically, I have only used the characteristics and 

sub-characteristics that apply to this text of Leviticus. The two characteristics of 

Boundedness and Genre have been dealt with in the previous sections, but some 

repetition will occur here, for completeness within this method.  

                                                
20 http://literarydatabase.humanities.manchester.ac.uk 
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The high-level characteristics in the TAPJLA Inventory are listed in Fig. 47, for 

information. 

FIG. 47: TAPJLA HIGH LEVEL CHARACTERISTICS 

4.1.3.2. ANALYSIS OF THE LITERARY FEATURES IN LEVITICUS 

I have set out below, the summary of my analysis of Leviticus based on TAPJLA. 

The results from analysis using TAPJLA would normally be entered into the online 

database, but in this thesis context, I have turned the results into a prose format. The 

numbers refer to the relevant sub-points from TAPJLA and I have distinguished 

them from Leviticus references with the use of square brackets. The initial statement 

in italics following the number is from TAPJLA, but the sentences following the 

colon are my own, collating evidence of the point from the text of Leviticus. 

A. Self-Presentation 

1. Self-presentation of the text 

1.1 The text refers to itself as a verbal entity; its boundaries are implied or explicit:  

The text does not explicitly refer to itself as a verbal entity (“the book of Leviticus”). 

However, at the end of the book, there is a double boundary marker, with the 

formula: “These are the statutes and ordinances and laws that the LORD established 

between himself and the people of Israel on Mount Sinai through Moses.” םיִּקֻחַה הֶּלֵא 

׃הֶֹׁשמ־ַדיְב יַניִס רַהְב לֵאָרְִׂשי יֵנְב ןיֵבּו ֹוניֵּב הַוְהי ןַתָנ רֶׁשֲא ֹתרֹוּתַהְו םיִטָּפְׁשִּמַהְו  [26:26; see also 

27:34]. This self-presentation not only describes the material in genre terms as 

High Level Characteristics Inventory Item

A. Self-Presentation (Reference of the text to itself?) 1

B. Perspective of the Governing Voice 2

C. Form of the Text (poetic or rhetoric form) 3

D. How Subject Matter is treated 4. Narrative
5. Thematic Discourse
6. Commentary

E. Relationships with other Texts (in my case, books of the Torah) 7

F. Literary Small Forms and Coherence Relationships 8 and 9

G. Higher-Level Aggregates 10

H. Certain basic types of dominant subject matter 11

I. Samples of genre terms used for the text in the scholarship 12
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“statutes, ordinances and laws” but also gives the overall theme or purpose for the 

book as setting out laws and practices defining the relationship between YHWH and 

the “children of Israel” (Inventory sub-points 1.1.1 and 1.1.2). The use of the deictic 

expression “these are …” twice at this closing boundary, clearly marks the close of 

the book (1.1.1), and the commencement of Numbers is further marked off from 

Leviticus, both by a dominant time marker, and from the setting, as “in the 

wilderness,” as opposed to the focus in Leviticus as “from the tent of meeting.” 

However, at the beginning of the book, there is no explicit “boundedness” and no 

opening superscription pointing to the governing voice. The labels we currently use 

for the book, the Book of the Priests, Vayyiqra or Leviticus (1.1.5) did not arise till 

later. Indeed, in Hebrew, the book starts with a double vav-consecutive verb-form, 

which implies a continuation of the narrative in the previous biblical “book,” that is, 

Exodus.  

However, as we have demonstrated, there is a clear change in “worlds” from the 

book of Exodus to Leviticus, from God speaking on the mountain, to God now 

speaking from within the sanctuary tent, so there is an implicit opening boundary 

(1.4.1). Also, the opening literary units of the book are different in genre from the 

end of Exodus, moving from narrative to cultic instructions in a procedural discourse 

form.  

The governing voice is not explicitly introduced at the start (1.1.4) and it presents as 

an anonymous, omniscient narrator throughout the book, hidden behind the reported 

divine speeches, and the two narrative portions. Characteristic in the book is the 

narrator’s report-formula of 37 divine speeches, actually embedding two speakings—

YHWH speaking to Moses, and YHWH commissioning Moses to speak to the 

children of Israel. This gives the impression that the governing voice is YHWH 

himself, although everything is, in fact, reported speech by the unnamed narrator (see 

further section 2 below). YHWH is the dominant voice but not the governing voice. 

1.2 The text presents its internal structure as mirroring the objective relationships of 

components in the projected world; or it projects its subject matter as self-limiting. It 

therefore also implies its own boundedness by subject matter: This inventory item is 

very apposite to our case study. KCP argues that Leviticus presents itself as based on 

a journey into and out of the tabernacle which was prescribed and constructed in the 

previous biblical book of Exodus. If the conceptual frame for the book of Leviticus 
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mirrors the journey into the innermost sanctuary, and back out to the camp and the 

land, as proposed by KCP (Kline, 2015, Figs 7 & 10 and 254–6), then this implies 

the boundedness of the subject matter (Item 5). This argument means that Leviticus 

projects boundedness, as it mirrors a journey through a structure within the objective 

world.  

1.3 The text overall is shaped by a poetic or rhetorical-communicative pattern that is 

self-bounding (see further section 3 below): The literary form of Leviticus is clearly 

not “poetic,” but prosaic, but KCP argues that Leviticus uses Hebrew parallel 

symmetries, similar in principle to biblical poetry. KCP argues that Hebrew 

“parallelism” is a way of thinking, not just a way of writing poetry, and so it is also 

used to structure prose writing in “rhetorical-communicative patterns,” but on a 

larger scale. The book shows repetitive and resonating literary devices in parallel 

pericopes and units of text, which signal to the reader a structure for the book in a 

nested form, from the smallest pericopes up to the two parts of the book, the inward 

and the outward journey (Kline, 2015, 227–32). This is “a rhetorical-communicative 

pattern,” and one that, if accepted, is self-bounding. 

1.5 The text presents a certain homogeneousness of form and/or contents … : 

The main feature one observes in the book of Leviticus is its homogeneity of form, 

with the repetitive formula introducing the divine speeches on no fewer than 37 

times, from beginning to end. The regularity of this repetition of form is unique in 

HB (the formula also occurs in Exodus and Numbers, but there it is not the sole 

form, from opening to closing, as in Leviticus). KCP recognises these small forms as 

literary indicators of structure. However, KCP does not assume that they are of equal 

weight, considering that around half of them indicate the opening of literary Units, 

and half of them are indicators of sub-units within Units. There is little in the short 

forms themselves that points to this distinction. Such an analytical choice has to be 

made on the basis of other literary indicators and content. 

1.6: The approximate size of the book: 

The book is around 12,000 words in length in Hebrew (Fig. 43 above), which makes 

it the smallest book of the Torah (bounded by Exodus and Numbers, both almost 

identical, around 16,500 words), and set off in the Torah by its smaller size. 
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1.7: The text’s inventory profile should be seen in the light of the following further 

information on completeness, thematic progression, aesthetic effects etc. (specify 

Overview of Parts):  

The thematic progression of the book is the subject of this thesis, and has been 

presented in Section 3.4. In summary, the profile and thematic progression of KCP is 

experienced by the informed reader as a “verbal or textual sanctuary” (Nihan, 2007, 

109), with the reader/listener moving on a journey inwards to the holiest place, and 

then turning and moving outwards to the camp and the land (Kline, 2015, 237 & 

253). 

B. The Perspective and Knowledge Presuppositions of the Governing Voice 

2.1 The information conveyed in the text defines the perspective of the governing 

voice in the following way. 

2.1.1 The text does not thematise how the governing voice comes to know the text’s 

contents or its right to command obedience from the addressees, but suggests its 

knowledge or authority is unlimited.  

2.1.1.2 The text is not narrative but the governing voice refers to utterances on the 

basis of unexplained knowledge of speech events of diverse periods and places. 

2.1.7: The governing voice is anonymous, that is, not presented as tied to a specific 

personal identity.  

2.1.9: An anonymous voice repeatedly reports the direct speech of a character whose 

speech accounts for the bulk of the text (but not continuously): 

The book of Leviticus is mainly made up of divine speeches reported by an 

anonymous “governing voice.” This narrator refers to the reported divine speeches 

on the basis of unexplained knowledge of speech events that purportedly took place 

during Israel’s period at Mount Sinai, and at the start, there is mention of YHWH 

speaking from the “tent of meeting,” and the assumption is that YHWH speaks from 

there throughout the book. On the two narrative occasions in the book, the governing 

voice’s perspective tacitly is that of someone “present” at these, without need of 

mediation of information (2.1.1.1). It speaks from the perspective of unmediated 

access to all levels and parts of the projected reality and offers no evidence of how 

(2.1.1.3). The impression given is that Moses would have been the only one with 
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access to such knowledge, but throughout, the governing voice refers to him in the 

third person, so suggesting someone later than Moses (Rollston, 2017, 4). 

2.4 The governing voice defines a horizon of knowledge as shared with the projected 

addressees by taking for granted linguistic usages or references: for instance, 

reference to persons, such as: YHWH, Moses, Aaron and his sons; to places and 

things, such as: Egypt, Sinai, the “tent of meeting,” its three spaces and items of its 

furniture; to cultic practices, such as: offerings, purity matters, food laws, the 

calendar, the annual festivals, the practices of the surrounding nations; to YHWH’s 

covenant with their ancestors, Abraham, Isaac and Jacob [26:42, 45]. Throughout, 

the language is presented as laws, so words such as “statutes, ordinances, and law” 

are used, in casuistic and apodictic legal forms, together with their penalties. It also 

uses biblicizing language, in such passages as Lev 24:20, where it appears to be 

quoting from Exodus 21:24, and the numerous references to the commandments 

from the Exodus Decalogue in Leviticus 19. As it claims to be quoting the direct 

words of YHWH to Moses, it is claiming absolute authority for the text. And it sets 

the governing voice in place and time (2.5) with the deictic expressions: “These are 

the statutes, ordinance and laws that YHWH gave to the people of Israel in Mount 

Sinai through Moses” [26:26; 27:34]. The text therefore presents itself as speaking to 

the Israel as YHWH’s redeemed people on the wilderness journey from Egypt (2.6), 

not directly, but indirectly, as reported speech from the deity to the nation, and in the 

nation’s language of Hebrew. For details here, Højgaard undertakes a very thorough 

tracking of all participants in H, combined with social network analysis and semantic 

role analysis, and concludes that:  

… the Holiness Code is YHWH’s law. Not only does it originate with YHWH 

as divine speeches, it is also oriented towards him. Although H is commonly 

viewed as community-oriented in contrast to cult-oriented P, YHWH is the 

organising principle of the community implied by the text. The Israelites, 

who are the primary addressees of Moses’ speeches, are the second-most 

important participants … the particular perspective of the society implied by 

the text is thus the covenantal community formed by YHWH and the people 

of Israel. (Højgaard, 2021, 231) 
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All this fits with the rhetoric proposed by KCP, and particularly supports the 

argument that the book is for the initiated, informed, or enculturated hearer-readers 

who share the horizon of the writer. 

C. Form of the Main Body of the Text 

3. Formation of the Text’s body by Poetic or Rhetorical-communicative forms 

3.6 The language of a text whose boundaries are not determined by poetic formation 

or by contrast in adjacency, exhibits poetic formation as follows: 

3.7.2 There is pervasive use of parallelism. 

As said, the book is not poetic in the normal view of poetic forms, so this Inventory 

element could be omitted. However, KCP argues that the book has a rhetorical-

communicative form that shows a pervasive use of parallelism or correspondence. 

There is often correspondence at the Hebrew sentence-level, as seen in other Hebrew 

narrative and legal prose, but KCP considers that the book also shows parallelism of 

pericopes, of whole units, of unit-triads, and indeed at the whole book level. Kline 

argues that the text is formed or “woven” into two-dimensional “tables” of text, 

where the literary indicators are observable within the pericopes, and are 

“heard/read” by the careful listener/ reader in Hebrew. Examples are presented 

throughout this thesis. The rhetorical pattern builds into units of text, which then 

build into triads of units and then into two panels forming the whole book (Kline, 

2015, 227–32), with a single unit (Unit XIII; ch. 19) forming a hinge unit in the book 

(§3.4). This form is clearly not poetic, in the usual sense of that word, but, if valid, is 

certainly parallelistic and rhetorical-communicative, and appears to be authored with 

suasive intent. I have therefore argued in section 2.1 that there is a “meta-level” 

literary form in HB, certainly in Leviticus, that uses poetic-style parallelism to 

structure each level of the literature. 

D. How Subject Matter is Treated (Inventory Items 4 and 5) 

4. Narrative Coherence and Aggregation 

4.7 Within a thematic (non-narrative) discourse, the text contains extensive telling of 

continuous and detailed events (see also under 5). 

 Again, one would not profile Leviticus as “narrative” (as one would not profile it 

“poetic”) in the normal sense of these words. However, the book is certainly set in 
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the wider Sinai narrative, from the middle of the biblical book of Exodus to the 

middle of Numbers, and so Leviticus is sandwiched in the middle of this narrative 

frame (Fig. 44 above). Also, even though one tends to see the book as divine 

discourse (see 5 below), it is important to recognise that it is, as we have shown, 

reported speech, set within this prevailing narrative context. The report by the 

governing voice of the divine speeches is set within the Tent of Meeting, within the 

camp of Israel at Sinai. The regulations and narrative of Exodus are taken as read in 

the discourse of Leviticus.  

However, even though one would not define Leviticus as narrative, it has, bedded 

within it, two obvious narrative portions [chs. 8–10, especially chapter 10; and ch. 

24:10–23], but in keeping with the insightful inventory point 4.7.1, this narrative 

material is explicitly subservient to, and integrated into, the wider thematic 

discourse. This profile element in the Typology is a distinguishing structuring device 

in the book. The two narrative portions are considered by Douglas, Kline and others 

as literary indicators of key shifts in the sanctuary journey. There seems much to 

commend this rhetorical argument when viewed within KCP. 

5. Thematic Coherence and Aggregation in discourse or description 

5.1 The bulk of the text is constituted as thematic discourse/description, albeit 

presented as speech quoted from a narrative setting:  

I consider this the primary category in the Typology that defines how the material in 

the book of Leviticus is treated, Thematic Discourse. The governing voice quotes 

God with direct speech on 37 occasions, and this constitutes a significant proportion 

of the overall text (5.10.3), in fact, the large proportion. Given this, the text only 

mentions a few other unique characters (such as Moses and Aaron and his sons), as 

the text is presenting YHWH’s voice to Moses to pass on to Israel, as its sole 

purpose (5.11). Given this: The text’s governing voice projects the accuracy and 

validity of its statements as being taken for granted or self-evident, so never qualified 

(5.9.1).  

Within the speeches, the themes addressed are usually framed as laws for the people 

or the priests. The themes are bound together with a variety of devices (see Appendix 

1), for example:  
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• The food laws in ch. 11: “These are the living things which you shall eat …” 

)ּולְֹכת רֶַׁשְא ַהּיַהַה תֹאז(  followed by vav plus direct object for the following 

examples.  

• Frequent use of “This is the instruction/law of …” [ תַרֹוּת תֹאז  6:2, 7, 18; 7:1, 

11; 11:46; 17; 13:59; 14:32, 57; 15:32].  

• Or for the offerings: “When he brings …” ( ביִרְַקי־יִּכ ) with the use of ki [1:2; 

5:23; 7:25], then often followed by im for sub-cases [1:3, 10, 14, etc.]. 

5.1.2: The discursive treatment of themes is presented as constituted by speeches 

uttered on separate but mutually emplotted occasions. These speeches in the book 

are uttered almost solely by YHWH (a few times by Moses in the initiation of the 

cult, and only once by Aaron to Moses). They are never framed as dialogues with 

God, only unilateral monologues from YHWH to Moses, declaring the laws for 

Israel and/or the priesthood. The separate speeches in sequence constitute a 

juxtaposition of themes, especially if one accepts the composition views of many 

scholars and particularly of KCP. The speeches all take place as YHWH speaking 

“from the tent of meeting” and within the single month after the construction of the 

tabernacle, so on “mutually emplotted occasions.” 

5.5 The text’s sequence of sub-topics mirrors a temporal or spatial order, but 

without narrative emplotment between the sub-topics.  

Douglas, Morales and Kline argue that the sequence of themes and sub-topics 

presents itself as mirroring an objective order, the spatial order of the tent of meeting, 

dividing large topics in co-ordination with this structure, rather than within a 

narrative structure. KCP argues further that the themes so ordered are distinguished 

from one another by spatial expressions (5.5.1.3.1) from within the tabernacle 

structure at the start of each “ring” (e.g., KCP Units I, IV, X). This proposal does 

not, at first reading, include all the text, but a substantial part of it, in such a manner 

that suggests the whole is being projected within this reality. Kline assumes that the 

spatial order creates a thematic context for all the text within the ring. This spatial 

order has, of course, been taken from the prescription and construction of the 

tabernacle in the previous biblical book of Exodus. 

On one occasion [16:1–2], the book prominently provides an explicit link (5.6) back 

to an earlier narrative (the death of the 2 priests), in order to connect it with the 
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ensuing theme, the High Priestly process for the Day of Atonement and entry into the 

inner sanctuary. However, this is unique, not pervasive, so most scholars, including 

KCP, argue that it stands out as a first-order structural indicator in the book. 

5.12: The text thematises the meaning of historical or narrative events and 

summarises, alludes to or refers to events as evidence, but does not create sustained 

emplotment. 

The book does refer to a few historical events as giving meaning or evidence for its 

themes, such as the past exodus from Egypt and the future entry into the Land, but it 

does not create from these a sustained emplotment, as it would do if this were a 

narrative text. 

E. Relationship with Other Texts 

7. Correspondence between Texts 

7.1.1–3 Narrative or thematic correspondence or overlap of specific wording, occur 

between the non-biblical text and one or more biblical texts in a manner that is 

prominent or pervasive.  

Note: The TAPJLA Inventory, by definition, assumes the book in question is from 

non-biblical literature. I am applying TAPJLA to the biblical book of Leviticus, as a 

heuristic tool. 

There is certainly narrative correspondence of Leviticus with the biblical book of 

Exodus, and to a small degree to the book of Genesis also. Characters, chronology, 

setting and emplotment all correspond, as all are part of the Sinai narrative, and set 

within the wider narrative of the nation from the Patriarchs to the border of the Land. 

The text shares features of language with these other books in the Hebrew Bible 

(7.1.4), for instance, the dwelling for YHWH and its furniture that has been 

prescribed, constructed and erected in Exodus, now forms the dwelling from which 

YHWH speaks in Leviticus. The book also forms a unique textual sanctuary 

projected within that dwelling, with pervasive use of related linguistic features. The 

governing voice of the text also projects itself as the same as that in Exodus (7.1.5), 

that of the omniscient narrator, and the non-narrative text prominently presupposes 

the narrative fabric of the events and speeches of Exodus, beyond the specific 

wording it may use (7.1.8). KCP totally resonates with this profile, and Kline shows 
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how the discourse of Leviticus flows directly out of the narrative of Exodus and on 

to the narrative of Numbers (Fig. 36 above). 

F. Literary Small Forms and Coherence Relationships 

8. Characteristic Small Forms on the level of the Governing Voice 

A large catalogue has been made of the small-forms in the book (see Appendix 1). 

Most of these, by nature of the speeches, are put in the voice of the divine speaker, 

but sometimes it is not certain whether they are in the voice of the narrator or of 

YHWH.  

8.1 Standard forms or contents formulated in set phrases or set sentence formats:  

8.1.6 Speech Report 

More evidently than most books, this text uses a standard formula, in set sentence 

formats, in the form “The LORD spoke to Moses, speak to the sons of Israel saying” 

or similar. Most dominantly, this is a Speech Report small form, used 37 times, 

where the governing voice usually reports the speech of God to Moses (occasionally 

to Aaron and his sons and to Israel).  

8.1.7 Sentences referring to a behaviour or norm as customary 

Leviticus includes expressions such as “This is the law of …” or “it shall be a 

perpetual statute throughout your generations,” referring to a behaviour or norm as 

customary, and these are understood by scholars and KCP as indicators of literary 

pericopes in the book. 

8.1.13 Declamatory sentences, confessions, proclamations or affirmations 

Numbers of times in the book, the governing voice adds compliance formulae, 

especially in the initiation of the cult [ch. 8–10], such as “so Moses did just as the 

LORD commanded him” [ch. 8:4; see also 16:34; 23:44; 24:23]. Frequently in the 

book, there is a summary sentence to a unit or wider section, for instance: “This is a 

lasting ordinance for the generations to come, wherever you live” [ch. 3:17]; or “This 

is the regulation for the burnt offering, for the grain offering …” [ch. 7:37; also: 

11:46–47; 16:29–34; 26:46; 27:34]. 
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8.3 Forms with internal emplotment relationships, or character-centred small 

literary forms or motifs: 

The governing voice occasionally uses forms with internal emplotment relationships, 

character-centred short narratives of a unique event, which have a normative-

probative function. The two narratives in the book [chs. 8–10; 24:10–23] are set in 

this form (8.3.1). These narrative units also incorporate divine speeches devoted to 

an explicit hermeneutic engagement with quotation from a base text (Exodus), and 

the second narrative may even include a short poetic piece based around the law of 

talion [ch. 24:10–23]. 

9. Characteristic small-scale coherence and aggregation between adjacent text-parts 

9.1 An extended portion or substantial proportion of the thematic text projects its 

selection and sequence of themes as mirroring an objective order in the projected 

world 

As already outlined in 5, the whole of the Leviticus text projects its selection of 

themes as mirroring an objective order in the projected world, the tabernacle. 

9.4 Juxtaposition of thematic units 

9.4.1 As thematic cluster 

Many of the sentences of extended passages in the book have strong homogeneity 

with each other. These thematic clusters often form pericopes or Units of text in KCP 

(e.g., chapters 1–7, KCP Units I–III, about offerings). However, the thematic clusters 

are not the initial means used in KCP for identifying a pericope or Unit, but rather 

the literary devices. This means the literary indicators are primary, and the themes 

secondary in KCP. It is assumed that the final author is using the literary indicators 

as the prime markers of architecture (see next point) and that the combination of two 

or more themes within a pericope or Unit has rhetorical significance. 

9.4.3: Repetitions as markers of architecture—there is a repetition of words marking 

out as coordinated passages that deal with contrastive subtopics of the same 

superordinate theme, usually unnamed. 

This is a key literary feature of the book for KCP, and so I have made it a separate 

test (§4.1.3). The juxtaposition of thematic units in the book is seen as the principle 

of its composition, using the “repetition of words marking out coordinated passages.” 
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TAPJLA gives two pairs of parallel passages in the Mishnah as examples of this (m. 

San. 1:1–m. San. 1:4; m. Ber. 1:1–m. Ber. 1:2), and so, again, these two passages are 

analysed separately in my §4.1.5 on composition in literary analogies. This TAPJLA 

inventory item has been made into a significant tool in the evaluation of KCP. 

9.7 The text as a whole continuously explicates local thematic transitions, while at 

the same time also projecting an objective or communicative order. 

As referred above, the whole book shows strong literary indicators of thematic 

transitions via the continuous use of the Divine speech formula. There is also the 

announcement of themes, as with the offerings (KCP Units I–3) and with the purity 

laws (Units V–IX). 

9.11 An extended part of the thematic text is structured by an extra-thematic 

principle of order. 

9.11.4 The sequence of days of a calendar/festival calendar. 

This is not “an extended part” of the text, but Leviticus certainly shows this 

characteristic in chapter 23 (KCP Unit XVIII), when outlining the annual calendar. 

As said, KCP insists the primary indication of pericope structure is based on literary 

indicators, and, in this case, the calendrical indicators are key literary indicators, 

along with others (Hocking, 2020). A good example of this is where the Feast of 

Booths ( תֹוּכֻּסַה גַח ) is repeated twice in the text (23:34–38; 39–44), but this is not 

viewed by KCP as one extended pericope (as most scholars), but as two parallel 

pericopes, following the repeating literary indicators throughout the Unit (see 

example in §4.1.4.4). 

9.13 Physical evidence from antiquity potentially shows non-verbal signals 

indicating the text’s thematic division. 

This item has been selected from the Inventory to make plain a lack of such evidence 

in KCP. Kline argues for an authoring of the text as a two-dimensional written 

document, heavily dependent on internal literary markers. As presented in a separate 

test (§4.1.8 Palaeontology and Archaeology), there is no material evidence from any 

ancient document to this point, to my knowledge, that texts were ever authored in 

two dimensions or structured in tables. This is an important challenge to the 

plausibility of KCP, so is considered fully in that later section. 
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G. Higher Level Aggregates 

10. Compounds of Juxtaposed Part-Texts  

This is really just a higher-level form of 9.11, so is mainly covered there, given that 

KCP is premised on “nested” literary structures. However, the elements of the 

Inventory are extracted below, as it will emphasise the literary nesting feature that is 

so key to the argument of KCP. 

10.1 The work consists of the juxtaposition of large constituent part-texts, each of 

which has its own thematic or narrative structure indicated by self-presentation, by 

projection of bounded subject matter, or by thematic homogeneousness (also 5.5). 

10.1.1 The part-texts are of the same kind 

10.1.1.2 The part-texts juxtaposed are all thematic discursive, dealing with 

substantially diverse kinds of subject matter. 

As we have explained above in 5, virtually the whole of Leviticus is thematic-

discursive. Some units of text deal with the same kind of subject matter, for instance, 

chapters 1–7 all deal with offerings, chapters 8–10 deal with the priesthood, chapters 

11–15 all deal with clean and unclean themes. However, across the book, there is a 

wide range of themes covered, including cultics and ethics, and individual and 

community laws. KCP recognises these themes and their connections as higher level 

aggregates, labelled “Unit Triads” (for example Units I–III on Offerings; Units VII–

IX on Clean-Unclean), and these form the highest-level literary sections within KCP. 

H. Certain Basic Types of Dominant Subject Matter 

11. Dominant Contents 

11.1: The non-narrative text projects its thematic concern as follows: 

11.1.1 Description of a reality, including a physical reality 

11.1.2 Moral values or value judgments, including practical instructions on proper 

behaviour or self-preservation 

11.1.3 Law, commandments or norms of behaviour 

11.1.4 A discourse on or inquiry into a field of knowledge, with self-referential 

treatment of the limits, sources or nature of knowledge 

11.1.6 Reports of the speech of named characters 
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11.1.7 Future events or future reward and punishment: 

The book presents its themes as laws given by God to the nation of Israel in the 

wilderness, to guide the people and their priesthood in the practice of the cult and in 

ethical behaviour as a nation. The nation, the wilderness, Mount Sinai and the 

tabernacle are all presented as physical realities. It also sets out laws, 

commandments, moral values and value judgments, including practical instructions 

on proper behaviour, most particularly in the latter “Holiness Code.” One could also 

argue, as in item 11.1.4 above, that the book of Leviticus is set out as divine 

discourse on the nature and limits of the knowledge to do with becoming, and 

remaining as, a holy nation. Included in this are promises and warnings about future 

reward and punishment, as an incentive to the nation to obey [ch. 26]. However, ever 

since the insightful work by Douglas, and now Kline, the book appears to present 

itself as a “projected reality,” such that the reader/listener is actually entering into the 

tabernacle as a way of knowing, a “narrativized ritual.” KCP considers that the 

readers/listeners travel into the most holy place, to greater and greater closeness to 

the divine, and then turn and return to the community to live in holiness as a nation.  

12. Sampling of Scholarly Genre Labels 

This item of the Inventory has been addressed in §4.1.1.2. 

4.1.3.3. CONCLUSION 

The application of the TAPJLA inventory has, indeed, proved a helpful heuristic tool 

for profiling the book. It has ensured the consideration of the text from a wide range 

of characteristics that have been observed in other ancient Jewish literature, and 

provided a critical, heuristic window to appraise the composition proposed by KCP. 

The evidence collated here supports KCP’s use of surface literary features in the 

composition of the book. Also, it confirms the strong literary role played by 

repetitions and text-linguistic features in the “architecture” of the book, as also 

identified by TAPJLA scholars in the Mishnah (9.4.3 above). These aspects will be 

picked up in more depth in the following sections. 

However, it is also clear that the TAPJLA Typology makes no reference to other 

Jewish texts being structured in a two-dimensional manner, and this is a serious 

challenge to the Case proposal. Having said that, the chapter on the Mishnah will 

demonstrate that sometimes this may be a matter of one’s paradigm of reading.  
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4.1.4. REPETITIONS AS MARKERS OF ARCHITECTURE 
4.1.4.1. DO REPETITIONS INDICATE ARCHITECTURE? 

Repetition as a marker of literary architecture was a feature of the literary profiling 

of Leviticus in the previous chapter (4.1.3), based on TAPJLA, but it is so relevant to 

KCP, that I am using it as a separate test of  KCP’s validity. TAPJLA defines 

repetition for these purposes as “a repetition of words, marking out as coordinated, 

passages that deal with contrastive subtopics of the same superordinate theme” 

(Inventory 9.4.3) (Samely et al., 2012).  

The review of Semitic rhetoric above (§2.1.2.3) highlighted the characteristic use of 

repetition as a literary device in biblical Hebrew, particularly in poetic genres, but 

increasingly, it has been identified as rhetorically significant in prose contexts as 

well. In poetic contexts, repetitions may well be used to bind parallel colons together, 

but in prose contexts, repetitions may be used across pericopes or larger textual units, 

and even across whole books, and seemingly function to indicate the structure of the 

prose, for the benefit of the reader/listener/student. TAPJLA captures this 

characteristic rhetorical device in the phrase: “repetitions as markers of architecture.” 

Traditionally, literary critics have identified the structure of a book by focusing on 

the content and the changes in content through a book. As shown in chapter 2, more 

recently in biblical literary criticism, scholars have recognised that repeating literary 

devices are often used at the opening or closing of pericopes to indicate their 

boundaries, whilst retaining them within “the same superordinate theme.” Kline’s 

additional argument is that, in the Torah, the literary devices in whole pericopes are 

indicating pericope architecture in two-dimensions. In previous chapters, I theorised 

about this two-dimensional, literary concept, and the rhetorical mechanism it uses, 

but in this chapter, I will test KCP, to see if repetitions are indeed being used reliably 

to indicate the literary architecture, and whether the evidence supports the two-

dimensional form, as proposed. My first two examples look at single Units and the 

second two look book-wide. 
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4.1.4.2. TEST 1: APPOINTED TIMES OF YHWH (UNIT XVIII; LEV 23) 

Do the repetitions observable in Leviticus 23 (Unit XVIII) support the Unit structure 

presented in KCP (see Appendix 2A)? This unit is about the calendrical feasts, or 

better, YHWH’s appointed times ( םיִַדְעֹומ  mo‛adim).  

This unit is unique in a number of ways. According to KCP, it is the central unit of 

the second half of the book, that is, the between unit in the middle ring (Fig. 35: G). 

According to Kline, between units address matters of inter-relationship, of YHWH 

with his people. It is also the only unit in the second half that has 5 divine speeches 

in it, and further, it is the only unit in the whole book, as proposed, that has four rows 

(pericope pairs). As mentioned in §3.4, the middle ring of KCP has an organising 

principle based on time, and this is pronounced in this particular unit, where YHWH 

gives the annual calendar of appointed times for the nation.  

On examination, one can see that there are a many repetitions in this unit that appear 

to be operating as literary indicators of architecture (full analysis in Hocking, 2020). 

Further, they are not just being used in a “linear” manner, dividing off sequences of 

pericopes, but also in a recursive, nested or two-dimensional manner, indicating 

pericopes that are connected in parallel, most easily understood by moderns as KCP 

does, in a two-dimensional presentation of the text (in a table). 

The first literary indicator, the full divine speech and commission formula (“YHWH 

spoke to Moses, speak to the sons of Israel”), appears to divide up the literary unit 

into four parts (rows). Then the first part (viewed synchronically) is divided into two 

parts by the repetition of the title-like formula, “These are the appointed times of 

YHWH,” so dividing the work-week and Sabbath from the Passover and Festival-

week of Matzot. The same happens in the fourth row, being divided into two parts by 

the repetition of the Festival-week of Booths and the colophon-like repetition of “the 

appointed times” again. It does not take much to recognise that all four rows are 

made up of paired sub-pericopes, so arranging the mo‛adim in pairs. 

KCP reflects these literary devices as indicating the architecture of four rows, each 

with pairs of pericopes, so, two columns. The appointed times formula opens and 

closes both columns, as shown in Fig. 48. It seems the initiated reader/ listener is 

being led to consider the appointed times in parallel pairs, and not simply in 

calendrical order. 
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FIG. 48: THE APPOINTED TIMES (UNIT XVIII) 

The repetition of the title and the colophon in this chapter has challenged 

commentators down the centuries, and has been explained more recently as an 

indication of sources and editing. Seen in this rhetorical light, the repetitions seem to 

be illustrations of a literary device being purposefully used to indicate the two-

dimensional architecture of the unit of text, creating similar titles and colophons for 

the two columns. The two colophons in row 4 create an inclusio with the two titles in 

row 1. Fishbane points out that this phenomenon of matching title-lines and 

colophons, is found throughout cuneiform and other ANE literature (Fishbane, 1980, 

438), but the unique aspect shown here is the strange repetition of the titles and 

colophons. However, it makes strong rhetorical sense if the pericopes are presented 

in parallel, in columns, as in the above table, and as structured in KCP. 

Lev 23 Repetition as Indication of Architecture

Unit XVIII A B

Row 1
v. 1–8

—
A = v. 1–3
B = v. 4–8

YHWH spoke to Moses, speak to 
the sons of Israel . . .
These are the appointed times of 
YHWH . . .

Sabbath
Sabbath of Sabbaton

These are the appointed times of 
YHWH . . . 

Passover & 
Festival of Matzot

Row 2
v. 9–22

—
A = v. 9–14
B = v. 15–22

YHWH spoke to Moses, speak to 
the sons of Israel . . .

Day after the Sabbath—
the Elevation Sheaf

Day after the 7th Sabbath—
the Elevation Bread

Row 3
v. 23–32

—
A = v. 23–25
B = v. 26–32

YHWH spoke to Moses, speak to 
the sons of Israel . . .

A Sabbaton and Memorial 
by Blowing (Trumpets) 

Day of Atonement
Sabbath of Sabbaton

Row 4
v. 33–44

—
A = v. 33–38
B = v. 39–44

YHWH spoke to Moses, speak to 
the sons of Israel . . .

Festival of Booths
These are the appointed times of 
YHWH . . . 

Festival of Booths
Moses spoke the appointed times 
of YHWH to the sons of Israel
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Further, there are three other repetitions that appear to subdivide the eight pericopes 

into two blocks of four (Fig. 49). Firstly, the divine speech formulae in the first two 

rows are a little fuller than those in the second two rows—the first two finish 

(literally) “and you shall say to them …” ( םֶהֵַלְא ָּתְרַמָאְו ), but the last two finish simply 

with the one word: “saying” ( ֹרמאֵל ), shown underlined in the table below. Secondly, 

there is a self-declaration formula at the end of v. 22 and v. 43, “I am YHWH your 

God” (in italics in Fig. 49), having the effect of closing the first block and the second 

block.  

 

FIG. 49: APPOINTED TIMES: TWO BLOCKS 

And thirdly, there is a fifth use of the divine speech, in a very short-form, without the 

commission, at the opening of pericope 3ב about the Day of Atonement: “YHWH 

spoke to Moses, saying …” (shown in small capitals). This means that both 

pericopes in Row 3 (3A and 3B), are opened with a divine speech and so again, in 

Repetition as Indication of Architecture

A B
1.
v. 1–8

—
A = v. 1–3
B = v. 4–8

YHWH spoke to Moses, speak to the sons 
of Israel and say to them . . .
These are the appointed times of YHWH

Sabbath
Sabbath of Sabbaton

These are the appointed times of YHWH

Passover & 
Festival of Matzot

2.
v. 9–22

—
A = v. 9–14
B = v. 15–22

YHWH spoke to Moses, speak to the sons 
of Israel and say to them . . .

Day after the Sabbath—
the Elevation Sheaf

Day after the 7th Sabbath—
the Elevation Bread

v. 22: I am YHWH your God
3.
v. 23–32

—
A = v. 23–25
B = v. 26–32

YHWH spoke to Moses, speak to the sons 
of Israel saying . . .

A Sabbaton and Memorial 
by Blowing (Trumpets) 

YHWH SPOKE TO MOSES, SAYING . . .

Day of Atonement
Sabbath of Sabbaton

4.
v. 33–44

—
A = v. 33–38
B = v. 39–44

YHWH spoke to Moses, speak to the sons 
of Israel saying . . .

Festival of Booths

These are the appointed times of YHWH

Festival of Booths

v. 43: I am the YHWH your God

Moses spoke the appointed times of YHWH
to the sons of Israel
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effect, strongly separating Row 3 from Row 2. These three indicators seem to divide 

the 8 pericopes into two blocks of four, as indicated by the heavy dividing line in 

Fig. 49. 

Now, standing back, we recognise that the last row matches the first row in a number 

of ways, forming an inclusio:  

1. Its strong emphasis on “seven days,” and on the use of the word for the 

mo‛adim as “community festival” ( גַח ) (Kedar-Kopfstein, 1980), only occurs 

in these two rows. This forms a very clear architecture for the whole literary 

unit—rows 1 and 4 being week-long matters and rows 2 and 3 being single-

day mo‛adim. 

2. The first row includes the single-day mo‛ed of the Passover, followed by the 

seven-day festival of matzot, whereas the fourth row has the seven-day 

festival of booths followed by the single-day “eighth day” mo‛ed (4A and 

4B). This pattern of 1+7 days in the opening speech and 7+1 days in the 

closing speech is unlikely to be by chance (Milgrom, 2001, 1965).  

3. The fact that Matzot and Booths both commence on the fifteenth of the 

month.  

4. The repeated use of “in the beginning day” (in 1B and 4A, 4B). 

5. The extended repetition, “in the beginning day, a sacred occasion, you shall 

not do any laborious work, seven days you shall bring near a fire offering to 

the LORD … in the seventh/eighth day, a sacred occasion (it will be) to you 

… any laborious work you shall not do,” is in a chiastic relationship, strongly 

linking the sub-pericopes 1B and 4A together. 

The unique nature of rows 1 and 4, as including festival weeks, also reveals a strong 

contrast. On the one hand, Row 1 is made of a non-identical pair (Sabbath and 

Passover-Matzot), whereas, on the other hand, Row 4 is made of an identical pair 

(Feast of Booths-Eighth Day, twice). One could say there is a progression through 

the calendar pairs, from dissimilar to identical (Fig. 50). 
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FIG. 50: APPOINTED TIMES: PROGRESSION 

Considering the function of the pair of Festivals in the fourth row, the repetition of 

the noun Festival (v. 33, 39, 41) and the use of the matching verb “to festival” twice 

in v. 41 (further Warning, 1999 for chiasm), gives strong indication that this is being 

seen as a crescendo in the year. The essence of this festival is captured in the words 

“you shall rejoice before YHWH your God seven days, and you shall festival it, a 

festival to YHWH seven days in the year … in the seventh month you shall festival 

it” (v. 40–41; my translation). The two sub-pericopes, although about the same 

festival, and with literary correspondents that bind them together, clearly have 

different emphases. The 4A pericope is focused on the date and structure of the 

festival for individual fulfilment. The 4B pericope focuses on the community sense 

of harvest joy and dancing with “the foliage of beautiful trees,” and on the purpose of 

dwelling in booths, so that each new generation will be reminded of, and live in the 

light of, the exodus redemption (v. 43). In these closing words, there is clear 

resonance back to the parallel pericope in 1B, with the festival of Passover-Matzot 

also reminding the nation of the beginning of the journey from Egypt, so 1B to 4B 

takes the nation on a journey of remembrance, liberation from Egypt to the joy and 

freedom of the land, enjoying “the produce of the land” (v. 39). So the annual 

appointed times recapitulate the exodus journey from Egypt to the Land. 

In this unit, repetitions appear not only to be used as formal or structural devices, to 

indicate pericope openings and closings, but also to indicate the function of the 

pericopes in parallel (for full exposition, see Hocking, 2020). The correspondents are 

not simply repetitions, but appear to prompt the reader to compare and contrast, to 

discern meaning in the correspondence. To quote Scott’s point again: “Rhetoric is 

epistemic.” Certainly, the two-dimensional weave in this KCP unit suggests literary 

Row 1 Week-long periods—dissimilar

Row 2 Single-day periods in different months

Row 3 Single-day periods in the same month

Row 4 Week-long periods—identical
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art; a rhetorical composition with suasive impact on the initiated or enculturated 

hearer-reader. 

4.1.4.3. TEST 2: THE CENTRAL UNIT (UNIT XIII; LEV 19) 

The second example is most significant, as KCP places this unit as the central unit in 

the whole book, and so the central unit in the Torah (Kline, 2008, 58–59; 2015, 260–

62). It has also been a particularly knotty problem from an exegetical point of view 

(Stewart, 2015, 299, and notes 1–3). Quoting Wenham (1979, 263): “This chapter 

covers such a variety of topics that the modern reader finds difficulty in seeing any 

rhyme or reason in its organisation.” Based on the review of scholarship (§3.1–3.2), 

there is a strong consensus that Chapter 16 (about the Day of Atonement) is the focus 

or the central unit in the book. KCP agrees that Chapter 16 (Unit X) reaches the inner 

ring of the book, taking the reader into the holy of holies conceptually, but argues 

that the centre of the centre of the book rhetorically is Chapter 19 (Unit XIII), 

analogous to the ark of the covenant inside the holy of holies.  

Also, many scholars have pointed out that there are frequent references to most of 

the Decalogue within this unit of text (for example, Wenham, 1979, 264; Milgrom, 

2000, 1600–02), but they have struggled to form a consensus on their logic, or on the 

pericopes in the unit generally. 

To commence my examination (text layout in Appendix 2B), it is worthy of note that 

there is only one reference to the divine speech formula in this central unit, occurring 

as usual in the opening verses. But a second important device within this unit appears 

to be the closing device for individual pericopes, the divine self-revelation formula, 

“I am YHWH.” Wenham may have been the first one to recognise this key literary 

device in the unit (Wenham, 1979, 263–67) and to understand its significance in 

setting out a coherent sequence of the pericopes in the first 18 verses at least (see 

also Zimmerli, 1963; Luciani, 1992). Milgrom also argues for a primarily structural 

function for the formula (Milgrom, 2000, 1518, 1523). However, though the 

sequence of devices was identified by Wenham, the parallelism of the four pairs was 

not, and this is a paradigmatic example in KCP (Fig. 51; word-for-word translation). 
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FIG. 51: LEVITICUS 19:1–18: TWO DIMENSIONAL PARALLELISM 

 

Linguistically, the first pericope has a main clause and a subordinate clause (“Holy 

you shall be for holy I, YHWH your God”), whereas the other pericopes (in 1א A–D) 

have a closing nominal sentence (I (am) YHWH your God), but the order of the 

closing words is identical in Hebrew ( םֶכיֵהֶֹלְא הָוְהי יִַנְא ) in all four pericopes (1א, A–D). 

So, 1א (vv. 1 to 10) is made up of four pericopes, closed each time with the formula: 

“I (am) YHWH your God,” and 1(18–11) ב is similarly made up of four pericopes, 

but closed with the shorter formula: “I (am) YHWH.” As if to confirm this 

observation, the four pericopes in 1ב all commence with the negative particle אֹל , 

whereas none of the pericopes in 1א do. This means there are literary indicators of 

architecture for the reader at the opening and closing of each pericope. 

Lev 19:1–10

א1

Lev 19:11–18

ב1
A

. . . holy I YHWH your God . . . I YHWH

B

. . . I YHWH your God . . . I YHWH 

C

. . . I YHWH your God . . . I YHWH 

D

. . . I YHWH your God . . . I YHWH 
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After verse 18, the rhythm and meaningfulness of the device seems to break down, 

resulting in the general view that the remaining portion of chapter 19 was a more 

random collection of holiness laws for the people. This struggle to gain a consensus 

on the literary structure of the chapter illustrates the tendency of biblical literary 

criticism, to base itself primarily on content rather than on literary devices (but see 

Sailhamer (1995, 349)). There is also a tendency to assume that “parallel” pericopes 

should be of similar size and so analysts would tend to question a mixed pericope, 

such as 19:5–10, being seen as “in parallel” with a smaller pericope such as 19:4. 

However, as we have seen in the literary analysis principles (§3.3), KCP assumes the 

literary devices are primary. Figure 52 shows the way KCP allocates the remaining 

divine self-revelation formulae in the pericopes. 

FIG. 52: LEVITICUS 19: REPETITIONS INDICATING ARCHITECTURE 

The mixed use of the closing formulae after v. 18 has misled analysts, but Kline 

points out the way Row 3 also finishes with the same formula as Row 1—with “I am 

YHWH your God” in 3א, and “I am YHWH” in 321.ב (Row 3, like Row 1, also has 

other indicators that suggest it is to be considered as a single row but with sub-rows), 

                                                
21 There are a few manuscripts in LXX and Syriac that have “I YHWH your God” in v. 28 (3אA). If 
this variant is accepted, then the pattern in the sub-rows of Row 3 would be A–B, B–A, A–B. Either 
way, Row 3 still closes the same as Row 1, as described. 

א1

A (v. 1–2)

. . . holy I YHWH your God

ב1

(v. 11–12)

. . . I YHWH 
B (v. 3)

. . . I YHWH your God

(v. 13–14)

. . . I YHWH 
C (v. 4)

. . . I YHWH your God

(v. 15–16)

. . . I YHWH 
D (v. 5–10)

. . . I YHWH your God

(v. 17–19a)

. . . I YHWH

א2

(v. 19b)

ב2

(v. 20–22)

ג2

(v. 23–25)

. . . I YHWH your God

א3

A (v. 26–28)

. . . I YHWH

ב3

(v. 32)

. . . I YHWH
B (v. 29–30)

. . . I YHWH

(v. 33–35)

. . . I YHWH your God
C (v. 31)

. . . I YHWH your God

(v. 36–38)

. . . I YHWH
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A key proposal in KCP is that Row 2 as made up of 3 pericopes in parallel, rather 

than two (as in Rows 1 and 3). These pericopes in Row 2 are all about reproduction, 

with 2א being about seed, 2ב about intercourse, and 2ג about fruit. There is also 

another literary device that shows the pattern is purposeful, in that 2א has singular 

verbs, 2ג has plural verbs and 2ב is clearly about a dual relationship, intercourse of a 

man with a promised female slave (Fig. 53). 

FIG. 53: LEVITICUS 19: THE CENTRE OF THE CENTRE 

Now is not the place to consider the suasive intent for this structure, but enough has 

been given here to confirm the validity and reliability of the repeating literary 

devices as indicators of the literary architecture in the KCP unit. 

4.1.4.4. TEST 3: SINAI 

The next two tests examine repetitions across the whole book. In the book of 

Leviticus, there are five occasions when the revelation of YHWH is described as 

occuring at a particular place. Four of these (7:38; 25:1; 26:46; 27:34), are said to 

take place “at Mount Sinai” ( יָניִס רַהְּב ) (Curtis, 2007, 78–80), and these are joined by 

a fifth, at the beginning of the book (ch. 1:1) where the LORD calls to Moses “from 

the tent of meeting” (which was pitched at Mount Sinai). 

To examine the layout of these references in the composition as proposed (Kline, 

2015, 244), I have highlighted the five units which start with these references, in the 

KCP “map” of the book (Fig. 54, omitting Units VII–IX as explained in §3.4, to 

concentrate on the basic pattern, and, for this purpose, arranging Units in numerical 

order, rather than showing the inverted parallelism in the second half). 

א2

• Seed
• Singular

ב2

• Intercourse
• Dual

ג2

• Fruit
• Plural

. . . I am YHWH your God
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From this map, one can see that the five references to the place of revelation are in 

the outer “ring” of the composition. On perusal, there is no other reference to Sinai in 

the rest of the book, or to the position of the LORD speaking to Moses, except in 

these five Units.  

Looking in detail, the references are like the “corner” pieces of the two-dimensional 

structure as proposed, suggesting that the arrangement is purposeful, to indicate the 

overall framework for the composition. Indeed, examining the position of the 

references within each of the “corner” units, confirms this impression—in Unit I, the 

reference is in the opening verse (1:1); in Unit III, the reference is in the closing 

verse, 7:38; in Unit XX, the reference is in the opening verse, 25:1; and in Unit 

XXII, the reference is the last verse in the book, in 27:34. So, all four references are 

in the four extreme “corners” of the text, when presented in this two-dimensional 

format. Such a consistent pattern is unlikely to be random. The pattern is further 

strengthened by the inclusion of the formula at the end of Unit XXI (Lev 26:46), 

marking out all three units in the closing Unit-Triad. 

The only unit in this outer ring that does not have the distinguishing phrase is Unit II, 

and this could be seen as undermining the pattern. However, Kline shows in his 

wider discussion on the three “rings,” that each ring has a Unit that does not have 

that ring’s distinguishing indicator, in the same position in the ring, that is, in Units 

II, V and XI (see Kline’s argument regarding this pattern (Kline, 2015, 244–48)). He 

The 
Court

Holy 
Place

Holy 
of Holies

The 
Ark

Holy 
of Holies

Holy 
Place

Court 
& Land

I
(1–3)

IV
(8–10)

X
(16)

XIV
(20)

XVII
(22:26–33)

XX
(25)

II
(4:1–6:7)

V
(11)

XI
(17)

XV
(21)

XVIII
(23)

XXI
(26)

III
(6:8–7:38)

VI
(12)

XII
(18)

XVI
(22:1–25)

XIX
(24)

XXII
(27)

XIII
(19)

FIG. 54: "IN THE MOUNT OF SINAI" 
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shows that this omission in Unit II actually fits with a separate, wider pattern across 

the book. 

4.1.4.5. TEST 4: THE DIVINE SPEECH FORMULA 

The final test of repetitions being used as indicators of architecture focuses on the 

frequent and dominating references to the divine speech across the book. There are 

reports of 36 divine speeches,22 and on every occasion, the formula is opening a new 

pericope. The diversity amongst scholarly composition proposals has been regarding 

the structural level of each divine speech, whether initiating a first-order division, or 

a sub-division. 

On examination, 20 of the 22 Units in KCP commence with a divine speech formula. 

Again, I have highlighted the references in the map below (Fig. 55). This time, I 

have included the “veil” units, VII to IX, as we are examining the pattern in all 22 

units. I have also used the inverted form of the map, as explained in §3.4, to present 

the “above” and “below” units in the same rows across the book. 

This shows that virtually all (91%) of the KCP units commence with a divine speech 

formula, as expected. However, two of the units (non-highlighted) do not.  

Statistically, one could argue, that virtually all of the “literary units” of text in KCP 

commence with the dominant literary indicator in the book, and so this test supports 

                                                
22 There are 37 uses of the Divine Speech formula, but the two in 16:1–2 are taken as a double-
introduction to the speech regarding the Day of Atonement. It will be counted as one for this purpose. 

Orientation

The 
Court

Holy 
Place

Holy 
of Holies

The 
Ark

Holy 
of Holies

Holy 
Place

Court 
& Land

Above I
(1–3)

IV
(8–10)

X
(16)

XVI
(22:1–25)

XIX
(24)

XXII
(27)

Between
Separating/	
Connecting/	
Distinguishing

II
(4:1–6:7)

V
(11)

XI
(17)

XV
(21)

XVIII
(23)

XXI
(26)

Below III
(6:8–7:38)

VI
(12)

XII
(18)

XIV
(20)

XVII
(22:26–33)

XX
(25)

XIII
(19)

FIG. 55: THE DIVINE SPEECH FORMULA 
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KCP. However, the fact that KCP includes these two exceptions, is worthy of 

examination. Added to that, KCP also needs to explain why the 16 remaining Divine 

speech formulae (out of the 36) are not seen as “unit-level” indicators. We will 

consider these specific questions here, as Kline makes no reference to these 

questions in his published work. 

Firstly, in regard to the two exceptional units, both of them are in the “Between” row 

of units. Such units are less demanding in terms of “structural indicators,” as they are 

sandwiched between other units that have the divine speech indicator opening them 

(13:1 and 15:1-2; 25.1–2 and 27.1–2). This is particularly true for Unit XXI. There is 

absolutely no contention amongst the scholars reviewed in §3.1 that Unit XXI 

(Leviticus 26) is a literary unit, addressing the closing “Blessings and Warnings” to 

the nation. It is presented as if it is part of the one divine speech that commences in 

Unit XX (chapter 25), about entry into the land, with Sabbath and Jubilee themes, 

but also, as if to confirm to the nation that there is a relationship between the God 

who owns the land, and their experience of Sabbath. Hence the “between” unit on 

blessing and warning, associated with their relationship with God, is meaningful and 

is set apart by a unique genre change (Predictive Discourse).  

The other exceptional Unit, Unit VIII, is less easily explained, and there is certainly a 

glaring possibility to resolve it easily, as most translations of the Bible have done, by 

using the near-by divine speech formula to open the “chapter” (14:1). Why then, 

would Kline choose to go completely against the grain, and propose that the literary 

Unit commences at 13:47, where there is no formula, instead of at 14:1, where there 

is? If KCP followed the majority of translations, this irregularity would be removed. 

A Detour 

To explore this question further, it may help to take a detour, to consider first the use 

of the other 16 divine speech formulae in the structure of the book. Where are they, 

and how are they used, if they are not being used as first-order, Unit-opening 

indicators? 

Appendix 2C analyses and catalogues the Row-Column structures for each Unit, 

according to KCP, highlighting where the divine speeches occur within the pericopes 

of every Unit. After studying the data carefully, the key points that emerge from the 

analysis are: 
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1. 20 out of the 22 literary units in KCP commence in their opening verses with the 

divine speech formula, as said. 

2. 21 out of the 22 Units have at least one divine speech, 20 at the start, and a 

further one within the Unit (Unit VIII, the unit of concern). Unit XXI is the only 

unit in KCP that has no divine speech, but there appears to be a plausible 

explanation for this, as above. 

3. 35 of the divine speeches only ever start a pericope (20 in the opening pericope, 

as in 1 above, and the other 15 opening other pericopes in the Unit), but, once in 

the book, there is a Divine speech that does not start a pericope, but a sub-

pericope, in Unit IV (sub-pericope 2אB). This is the only time in the book that 

YHWH is said to speak directly to Aaron, the high priest, so, the speech 

addressed to Aaron is certainly exceptional, both in terms of addressee and in 

terms of literary position in a unit. This suggests that the writer only uses the 

divine speech formula addressed to Moses for marking literary Units.  

4. 14 of the 22 units have only one divine speech. The remaining 8 units contain the 

remaining 16 divine speeches (Units II, III, IV, VIII, XV, XVI, XVIII, and XIX), 

and I set out the details for these below (see map in Appendix 2C). 

a. Units II and III have divine speeches in three of the four “corner” pericopes, 

which have the effect of locking the Unit together, like corners of a jigsaw. 

b. Units XV, XVI and XIX have two divine speeches, one in the first pericope 

and one in the last pericope (i.e., in the opposite “corners” of the Unit, so 

again, locking the opening and closing of the Unit—an inclusio). Also, Units 

XV and XVI form a matching pair regarding the priesthood, and Unit XIX 

refers to the tending of the lampstand and the table in the Holy Place, priestly 

roles, so these three Units have related content as well as an identical pattern 

for the repetition of literary indicators. 

c. Units III and XVIII stand out as unique, as these are the only 2 Units that 

have 5 divine speeches each. 

i. Unit XVIII proves to be very plausible, as set out in example 3 above.  

ii. Unit III, however, is not so suggestive. 

1. In terms of content, it addresses the practical laws to do with the 

management of the offerings, and particularly in reference to the 

priestly prebends. 
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2. As a wider observation, evaluating whether this proposed structure 

could have been in the writer’s purposeful composition, it is 

interesting to note that the opening and closing triads (A and H) in the 

outer ring are both unique, but in different ways.  

a. The closing Triad (H) is unique in that it only has two divine 

speeches, one in the “above” unit and the other in the “below” 

unit, with the “between” unit having no divine speech at all. 

b. The opening Triad (A) is the opposite, unique in that it has a total 

of nine divine speeches, with one divine speech in Unit I, three 

speeches in Unit II, and five speeches in Unit III. This could be 

purposeful, with a building crescendo of divine speeches in the 

opening three units of the book. 

c. The strength of this observation for the opening triad (A) is 

further emphasised if one considers that the middle and inner 

Triads (B and D) only have one divine speech opening each of the 

units, so three divine speeches is the norm for these Triads, in 

contrast to the nine in the opening Triad. 

3. Accepting that there appears to be a building crescendo of speeches in 

the first Triad (A), this still does not explain the odd distribution of 

speeches in Unit III. Suffice it to say that the Unit is also structured by 

a second formula: “This is the law of …” ( תַרֹות תֹאז ) in 1א2 ,ב1 ,א, and 

  .seemingly locking these pericopes with a second device ,אand 3 ב2

4. This suggests that the writer has used various repeating literary 

devices as indicators of architecture, to lock a unit of text together. 

(There are also other devices indicating rows and columns, but this is 

sufficient for the argument). 

5. In summary, this detailed analysis of the divine speech formulae, when playing 

non-initial roles in units, seems to support KCP in that they play important 

secondary roles in the unit architecture, sometimes together with additional 

literary devices that also indicate architecture. 
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Unit VIII 

Returning to consideration of the second unique unit, Unit VIII, we notice that, like 

Unit XXI, it does not commence with a divine speech formula in Row 1, but unlike 

Unit XXI, it does have two speeches elsewhere, commencing Rows 2 and 3. This is 

clearly an implausible composition, given the regular patterns in the other units, and 

given the argument in KCP for using repeating literary devices as the primary 

indicators of architecture. As said, all English translations start the “chapter” with the 

divine speech formula in 14:1. This would make logical sense, and it would resolve 

the apparent exception of Unit VIII.  

However, before dismissing the KCP Unit proposal, we have seen that KCP uses all 

the literary indicators within pericopes, not just one, the divine speech formula. If 

one takes note of other literary indicators, it seems to confirm the proposed 

architecture for Unit VIII, for example: 

1. The priest coming and inspecting after seven days, in parallel in rows 1 and 3 

(13:51 and 56; 14:39 and 48; i.e., 1ב and 1ב3 ;ג and 3ג), and, 

2. “This is the law of …” only occuring in 13:59; 14:32 and 57, and formally 

closing the three pericopes in the third column (1ג2 ,ג, and 3ג).  

The interesting “logic” that emerges from KCP is that the centre of the Unit Triad 

(C) is Unit VIII Row 2—the one row that deals with cleansing of the person unclean 

with “leprosy” (  This shows again that there may be a different kind of .(            תערצ

logic operating in the composition (introverted parallelism), where the centre of a 

triad is the focus of attention, showing there is hope of cleansing in the middle of all 

the uncleanness. 

In summarising this final test example, given the extended detour to evaluate the two 

“exceptions” within units, we should not lose sight of the main and dominant point, 

that the divine speech formula is used to initiate 20 (maybe 21) of the 22 units in 

KCP. This is an impressive catalogue of evidence in support of the units of text as 

proposed. Also, the use made of the remaining divine speech formulae within units, 

for the vast majority, seems to have plausible explanations within the proposed 

architecture of the units. 
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4.1.4.6. CONCLUSION 

The four examples chosen from the book of Leviticus have demonstrated a multitude 

of literary repetitions that appear to have been used for formal or functional 

purposes: 

1. The close examination of the Appointed Times Unit (XVIII; ch. 23) 

2. The Central Unit in the book (XIII; ch. 19) 

3. The references to Sinai in the whole book 

4. The 22 KCP Units in relation to the dominant divine speech formulae.  

All four examples show repetitions that, for the most part, seem to be indicating the 

“architecture” of literary Units, and also consistent with the two-dimensional, 

parallel, literary structures suggested in KCP. 

As described in chapter 2 on rhetoric, the use of literary repetitions in “linear” 

readings of the Hebrew Bible are well-known, but this alignment with Kline’s two-

dimensional composition proposal is unexpected. On first meeting such a proposal, 

that ancient texts were composed in a two-dimensional form (conceptually at least, if 

not in written form), it seems implausible. However, the extensive evidence collated 

in this chapter, testing the KCP Units, seems statistically unlikely to have been based 

on chance, and certainly supports the proposal.   
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4.1.5. TEXT LINGUISTICS 
4.1.5.1. INTRODUCTION TO LINGUISTIC CRITICISM  

Text linguistics, also called Discourse Analysis, is an under-utilised tool in 

hermeneutics (Scacewater, 2020, 1–2). Porter describes linguistic criticism as a type 

of biblical criticism, which recognises that: 

the authors of the biblical texts have used a variety of linguistic means at their 

disposal to create, shape, and develop their writings, and that there are a 

variety of linguistically based means to analyze this usage … One is 

compelled to see individual linguistic elements not in isolation but as a part 

of a complex system of individual but related elements. Like many of the 

other emerging criticisms, linguistic criticism tends to be much more self-

consciously and overtly holistic and integrative in its approach than more 

traditional historical-critical methods” (Porter, 2007, 202). 

Text linguistics is a sub-set of linguistics that deals with texts (larger than sentences) 

as  systems of communication (Malmkjaer & Carter, 2010). Although text linguistics 

takes into account not only the form of a text, but also its setting, this thesis is 

focusing on form. Werlich defines a text as: “an extended structure of syntactic 

units such as words, groups, and clauses and textual units that is marked by 

both coherence among the elements and completion …” (Werlich, 1976, 23). Also, 

in this examination of the rhetoric of Leviticus, the definition by Hatim and Mason is 

appropriate: A text is “a set of mutually relevant communicative functions, structured 

in such a way as to achieve an overall rhetorical purpose” (Hatim & Mason, 1990). 

Beaugrande and Dressler define a text further as a “communicative occurrence which 

meets seven standards of textuality.” They list these as: Cohesion, Coherence, 

Intentionality, Acceptability, Informativity, Situationality and Intertextuality, and 

reckon that without all these principles, a text will not be communicative (De 

Beaugrande & Dressler, 1981). In this thesis, as we are dealing with the text as 

artefact, and looking for empirical evidence of composition within the text, we are 

dealing primarily with the first two of these principles, those of cohesion and 

coherence.  

Firstly, cohesion focuses on the surface text, the words read or heard, and how they 

are arranged in a sentence or text unit. According to Halliday and Hasan (1976, 11), 
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cohesion exists “where the interpretation of any item in the discourse requires 

making reference to some other item in the discourse.” Renkema defines it as “the 

connection that results when the interpretation of a textual element is dependent on 

another element in the text … Cohesion refers to the connection that exists between 

elements in the text” (Renkema, 2004, 49).  

Bussman et al explain cohesion as:  

the various linguistic means (grammatical, lexical, phonological) by which 

sentences ‘stick together’ and are linked into larger units of paragraphs, or 

stanzas, or chapters. Cohesion is produced by (a) the repetition of elements of 

the text, e.g., recurrence, textphoric, paraphrase, parallelism; (b) the 

compacting of text through the use of devices such as ellipsis; (c) the use of 

morphological and syntactic devices to express different kinds of 

relationships such as connection, tense, aspect, deixis, or theme-rheme 

relationships. (Bussmann et al., 1998, 81) 

These definitions and descriptions serve to emphasise the importance of literary 

devices in the cohesion of texts, as used in KCP, and, in particular, the creation of 

lexical cohesion, linking larger parts of a text, through the use of repetitions of basic 

language items and syntactic structures (Malmkjaer & Carter, 2010, 540–41). So, 

cohesion is a key phenomenon in this thesis as it is based on the syntactic-

morphological connecting of texts.  

Secondly, coherence (from Lat. cohaerere, to stick together) has a taken-for-granted 

meaning in many modern biblical studies contexts (Brettler, 2010, 411), where 

synchronic scholars often argue that they “have discovered literary, theological, 

linguistic, dramatic, and conceptual coherence,” without clear definition. 

This thesis focuses on the “textual context” or “co-text” of coherence (Scacewater, 

2020, 13), and (with Bussman et al) on “the grammatical and semantic 

interconnectedness between sentences that form a text,” aligning with the concept of 

“discourse grammar” in text linguistics. In this sense, “It is the semantic structure, 

not its formal meaning, which create coherence” (Bussmann et al., 1998, 80). This is 

obviously particularly relevant in longer ancient books, as found in HB (Brettler, 

2010, 411). Neubert and Shreve give a useful description, “A coherent text has an 

underlying logical structure that acts to guide the reader through the text, so that it 
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‘sticks together’ as a unit and creates the feeling that a text hangs together, that it 

makes sense, and is not just a jumble of sentences” (Neubert & Shreve, 1992, 94).  

One could distinguish cohesion and coherence in this thesis by saying cohesion is 

more at the formal end of the linguistic spectrum (grammatical, lexical or 

phonological) whereas coherence is more at the semantic end. 

However, Bussman et al also say: 

[C]oherence is separate from grammatical cohesion and specifically signifies 

the semantic meaning and the cohesion of the basic interconnection of the 

meanings of the text, its content/semantic and cognitive structure. Semantic 

coherence can be represented as a sequence of propositions … that form a 

constellation of abstract concepts and connected relations (Bussmann et al., 

1998, 80). 

Coherence in this perspective has to do with the reader/hearer’s cultural appreciation 

and cognitive pathways rather than any explicit literary devices. This is called the 

“communicative context, which is the social and situational context of the discourse 

producer and receiver” (Scacewater, 2020, 13). 

One could argue that coherence does not inhere in the text, but is produced by the 

reader/listener, and even where there is incoherence, meaning may be inferred, such 

as in the so-called “Moses Illusion” (Brettler, 2010, 413). This is wittily expressed as 

“Coherence, one might say, is in the ear of the beholder” (Craig & Tracy, 1983, 18). 

However, this thesis argues that the formal devices such as repetitions and doublets 

used in Leviticus may also be indicating relationships of meaning across pericopes, 

units and even the whole book. So, compositions like Leviticus also cohere via 

recursive parallelisms, and these are indicated to the reader via literary 

repetitions.23 As we have seen from the examples already given, if the reader has this 

cultural knowledge, (s)he can notice the literary indicators in the surface text and 

make the literary connections, and so be guided to consider relationships of meaning, 

even across large tracts. I will explore some specific examples of coherence from a 

                                                
23 See also, most recently, Højgaard who demonstrates, by the application of social network analysis 
to H, that “the participants form a cohesive network similar to real-world networks, thereby 
supporting the notion of literary coherence” (Højgaard, 2021, 233–34). 
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simple text-linguistic perspective, to illustrate the way text-linguistics can be used as 

a tool to appraise KCP. 

4.1.5.2. DOES KCP COHERE? 

Many of the examples given so far have used text-linguistic analyses to explore 

devices which create coherence across parallel pericopes, units and the book, for the 

reader with the cultural knowledge. These repeating literary devices suggest that the 

rhetor was indicating parallelism at all levels, and thereby indicating coherence in the 

book as a whole. In the previous test (§4.1.4), I have argued that repetitions may well 

be indicators of architecture, but this could be the same as saying repetitons are 

cohesive and indications of coherence. In this chapter, I will focus on some simple 

linguistic tests of the plausibility of KCP. The question being addressed here is: Does 

KCP show cohesive and coherent lexical, syntactic and semantic relationships? 

4.1.5.3. TEST 1: “TO THE LORD” 

Kline argues that there is a phrase (“to the LORD” הָוהיַל ) that is repeated frequently in 

the opening and closing Units of the book, that are indicators of their relationship in 

the composition. This assertion can easily be tested either by reading in the Hebrew 

and collecting the references, or by the use of appropriate text-linguistic software. 

One difficulty with the use of such software 

is that it tends to present the results by 

verse, chapter and book, and for this 

method we need to present the data 

according to the units of the proposed 

composition.24 

For this example, I have, therefore, used 

Bibleworks to extract all the references to 

the phrase “to the LORD” ( הָוהיַל ), and then 

inserted the data into Excel, to manually 

collate the references according to the 22 

Units of text in KCP (Fig. 56). 

                                                
24 This point is fundamental for discourse analytical and text linguistic studies. Biblical Studies 
software needs to allow searches to be based on definable literary structures not chapters and verses! 

KCP 
Units

Chapter     
(in Heb)

Words in 
Unit

Refs in 
Unit

% Hits vs 
Words in Unit 

1 1–3 712 21 2.95 
2 4–5 981 7 0.71 
3 6–7 791 14 1.77 
4 8–10 1220 2 0.16 
5 11 598 -
6 12 118 -
7 13:1–46 665 -
8 13:47–14:57 1057 -
9 15 460 -

10 16 554 2 0.36 
11 17 276 5 1.81 
12 18 357 -
13 19 444 3 0.68 
14 20 429 -
15 21 309 -
16 22.1–25 365 7 1.92 
17 22:26–33 78 2 2.56 
18 23 600 19 3.17 
19 24 281 1 0.36 
20 25 716 2 0.28 
21 26 587 -
22 27 460 16 3.48 
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The first two columns show the 22 Units in KCP, alongside the passage as printed in 

the Hebrew Bible (chs./verses). For example, Unit 1 is made up of Chapters 1–3, but 

Unit 5 is made up of just Chapter 11. 

The third column shows the number of references to the Hebrew phrase “to the 

LORD” in each Unit; the fourth Column 

gives the total number of Hebrew words in 

each of the Units; and the fifth column gives the number of occurrences of the 

phrase, compared to the number of words in each Unit, as a percentage. 

From this, two graphs have been generated of the distribution for this phrase in all 

the Units of the book. Figure 57 is based on the raw number of references in each 

Unit, and Figure 58 is based on the percentage of references, compared with the 

number of words in each Unit. 
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The graphs have a basically similar pattern, but they do vary, due to the variation in 

the Unit sizes. In a statistical study with a high number of references and reasonably 

large Unit sizes, the most valid comparison would be a graph like Figure 58 

(showing the percentage of uses of the phrase within the Unit, compared with the 

number of words in the Unit). But, in this situation, Figure 57, showing the raw 

number of references in each Unit may be a fairer reflection, as the high bar showing 

for Unit XVII (and, to some degree, for Unit XVI) in the percentage graph is skewed 

by the very small size of the Unit (just 8 verses, but 2 references). If we recognise 

these Units, as statistical outliers, we are left with the 3 dominant Units being the 

first and last Units, and also Unit XVIII.  

This analysis seems to support the observation of a strong literary resonance in Units 

I and XXII. This result is strengthened if one recognises that the first three Units (I–

III; chs. 1–7), making up the first Triad (A), contain over 40% of the references in 

the book (42 occurences). This means that the book starts with a strong emphasis on 

“to the LORD” or “for the LORD,” and also finishes with the same repeating phrase in 

the final Unit XXII. 

However, Unit XVIII undermines this hypothesis to some degree. The hypothesis is 

that the text producer composed the opening and the closing of the book in a 

coherent manner, using this phrase as one way of indicating the relationship or 

coherence between the beginning and the end of the book. This argument would be 

most valid if there were few references to the distinguishing phrase anywhere else in 

the book. However, this is not the case here as Unit XVIII, which shows a greater 

number than Unit XXII, and a greater percentage than Unit I. Does this undermine 

KCP or is it to be treated as “exploratory data analysis,” to suggest new mental 

models (as in Tukey, 1977, see my ch. 1)? One factor that criticism of KCP needs to 

consider is that the writer could have used literary resonances to “stick together” 

parallel Units, but this does not mean the writer could not use them in other relevant 

contexts in the book as well. The existence of a high occurrence of “to the LORD” in 

Unit XVIII, in the appropriate context of the Appointed Times and their associated 

offerings, does not necessarily undermine the observation that the first and last Units 

also show a high occurrence that is not true of other Units in the book. 
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4.1.5.4. TEST 2: COHERENCE INDICATION 

In the opening divine speech formula in Chapter 16 (Unit X), there is a unique 

indicator of cohesion and coherence working together. Many have commented on the 

double use of the divine speech formula in the first two verses, but it seems it was 

used discursively not only to set it apart as unique in the book, but also to alert the 

reader to a backward reference, a reference to an incident that was reported six 

chapters previously: “after the death of the two sons of Aaron, when they approached 

the presence of the LORD and died.” The fore-fronting (“left dislocation”) of this 

clause in v. 1, before the main clause in v. 2, alerts the hearer-reader to a distant 

referent, to quote Westbury: “motivated by the need to talk about or assert a referent 

that entertains a low degree of cognitive accessibility” (Westbury, 2016, 65–90, and 

here, 87). This is the only time this happens in the book. After chapters of laws on 

clean and unclean things (chs.11–15), the writer emphatically sets this new Unit 

regarding the Day of Atonement in the context of that earlier incident about 

unauthorised entry “inside the Veil.” By so doing, the clause functions to direct the 

reader to relate Ch. 16 back to Ch 10, or in KCP terms, Unit X back to a much earlier 

Unit, Unit IV. These Units are highlighted in the composition map in Fig 59, (using 

the full map, including the “Veil” Triad, for this purpose). 

FIG. 59: COHERENCE INDICATION 

As one can see, Units IV and X are separated in a “linear reading” by Units V to IX, 

but in this two-dimensional reading, they are only separated by Unit VII. Units IV 

and X are parallel units, and this narrative form seems authored to aid coherence for 
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the reader/ listener, giving a functional indication of the main plot line in the book, 

from Unit IV to X. This seems particularly intentional, given the significant amount 

of intervening material in the “veil” units.  

As said, KCP argues that the book is composed as a textual sanctuary, and that the 

Unit Triad C (Units VII to IX, about unclean things) represents the Veil. In this 

literary composition, the veil Triad separates Unit IV and Unit X. Without this Unit-

Triad, the two-dimensional reading of the Units could flow straight from the incident 

about unauthorised entry within the Veil (Unit IV) to the authorised entry defined for 

the High Priest on the Day of Atonement (Unit X). The description in Leviticus 16:2 

appears to have been amplified to drive home this connection, regarding the danger 

of the High Priest’s entry “into the Holy Place, on the inside of the Veil, which is 

before the atonement cover, that is on the ark, lest he die.” In narrative terms, the 

author appears to be pointing out to the reader/listener that s/he is now entering 

“inside the veil” for the first time in the book, so ensuring coherence across the book, 

despite the large gap in the “linear” reading. 

4.1.5.5. TEST 3: EMBEDDED INDIRECT SPEECH COMMAND 

This third test is linguistically more complex, but shows the potential of text-

linguistic analysis of composition proposals. Lina Petersson has studied the use of 

direct speech commands in the Hebrew Bible, and identified a unique group of 28 

that include an embedded indirect speech command. In this group, there is a qtol 

imperative speech-verb followed by a weyiqtol jussive verb-form; one person 

addressing another person and telling them to address a third party. She says, “By 

using the qtol form of a speech verb, a speaker commands an addressee to command 

another addressee to perform an action” (Petersson, 2017, 271). 
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Of relevance to our appraisal of KCP, just three of the 28 references to this device in 

the Hebrew Bible occur in the book of Leviticus, in Lev 16:2; 22:2 (both with 

“speak” as the initial verb in question) and 24:2 (with “command” as the initial 

verb). The positions of these three, unique, sentence-forms are highlighted in Fig. 60 

(using the simplified version of the map for this purpose, as the ‘Veil’ units are not 

involved). 

FIG. 60: EMBEDDED INDIRECT SPEECH COMMANDS 
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(as said above), the opening formula warns him about not entering “at any time into 

the holy place inside the veil” (that is, into the most holy place), so that he will not 

die, like his two sons had done in Unit IV. 
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The second usage is on the outward, community-oriented side of the centre—with 

Aaron and his sons being warned about keeping themselves distinct from the holy 

things which have been dedicated to YHWH by the Israelite community, so that, as 

priests, they will not profane YHWH’s holy name. This forms a very strong parallel, 

verbally and conceptually, containing commands to the priest or priests, warning 

them of the importance of some action, lest they suffer some threat of death; and also 

affirming KCP’s claim that that the two halves of the book are distinctly orientated—

towards the individual (Aaron in Unit X) and towards the community (Aaron and his 

sons in relation to the people in Unit XVI). 

The position of the third use of this linguistic pattern in 24:2 (also Niccacci, 1990, 

80) is also in keeping with these observations—linking the opening of Unit XIX with 

its parallel in Unit XVI. The literary link aligns with the move in the sanctuary 

journey from the holy of holies (Unit XVI) to the holy place (Unit XIX). The 

instruction is to command the Israelite community to bring the pure oil to be used for 

the menorah, to cause the light to go up continually, and to make the loaves of bread 

for the table to be laid out each sabbath, as a continual reminder of the covenant 

relationship of YHWH and Israel, and to be eaten by the priests as part of their 

portion. The reason is to supply the priests so they can make sure the lamps on the 

lampstand are kept burning continually. Both the menorah and the table of bread are 

situated in the holy place “outside the veil” (24:3). The literary device aids cohesion 

between the two “above” units, and coherence in terms of the position in the literary 

journey. To quote Brettler, “Repetition and morphosyntax facilitate the creation of 

coherence” and, further, “repetitions of odd, uncommon elements are especially 

important in creating coherence” (2010, 415, 416). 

So, in summary, the three upper Units in the plot sequence (Unit X, XVI and XIX) 

are all introduced with this same rare linguistic pattern. If KCP is an invalid 

composition proposal, one would expect the device to occur in any unit of the book, 

and in any pericope of those units. Instead, the device has been used at the “top” or 

opening of the three units and also at the “top” or opening of three KCP triads in a 

sequence. This seems statistically unlikely and so provides further support to the 

validity and reliability of KCP from the field of text-linguistics. 

  



A New and Living Way—Paul Hocking 184 

4.1.5.6. CONCLUSION 

The question considered in this test of Kline’s composition proposal was: Do the 

surface-level relationships observable in the text support KCP or not? Using text-

linguistics, these three simple examples do seem to show cohesive and coherent 

lexical, syntactic and semantic relationships in KCP. The validity of this conclusion 

needs to be tested further by other, independent, text-linguistic studies on KCP and 

the Units specifically.  
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4.1.6. LITERARY ANALOGIES FROM ANTIQUITY: COMPOSITION 
4.1.6.1. ARE THERE ANALOGOUS LITERARY STRUCTURES? 

This next test asks whether there are analogies in ancient literature of the sort of 

composition that Kline proposes for Leviticus. Kline himself argues that similar 

structures are found in the Mishnah. Indeed, he first discovered two-dimensional 

structures in the Mishnah, before he found similar ones in the Torah. An analogy in 

the Mishnah, if such an analogy exists, would be very relevant, because the Mishnah 

belongs to the same broad cultural tradition as Leviticus, and was composed by 

people who would have known Leviticus intimately, and could conceivably have 

been imitating its mode of composition. In this case, the the direction of dependence, 

if dependence there be, would be known.  

4.1.6.2. SITUATING THIS TEST IN MISHNAIC STUDIES 

This test on the composition of the Mishnah first needs to be set in the context of 

contemporary academic study of the Mishnah. It is fair to say that Kline’s literary 

analysis of the Mishnah has had little traction within the academy, though, based on 

download statistics from his web site, it has been drawing increasing attention from 

students of the Mishnah, particularly in the Yeshiva world (Kline, 2005). However, 

Nathan Margalit’s recent review of scholars who have studied Mishnah and Talmud 

as literature, does pick up on Kline’s work and describes it as “a highly formalistic 

approach” which “is also often useful and provocative” (Margalit, 2004, 297, and 

note 1).  

Margalit states: “A literary approach to rabbinic texts has become increasingly 

important in recent years and an important body of work is being established in this 

area” (Margalit, 2004, 297 and n.1). This has been stimulated particularly by two 

scholars, Jacob Neusner (1977a, 1977b, 1980, 1988, 2006) and Arnold Goldberg 

(1999), both of whose work has been carried on by their pupils. Goldberg has 

concentrated for the most part on analysing small structures in the Mishnah, but 

Neusner on both small and large structures, including the coherence of the Orders. 

Neusner’s work would support Kline’s view that the Mishnah is a highly coherent 

bounded work, but would argue the case on more conceptual grounds. Both establish 

the coherence of the Mishnah on the basis of the standard printed text by Chanoch 



A New and Living Way—Paul Hocking 186 

Albeck (Albeck, 1958; Neusner, 1988, ix).25 This may be problematic, because there 

are variations in the manuscripts (Stemberger, 1996, 139–144) which are ignored, 

but both could justify this on the grounds that the variants are relatively minor, and 

would have little effect on their literary analysis. To quote Neusner, referring to his 

literary translation of the Mishnah: Readers “may take comfort in the fact that no 

manuscript or other evidence suggests we have tractates, chapters or even paragraphs 

other than and different from those translated here, and most manuscript evidence 

points towards variations of wording, rather than of the representation of the basic 

contents of the document” (Neusner, 1988, x). 

Kline also accepts the originality of the Chapters (peraqim), the Tractates 

(massekhtot) and the Orders (sedarim), as a sound guide to the structure of the 

Mishnah, but this may be questioned by some (Stemberger, 1996, 118–124). The 

Orders and the Tractates seem to have been established already by the Amoraic 

period (200–500 CE), since many of them are mentioned in the Talmuds. The 

chapters are more problematic, and their sequence differs sometimes from 

manuscript to manuscript. However, Kline could once again offer a “proof-of-the-

pudding” defence. His analysis seems to confirm the traditional chapters as marking 

significant structural divisions within the text. Neusner’s work, although having a 

different purpose, supports this. His literary translation closely follows the syntactic 

and formal traits of the Hebrew and shows the ways in which the Mishnah repeats a 

given form and, when the subject changes, chooses to switch into a different formal 

pattern (Neusner, 1988, x). It would be impossible here to give a fair summary of 

Neusner’s many insights on Mishnah, but I will select a handful that are pertinent to 

this thesis and then relate these to Kline’s insights. 

Firstly, Neusner goes to great lengths to identify the Mishnah’s patterned language 

and its forms (Neusner, 1977a, 1977b, 1980; 1988, xix–xxix; 2006). “The dominant 

stylistic trait of the Mishnah as they [the Mishnah’s compilers] formulated it, is the 

acute formalization of its syntactical structure, and its carefully framed sequence of 

formalized language … so organised that the limits of a theme correspond to those of 

a formulary pattern” (1988, xxii). He shows the way every level (order, tractate, and 

                                                
25 Neusner adds, his translated Albeck text has been made to conform to the MS Kaufman manuscript. 
Kline’s statement about his use of Albeck’s text is here: http://www.chaver.com/Mishnah-
New/English/Articles/Introduction%20to%20the%20Structured%20Mishnah.htm 
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chapter) is “marked by a particular, recurrent, formal pattern in accord with which 

sentences are constructed, and also by a particular and distinct theme, to which these 

sentences are addressed” (Neusner, 1977a; 1988, xx). Neusner calls the units of 

thought so created “cognitive units” and says: “Each point at which the recurrent 

pattern commences marks the beginning of a new cognitive unit.” This not only 

confirms the chapter divisions for Neusner (and also Kline), but also shows that the 

redactor(s) were using surface literary devices to structure the text.  

Secondly, Neusner argues that “the cognitive units resort to a remarkably limited 

repertoire of formulary patterns.” He reckons that the authors of the Mishnah manage 

to say whatever they want in one of five formulary patterns (1988, xx–xxi). This 

observation is relevant in that chapters are divided not just by themes, but also by 

grammatical patterns. 

Thirdly, Neusner quotes Green as saying: “These documents appear to be not 

accidental, inchoate collections, but carefully and deliberately constructed 

compilations,” and, after explaining the way the agenda transcends the teaching of 

any single master, concludes: “the historical context, the primary focus of 

interpretation for any saying attributed to a given master or story about him, is the 

document in which the passage appears, not the period in which he is alleged to have 

lived” (Neusner, 1977a, 34). This approach to a text is counter-intuitive, and counter 

to the historical-critical paradigm. Often in Mishnah the apparent “chronological 

framework” that is given by naming rabbis from different generations is to be seen as 

pseudo-history, a literary device to frame a worldview or ethos. 

Fourthly, Neusner asks an insightful question: “Why, in particular, have [Mishnah’s] 

authorities distinctly shaped language in rhymes and balanced, matched, declarative 

sentences, imposing upon the conceptual, factual prose of the law a peculiar kind of 

poetry?” (1988, xxii), and responds by saying the immediate purpose for such 

systematic use of formalized language was to facilitate memorization—much in the 

character of Mishnah can be seen as mnemonic, which is in keeping with “oral 

torah” (also Alexander, forthcoming, 19–20). 
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Fifthly, he presses his answer further by saying:  

The creation of pattern through grammatical relationship of syntactical 

elements … tells us that the people who memorized conceptions reduced to 

these particular forms were capable of extraordinarily abstract cognition and 

perception … Accordingly, what the memorizing student of a sage could and 

did hear was what lay far beneath the surface of the rule; the unstated 

principle, the unsounded pattern. This means that the prevalent mode of 

thought was attuned to what lay beneath the surface; minds and ears 

perceived what was not said behind what was said and how it was said. They 

besought that ineffable and metaphysical reality concealed within, yet 

conveyed through, spoken and palpable material reality … The Mishnah talks 

of this-worldly things, but the things stand for and speak of another world 

entirely. (1988, xxii–xxiv) 

This insight is significant for us moderns, whose brains are not so trained! We need 

to recognise that the people who memorized such conceptions “heard what lay 

beneath the surface, the unstated principle.” Neusner says it succinctly: “The 

medium of patterned speech conveys the meaning of what is said” (1988, xxix). And 

further, “The Mishnah speaks openly about public matters, yet its deep substructure 

of syntax and grammatical forms shapes what is said into an essentially secret and 

private language. It takes years to master the difficult argot, though only a few 

minutes to memorize the simple patterns” (1988, xxv). 

Alexander argues further: “that the formulaic structure of the Mishnah is self-

evidently mnemotechnic is open to question … The sheer repetitiveness of the 

patterns could, arguably, inhibit remembering the halackhic substance of a unit … 

That the formulaic structures served some other rhetorical purpose needs to be 

considered” (Alexander, forthcoming, 20, italics original).  

This leads to my last point from Neusner that: “So far as the Mishnah was meant to 

be memorized by a distinctive group of people for an extraordinary purpose, it is 

language which includes few and excludes many, unites those who use it, and sets 

them apart from others who do not” (Neusner, 1988, xxiii). The sense one gets of a 

“distinctive group of people” engaged with the Mishnah is similar to Kline’s view of 

the two levels of understanding in the Torah, the “linear reading” for the many but 

the two-dimensional reading for the few.  
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Neusner says: “These laws require the active participation of the mind of the hearer, 

thus are meant to be learned through reason, not merely obeyed as ritual, and self-

evidently are so shaped as to impart lessons, not merely rules to be kept” (Neusner, 

1988, xxvii). And further:  

The gnomic sayings of Mishnah … permit the inference that the reality so 

described was to be grasped and understood by people of mind … This 

means that the Mishnah assumes an active intellect, capable of perceiving 

inferred convention, and a vividly participating audience, one capable of 

following what was said with an intense concentration. This demands, first, 

memorising the message on the surface, second, perceiving the subtle and 

unarticulated meaning of the medium of syntax and grammar. The hearer, 

third, is assumed to be capable of putting the two together into the still further 

insight that the cogent pattern exhibited by diverse statements preserves a 

substantive cogency among those diverse and delimited statements … 

Mishnah commands a sophisticated and engaged socio-intellectual context 

within the Israelite world … The process of understanding, the character of 

Mishnah’s language testifies, is complex and difficult. Mishnah is a 

document which compliments its audience. (Neusner, 1977a, 43) 

These insights on Mishnah closely resonate with Kline’s thesis, but it is worth 

highlighting two differences. Firstly, Kline’s literary analysis of each chapter in 

Mishnah is based on literary repetitions, and, although these are consistent with 

Neusner’s observations, they are not necessarily the same as his formulaic 

grammatical structures. The four examples below illustrate Kline’s observations, 

although they do not extend to comparison with Neusner.   

Secondly, I would strongly disagree with one of Neusner’s observations about the 

influence of the Torah on the Mishnah. He argues that, although it is obvious the 

tradents and redactors did know the scriptures well, the “literary character [of the 

scriptures] produced no impact whatever on that of the Mishah.” And further: 

“Knowledge of Scripture’s forms and style in no important way improves 

understanding of those of Mishnah or even is relevant to interpreting them” 

(Neusner, 1977a, 41–42). Kline has argued that the two-dimensional structures he 

has observed in the Mishnah were probably based on similar structures that he has 

observed in the Torah, and Leviticus specifically. He considers that the tradents and 
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redactors of Mishnah were in the same cultural milieu as the redactors of the Torah, 

making Mishnah a strong comparator. I aver that despite Kline’s limited recognition, 

he offers an impressive analysis of the formal structure of the Mishnah, possibly the 

most ambitious yet attempted.  

4.1.6.3. KLINE AND MISHNAH 

During studies in the Mishnah with Rabbi Ashkenazi (Manitou), Kline was 

introduced to the Maharal of Prague’s concept of reading the Mishnah as a construct. 

The Maharal (Rabbi Judah Loew, 1525–1609) explained in his Derekh Khayyim that 

the collection of aphorisms making up the “pairs” section of the first chapter of Avot 

was a coherent composition. Kline started to analyse the five chapters of Avot and 

judged that all of them were similarly highly structured. He understood from 

Manitou that there was a tradition that people had studied the Mishnah this way, but 

the tradition had been lost. Given this, Kline committed to studying the Mishnah to 

see whether this concept applied to the whole of the work.  

Analysing the literary structures in the Mishnah, and setting them out in their parallel 

form, took ten years to complete. He was aided in this, in that the chapters of the 

extant Mishnah are already established literary units, so he did not have to work this 

out from literary clues (unlike the Torah). He discovered certain patterns, for 

example, that each chapter was made up of a limited range of options, no more than 

5 major divisions, and no more than 3 minor divisions, so a maximum table or 

“weave” of 5 x 3 (five rows with 3 columns). He also discovered another crucial 

characteristic, that all the chapters were structurally symmetrical. A chapter could 

have any symmetrical structure within the 5 x 3 limits. For instance, he concludes: 

“the first row always had the same number of segments as the last row. If the chapter 

contained four rows, then the second and third rows had the same number of 

segments, as well as the first and fourth. If the chapter had five rows, then the second 

and fourth were identical, as well as the first and fifth.” This linguistic formatting 

and symmetry indicated to Kline that the Mishnah is not simply “a receptacle for 

legal traditions, it is also a literary construct and a work of art” (Kline, 2015, 226; 

and a transcribed interview in 2011).  
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4.1.6.4. EVIDENCE OF TWO-DIMENSIONAL STRUCTURE IN THE MISHNAH 

The Mishnah was the first written account of the Jewish oral tradition, probably 

assembled over a century or more, and published around 200 CE. It was believed 

traditionally to be transferred down the generations from the time of Moses, and the 

earliest significant work of Rabbinic Judaism (Neusner, 1988, xiv–xv; Stemberger, 

1996, 124–29). Judah the Prince (Rabbi Yehuda Hanasi—often shortened simply to 

“Rabbi”) is traditionally credited with the final redaction and publication of 

the Mishnah, though this is questioned by modern scholarship, not least because of 

some obvious additions since his time. To quote Stemberger’s summary: “we can 

only observe the crystallization of the tradition into an ordered whole in the circle 

around Rabbi; certain avenues of growth remained open for about fifty years, until 

[Mishnah] was subjected to the usual textual development of documents which have 

become canonical” (1996, 139). Also Neusner adds: “the Mishnah represents the 

thinking of Jewish sages who flourished in the middle of the second century. It is that 

group which took over whatever they had in hand from the preceding century—and 

revised and reshaped the whole in the Mishnah” (1988, xvi). Oppenheimer discusses 

the editing of the Mishnah in his recent book Rabbi Judah ha-Nasi (2017, 181–214). 

Given the nature of the Mishnah’s composition, with its literary rules of organisation 

that proved consistent across the 525 chapters, Kline argues that the final work has to 

be that of a single individual, or of a few individuals working closely together. It 

appears to be a tightly redacted text, but obviously based on material that was known 

and passed down in the community’s tradition.  

The Mishnah purports to document the traditions of previous generations. It does this 

in at least four different ways. Firstly, throughout, there are frequent quotations from 

rabbinic predecessors (the Tannaim). Secondly, it makes overt reference to the 

transmission process in Avot 1:1: “Moses received ( לבק ) Torah at Sinai and handed it 

on ( ּהרסמ ) to Joshua, Joshua to elders, and elders to prophets. And prophets handed it 

on ( ּהרסמ ) to the men of the great assembly.” A string of Rabbis follows this to the 

end of Avot. In the words of Danby: “The bulk of this tractate ‘The Fathers’ … is a 

selection of maxims on conduct and sayings in praise of the Law handed down in the 

names of 60 teachers of the Law who lived between 300 BCE and 200CE from the 

time of Simeon the Just to Rabbi Judah the Patriarch, the editor of the Mishnah” 

(Danby, 1933, 446, note 1). However, some modern scholars argue that Avot is a 
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later addition to Mishnah, ca. 300 CE (Stemberger, 1996, 122). Thirdly, there are 

references within the Mishnah to earlier collections on which it is based, such as “the 

first Mishnah” and the “Mishnah of Rabbi Meir.” Of particular relevance to the 

present analysis is the reference in Yoma to a previous document, the Seder HaYom 

(see Yoma example below). And fourthly, Kline argues that the Avot passage has 

been based on the structured Decalogue, suggesting that the final redactors knew the 

tradition of the tabulated Decalogue as discernible in Exodus 20, and based their 

redaction of Avot upon it. 

4.1.6.5. MISHNAH AS A LITERARY ANALOGY 

Having set out this background, we can now consider the main question of this 

chapter: Is there literature that shows similar literary structuring to KCP? The reason 

for choosing Mishnah for this purpose is twofold—firstly, as explained in a previous 

section (§4.1.3), other scholars have identified parts of it as showing “repetitions as 

markers of architecture.” In order to connect directly with this scholarly observation, 

I have chosen the two examples quoted in TAPJLA as two of my examples. 

Secondly, as we have seen, it was the Mishnah that began Kline’s investigation of 

literary parallelism in pericopes in ancient literature. 

The Chosen Examples26 

The first two examples (Berakot and Sanhedrin) are quoted as examples of 

structuring in the TAPJLA inventory of literary structures, so they offer confirmation  

from independent research (Samely et al., 2012, 28). The chapters are quoted under 

section 9.4.3 of the Inventory, as examples of the “small-scale coherence between 

adjacent text parts … a repetition of words marking out passages as co-ordinated.” 

This Section 9 in TAPJLA quotes numbers of the chapters of the Mishnah as 

examples of small-scale coherence, but the two quoted alongside this point (9.4.3) 

are Sanhedrin and Berakot (Benedictions), specifically, m. San. 1:1–4; and m. Ber. 

1:1–2. 

                                                
26 The four examples were developed as a collaboration with Moshe Kline (Israel), and two 
colleagues, Andy Werhle (USA) and Christian Jensen (Denmark), but authored solely by myself, Paul 
Hocking. Where stated, Kline’s opinions are based on unpublished writings on his website 
(chaver.com) and/or on oral conversation and study together via Skype, and as accepted by Moshe 
Kline for this written purpose. This analysis also drew on the expertise in Mishnah of my supervisor, 
Professor Philip Alexander. 
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As examined in the previous chapter, the TAPJLA concept of “repetition as markers 

of architecture” is seminal to Kline’s paradigm of structured, two-dimensional 

writing. Kline considers that the repetitions are used to point out to the reader the 

parallelisms between “co-ordinated passages,” and also to indicate the 

conceptualisation of this text, as two-dimensional. The Mishnaic Hebrew and 

English text in the examples chosen are set out as per Kline’s structure in: The 

Structured Mishnah,27 using the Hebrew (Mishnah, ed. Romm, Vilna 1913) and 

English text from online at Sefaria.28  

4.1.6.6. TEST 1: MISHNAH TRACTATE BERAKHOT: CHAPTER 1 

This chapter is the very first chapter in the Mishnah, from Tractate Berakot 

(Benedictions) in the Order Zeraim (Seeds). The Tractate gives rules on the times 

and manner of reciting the Shema and the Tefillah (the eighteen benedictions), the 

main constituents of the regular order of Jewish prayer (Danby, 1933, 2; note 1; 

Stemberger, 1996, 110). Focussing on the first chapter (see Hebrew and English text 

in Appendix 3A), the first pair of sections (mishnayot 1:1–2) are about the Shema 

and the last pair (1:4–1:5) are about the 18 Benedictions, and the middle section (1:3) 

joins aspects of Shema and the Benedictions together.  

TAPJLA only refers to mishnayot 1:1 and 1:2 as examples of “repetitions being 

markers of architecture,” but Kline’s analysis, as in Appendix 3A, shows the literary 

structure for the whole Chapter (1:1–5). For ease of cross-reference, I have put the 

mishnah numbers from the Mishnah as per Sefaria into Kline’s analysis (shown as 

(1), (2), etc.). It so happens that, in this case, the five mishnayot match the pericopes 

emerging from Kline’s literary analysis. This is not necessarily so, as we will see in 

the next example, as Kline bases the pericope structure on the literary repetitions, 

and this structure does not always match the numbering of the mishnayot.  

Based on the literary devices in this chapter, Kline distinguishes a pair of opening 

pericopes and a pair of closing pericopes, and a single central pericope, so he has set 

the chapter out as three rows with a 2–1–2 pericope symmetry (see §4.1.6.3). 

 

                                                
27 www.chaver.com and follow links to the Mishnah, English or Hebrew 
28 www.sefaria.org  
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This opening chapter is clearly focussed on time, with a series of words being 

repeated frequently, such as evening and morning, day and night (see highlights in 

the text). The identical opening phrases of the first two pericopes/mishnayot (  יַתָמיֵאֵמ

ְּב עַמְׁש תֶא ןיִרֹוק  “from when may one recite Shema in …”) are taken as “repetitions as 

markers of architecture,” and Kline has placed them in parallel in his two-

dimensional presentation, the first pericope (1א) dealing with recitations in the 

evening ( תיִבְרַע ), and the parallel pericope (1ב) dealing with the morning/dawn 

( תיִַרְחַׁש ) recitations, the normal order of the “day” in the Hebrew Bible.  

The evening pericope (1א) gives further definition of what is meant by “evening” 

with the words: … דַע … הָעָּׁשִמ  …; “from the moment when … until … until … until 

… until … until … until … until … until …”. Eight times there is a repetition of 

“until” דַע , with the first occurrence being “until the end of the first watch” (  ףֹוס דַע

הָנֹוׁשאִרָה הָרּומְׁשַאָה ), five times being “until the break of dawn” ( רַחַּׁשַה דּוּמַע הֶלֲַעּיֶׁש דַע ), 

and 3 times being “until midnight” ( תֹוצֲח דַע ). 

The 1ב pericope also includes definition of the length of time one has for reciting the 

Shema, but this time, in the morning: “from when one can distinguish X … until the 

rising of the sun” ( הָּמַחַה ץֵנָה דַע ). 

On further comparison of the two pericopes, it seems that the concern of the rabbis in 

 it is בis to shorten the length of time that is covered by the term “night,” but in 1 א1

to lengthen what is covered by the term “dawn.” So, both segments begin with the 

same phrase regarding the time to begin saying the Shema and continue with the time 

limits of how late the Shema can be said. The common subject is the time for saying 

the Shema. Both include a modification of the “natural” time to say the Shema, that 

is, the periods that coincide with natural phenomena. The natural time for the night-

time Shema is very long, from sunset to dawn, while the natural morning period is 

quite short, from the break of dawn to sunrise. Both periods are modified by 

Rabbinical decree: the night is shortened and the day is extended. The apparent 
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inconsistency of both extending and reducing the periods is accentuated by the even 

greater inconsistency of the reasons given for the changes. The night-time period is 

reduced in order “to distance one from sin.” The implication is that if the Rabbis had 

not reduced the period, a person would run a greater risk of not saying the Shema 

before the end of the natural period, dawn. The explanation is legalistic.  

The extension of the dawn period, on the other hand, has a different type of reason 

given. One is allowed to say the dawn Shema beyond the natural limit, after sunrise, 

because it is the common practice for royalty to sleep late! As if this were not enough 

to indicate that we are dealing with a totally different (non-legalistic) frame of 

reference here, the text adds that even if one waits until after the princes have begun 

their daily chores, “he has lost nothing, he still has the reward of one reading the 

Torah.” There is clearly a gulf between the two different approaches to defining 

ritual practice, those who support the night-time severity, as opposed to the 

enlightened ones who extend the period of dawn with imagery of royalty and 

rewards. It seems that this tension between the darkness and light resonates with the 

major disagreement described in the central row 2 (see Appendix 3A), but we will 

look first at the other pole, row 3. 

The third row (the parallel pair of pericopes, 3א and 3ב) also refers to times of the 

day, not using the terms evening and morning ( רַחַׁש ,בֶרֶע ), but the terms dawn and 

night, and night and day ( םֹוי ,תֹוליֵל ,תֹוליֵל ,רַחַׁש ). The pericope 3א, gives detail on the 

blessings to be said in the morning in relation to the Shema, two to be said before 

and one to be said after, and then vice versa in relation to the evening Shema. The 

pericope 3ב, picks up the night theme, with the requirement to remember the exodus 

from Egypt in the evening, a requirement derived from the scripture that refers to “all 

the days of your life” taken as meaning “all the daytime and into the evening time as 

well.” So, the common subject of this row focuses on the text that is to be recited, 

including the blessings. 

This leaves the central pericope (row 2). The repetitions that bind this pericope 

together, and isolate it from the surrounding ones, are the double alternation of 

“school of Shammai … school of Hillel” ( לֵּלִה תיֵּב … יאַּמַׁש תיֵּב ). Interestingly, it is 

only this central pericope that actually gives the command to recite the Shema, again 

highlighting its central purpose, both positionally and rhetorically. It also picks up 

both themes, the evening and the morning ( רֶֹקּב ,בֶרֶע ), however, the focus of the 
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pericope is more on the debate between the two schools, of Shammai and Hillel, on 

the stance in which one should recite.  

It could also be that the whole unit of two-dimensional text is bound together 

chiastically, a true chi-shaped structure, based on the opening word used for time in 

each of the four “corners.” Certainly, 1ב and 3א use the same word for “dawn” רַחַׁש , 

and 1א and 3ב use the words for evening and night הְָליַל ,בֶרֶע . It certainly does seem 

that this chapter is a carefully composed, two-dimensional construct. 

In summary, the chapter focuses on the central element, Row 2, which includes the 

biblical source for saying the Shema, while integrating the subjects of the 

surrounding rows. Row 1 relates to things outside human control: the times for 

saying the Shema and the divisions of the day. Row 3 deals with the content of the 

Shema and its divisions. In Row 2, Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel argue over the 

interpretation of the biblical command to say the Shema. Beit Shammai argues that 

the text imposes an external norm, the physical position in which one recites Shema. 

Beit Hillel argues that the text allows for the individual to perform the 

commandment in the way that is suitable to him. Beit Shammai, like the first row of 

the chapter, emphasizes the external constraints, while Beit Hillel, like the third row, 

1א 1ב   

(1) From when may one recite Shema in the 
evening?  

… until the end of the first watch … Until 
midnight … Until the break of dawn … If dawn 
… until midnight … until the break of dawn … 
until the break of dawn … until the break of 
dawn… "until midnight"? 

(2) From when may one recite Shema in the 
morning?  

… by sunrise … until three hours [of the day] 

2 

(3) The school of Shammai says: In the evening all people should recline and recite [Shema], and in the 
morning they should stand …  

But the school of Hillel says:  

… in accordance with the view of the school of Shammai,  

…since you went against the view of the school of Hillel. 

3א 3ב   

(4) In the morning one says … while in the 
evening one says  

 

(5) One must mention the exodus from Egypt at 
night … having the exodus from Egypt recited at 
night … 

… the days of your life … “days of your life … 
the days of your life [includes also] the nights. 

… Days of your life … the days of your life … 
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emphasizes the human perspective. Thus, Row 2 is a conceptual middle between 1 

and 3. It is important to note that the biblical verse, cited as the source for the 

obligation to say Shema, is at the centre of the chapter and not, as we might expect, 

at the beginning. This "focal symmetry" is very common in the Mishnah and is found 

here in this first unit of Mishnah text, giving the reader early notice of its subsequent 

extensive use. 

4.1.6.7. TEST 2: MISHNAH TRACTATE SANHEDRIN: CHAPTER 1 

Next, we will consider the other illustration quoted in TAPJLA—Chapter 1 in the 

tractate Sanhedrin, in the Order Nezikin (Damages). As the tractate’s name 

(Sanhedrin) suggests, this chapter deals with the constitution and procedures of 

courts of law, particularly, with the administering of capital punishment (Danby, 

1933, 382; Stemberger, 1996, 114). This chapter addresses the number of judges who 

try different categories of case. For cases concerning property ( תנוממ יניד ) it is three; 

for capital cases ( תושפנ יניד ) it is twenty-three (a Small Sanhedrin); and for the most 

serious cases, involving, for example, a tribe, a false prophet or the High Priest, it is 

seventy-one (a Great Sanhedrin). TAPJLA specifically refers to repetitions in the 

first 4 mishnayot of the Sanhedrin chapter (in the English version in Appendix 3B, 

they are numbered in brackets, like so: (1), (2), etc.). However, Kline’s structuring 

shows the detail of the repetitions in all 6 mishnayot in the chapter, (1)–(6), and how 

these repetitions are used to distinguish the rows. These paragraph numbers (1–6) 

were added for reference from the published Mishnah, but they do not necessarily 

match with Kline’s pericopes, as he follows the internal literary devices to 

distinguish pericopes. For this reason, Kline adds capital letters in the pericopes, to 

distinguish these literary parts within a pericope (A, B, C, etc.), not found in 

published editions of the Mishnah, but added to the English version in Appendix 3B, 

to aid reference in my commentary. 

The Tractate commences with the word יֵניִּד , “cases of …,” making the subject of the 

chapter clear as dealing with cases of judgment in court, and, specifically, the 

number of “judges” needed for each case. Kline uses the “repetitions as markers of 

architecture” to set out the structured text. Key repetitions identifiable in the pericope 

are summarised in Fig. 61: 
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FIG. 61: SANHEDRIN CHAPTER 1 

One can see the clear distinction in rows. Firstly, structurally, Rows 1 and 3 contain 

3 pericopes each, whereas the middle Row 2 contains just 2. This is a 3–2–3 

symmetry for the Chapter. Also, Rows 1 and 3 usually contain triads of sub-cases or 

topics in each pericope (A–C), whereas the pericopes in the middle row contain four 

sub-cases each (A–D). Also, the literary devices clearly distinguish the Rows—for 

Row 1, there are 3 individuals required to judge cases, but in Row 3, there are 71 

individuals required in most of the cases. And for Row 3, the third instance in each 

pericope is in regard to a “city” ריִע , showing an identical closure for each column, 

and for the chapter “block” as a whole. 

As mentioned, generally, Rows 1 and 3 have 3 sub-cases within each (A, B & C), but 

there is an exception in 1ב. In that pericope, there are just 2 sub-cases (A & B), with 

an option of 3 or 23 judges for each case. Interestingly, this pericope (1ב) then 

matches the two pericopes in the unique middle row, row 2, as it only has 2 

pericopes, with pericope 2א specifying 3 judges in the four cases, and 2ב specifying 

23 judges in the four cases. 

א1 ב1 ג1
A.  … by 3 (judges); ִּבְׁש$ָׁשה
B.  … by 3
C.  … by 3

… by 3 … by 23
… by 3 … by 23 

… by 3
… by 3
… by 3

א2 ב2
A. … by 3
B. … by 3
C. … by 3
D. … by 3 … by 9, plus a priest)

… by 23
… by 23
… by 23
… by 23

א3 ב3 ג3
A. (ֵאין) One may not judge a tribe …
except by a court of 71

B. (ֵאין) One may not …
except by a court of 71

C. (ֵאין) One may not add to the city
except by a court of 71

 They may not make a (ֵאין)
Sanhedrin for tribes, 
except by a court of 71
 They may not make an (ֵאין)
apostate city …
except by a court of 71
 and they may not make an (ֵאין)
apostate city …
and not 3, but only 1 or 2. 

Great Sanhedrin
… 71 … 71 … 71

Small (Sanhedrin) . . . 
23 … 23 … 23

How many in a City for a 
Sanhedrin?  
… 120
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Row 3 differs in a number of ways, with the three pericopes being more varied than 

row 1, but nevertheless, showing strong evidence of authoring in the final text. I will 

categorise the differences under “syntactical” and “numerical” devices. Firstly, 

numerical devices: Pericope 3א follows a regular pattern, specifying “a court of 71” 

for the 3 situations; 3ב specifies “a court of 71” in the first two situations, and 3ג 

specifies 71 in just the first situation, the Great Sanhedrin. Back in 3ב, the unique 

third situation does not even refer to the number in a court, but to decisions regarding 

apostate cities on the border, not more than one or two. And, finally, 3ג changes topic 

from court cases and local courts, to the central Court, the Sanhedrin, a lengthy 

specification regarding Sanhedrin sizes: the great Sanhedrin (71), the small 

Sanhedrin (23) and the size a city must be to have a Sanhedrin (120). The middle 

number, 23, is also used in the middle pericope in row 1 (1א), and the middle row for 

the chapter, Row 2.  

Turning to syntactical devices: All 6 pericopes in 3א and 3ב start with the negative 

particle ןיֵא , followed by a masculine plural participle, so literally, something like this 

for 3א: “There shall not be ones judging … sending forth … adding … except by…” 

For 3ב, it is even tighter, as the participle verb is identical for all three instances 

“There shall not be ones making … except by …” ( ןיִׂשֹוע ןיֵא ). 

For pericope 3ג, there are no syntactical devices matching 3א and 3ב, but the 

numerical device of 71 still holds across the row, as also does the “city” reference in 

the third sub-topic. Also, the A theme is a combination in the central pericope 3ב, of 

“tribe” and “Sanhedrin” in 3א and 3ג respectively, a device used frequently in 

Mishnah. Pericope 3ג also shows internal structuring with another device, that of 

repeating interrogative sentences in the three instances: A. … And from where …? 

B. And from where …? C. And how many …? ( הָּמַכְו … ִןיַּנִמּו … ִןיַּנִמּו  …). This last 

pericope is longer than most, as it also contains the “logic” behind the numbers used 

in the chapter. 

Looking at the purpose of the structure, and the differences in the three rows: Row 1 

seems to be more focused on simple cases and on cases affecting individuals, and 

also having an emphasis on earth, life/spirit, and heaven/time as one moves across 

the row. Row 3 is more focused on complex cases and on matters of public or 

corporate concern. And Row 2 is more about intermediary cases, but also a mix of 
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people, not just one and not just local, including marriage, tithes, dedications and 

valuations and “cases of souls” ( תֹוׁשָפְנ יֵניִד ), that is, capital cases. 

There is a lot to consider here about the hermeneutical significance of such an 

arrangement, but for our purpose, enough has been said to demonstrate rigorous 

authoring has taken place to create a coherent set of pericopes, with literary links 

across the rows and distinctions down them. Given that the numbering is actually 

secondary to the purpose for the chapter, it appears that the numbering is being used 

for structuring the chapter, to support the understanding of the purpose. This is most 

clear in Row 3, where there are differences in subject, but they are being held 

together as a coherent pericope by the repeated number 71. 

4.1.6.8. TEST 3: MISHNAH AVOT 

Kline has published the full analysis of the Avot and its relationship with the 

Decalogue in two papers on his web site entitled The Exoteric Decalogue and 

Evidence from the Mishnah (Kline, 2017). I explicitly acknowledge that this section 

attempts to summarise Kline’s main ideas, using quotation marks and indents where 

Kline’s actual words are used (there are no page numbers, as web pages). 

The Avot tractate is unique amongst the 63 tractates of the Mishnah because it is 

made up of just aphorisms, purely haggadic. It can be understood as the 

“fundamental principles” of the Mishnah and purports to set out the transfer of 

tradition from Moses to the Tannaitic period.  

Avot Ch. 1 “introduces five consecutive pairs of leaders over a period that spans 

nearly four centuries, from the demise of the Great Assembly, to the fall of the 

Second Temple in the first century CE. One aphorism is quoted in the name of each 

of the ten leaders who comprise the five pairs. These ten aphorisms form the literary 

structure” of the central part of Avot 1.  

Kline’s analysis of the whole chapter shows 7 rows, with the first and last rows being 

pericope-triads, and the five central ones (that we are focusing on here) being 

pericope-dyads, made up of the five consecutive pairs of leaders, so a 3–2–2–2–2–2–

3 pattern. Kline argues that this regular literary structure shows:  

“the author is not writing history as we understand it. The five pairs 

enumerated in Avot 1 as consecutive generations could not have spanned the 

nearly four-hundred-year period they occupy in Avot’s chronology. It would 
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appear, then, that the author’s primary concern was to create the five-pair 

structure of aphorisms.”  

The text clearly has a literary purpose but within a chronological metaphor or 

pseudo-history. The literary composition seems more significant than the pseudo-

history. Also, the author seems to be using a secondary device, as the aphorisms are 

most likely pseudepigraphical, as the aphorisms seem carefully crafted to fit the 

author’s plan. The literary purpose of the text is primary and the author is free to 

compose history and citation to suit that literary purpose. 

As mentioned, Kline concluded that the Maharal of Prague viewed the Mishnah as a 

composition rather than a collection.  

[This] view is clearly implicit in his explanation of how the various parts of 

the text are related. In his commentary, he demonstrates that this passage 

must, in fact, be read as a literary and philosophical composition. Perhaps 

because of the obscurity of the Maharal’s language and the complexity of his 

ideas, the implications of his reading have not yet been fully appreciated.  

Kline laid out the chapter as a table to visualise the composition described by the 

Maharal (Fig. 62). 

Kline argues at length the case for clear structuring, and for the implied meaning 

created within the parallelism, the meaning in each pair (the rows) and down the five 

pairs (the two columns). I will just summarise the main points, as I am focussing on 

the evidence provided by this portion of Avot of “repetitions being used as markers 

of architecture,” and the significance of this evidence for the present thesis. 

  



A New and Living Way—Paul Hocking 202 

4.1.6.8.1. THE FIVE PAIRS ACCORDING TO THE MAHARAL OF PRAGUE 

 

FIG. 62: AVOT: THE FIVE PAIRS ACCORDING TO KLINE 

From just a cursory glance at the table, one can see the five-fold repetition of the 

introductory “tradition” sentence, splitting the 10 Sages into five pairs, then the 

quotation given for each pair. The Maharal had pointed this out, and Kline uses these 

repetitions to establish the architecture of the structured text. There is also a change 

The Maharal’s Dyad
One Sage based his admonition on Love and the other on Fear/Respect

The Counsel of each Pair adds to that of the previous Pair
The

Pairs
A

Love (אהבה)
B

Fear/Reverence/Respect (יראה)
1 Yose b. Yoezer of Zereda and Yose b. Yohanan of Jerusalem received tradition from them

(1) Yose ben Yoezer of Zereda said:
Let your house be a meeting place for the Sages;
Sit in the dust of their feet;
And drink in their words thirstily.

(2) Yose ben Yohanan of Jerusalem said:
Let your house be open wide;
let the needy be part of your household.
Do not speak too much with women.
They said this of one’s own wife; how much 
more is it true of another man’s wife.
Hence the Sages said:
When a man speaks too much with women he 
brings evil upon himself, neglects the study of 
the Law and in the end will come to perdition.

2 Joshua ben Perahia and Nittai the Arbelite received tradition from them
(3) Joshua ben Perahia said:
Get yourself a teacher,
Acquire a comrade,
And give the benefit of the doubt.

(4) Nittai the Arbelite said:
Stay away from an evil neighbour,
Do not associate with the wicked,
And do not despair of retribution.

3 Judah ben Tabbai and Simon ben Shetah received tradition from them
(5) Judah ben Tabbai said;
Act not the part of counsel;
While the litigants stand before you, regard them as guilty, 
but as they leave, regard them as innocent, for they have 
accepted the verdict.

(6) Simon ben Shetah said:
Examine the witnesses thoroughly, 
And watch your words,
Lest they learn from them to lie.

4 Shemaia and Abtalion received tradition from them
(7) Shemaia said:
Love labour,
Hate domination,
And do not make yourself known to the ruling powers.

(8) Abtalion said:
Sages, watch your words,
Lest you incur the penalty of exile,
And be banished to a place of evil waters,
And the disciples that follow you drink and die,
And the heavenly Name be profaned.

5 Hillel and Shammai received tradition from them
(9) Hillel said:
Be of the students of Aaron,
Loving peace, pursuing peace,
Loving one’s fellowmen and drawing them close to the 
Torah.
(13) He also said:
He who invokes the Name will lose his name;
He who adds not will be taken away;
He who studies not deserves death; 
And he who makes use of the Crown will soon by gone.
(14) He also said:
If I am not for myself, who will be for me,
And if I am only for myself, what am I;
And if not now, when?

(10) Shammai said:
Make regular your [study of the] Torah;
Say little and do much;
And greet everyone cheerfully.
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in the names of the Sages, running “parallel to the chronological and conceptual 

[flows]—the names undergo a process of simplification,” from the full name, lineage 

and home town (e.g., “Yose ben Yoezer of Zereda”), down to the short-form of the 

Sage’s name (“Hillel” or “Shammai”). 

The Maharal originally identified the compositional rules in Avot 1. Kline labels the 

one rule “dynamic” and the other “static.” The static rule guides the fixed 

relationship between the pairs (A and B; the columns) and the dynamic rule guides 

the flow in argument down the rows from pair to pair (1 to 5) and parallels the 

historical progression. 

4.1.6.8.2. THE STATIC RULE:  LOVE AND FEAR ( הארי  , הבהא ) 

The Mishnah claims (Chagigah 2.2) that the pairs (zugot) was comprised of the two 

highest officials, the nasi, איׂשנ , president, and av beit din, ןיד תיב בא , literally, the father 

of the court, viewed as the vice president or chief justice. The order of their appearance 

is consistent—the president/chair then the vice president/deputy. Stemberger says: 

“This is probably a schematization of the tradition in analogy to Hillel and Shammai,” 

an anachronistic rabbinic portrayal of the pairs (Stemberger, 1996, 63–65).  

Kline explains:  

The first of the conceptual principles described by the Maharal relates to a 

uniform distinction between the content of the statements of the presidents and 

those of the vice presidents. 

Each of the Pairs has a common frame of reference, with positive and 

negative aspects. Within this frame, the first statement emphasizes the 

positive, and the second, the negative. In the Maharal’s terms, the president 

speaks from the viewpoint of love ( הבהא ) and [the vice president] from the 

viewpoint of fear or awe ( הארי ). 

Also, there is a distinct use in the columns of the root rab—the orientation of the A 

column is more singular in focus and the B column more community-focused. 

4.1.6.8.3. THE DYNAMIC RULE: SPREADING OUT ( תוטשפתה ) 

Kline continues: 

The Maharal points out that each succeeding Pair “adds” to the previous one 

and expands on its statements. By “adds” he means that the social framework 
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widens from Pair to Pair. The progression from the home to the halls of 

power is quite clear and convincing. There is thus a complete progression: 

from the total privacy of the individual home to an overview of society. The 

Maharal refers to this movement from Pair to Pair as ‘spreading out,” 

תוטשפתה .  

The progression is listed below: 

1. Householder or Layman/ the uninitiated  

2. Student 

3. Judge 

4. Sage 

5. The ‘I’ (a student of Aaron) 

The groups narrow as one reads down, but with expanding responsibilities. This list 

“gave rise to the pyramid metaphor. At the apex, there is room for only a single 

individual, not a class.” Kline calls this an “academic pyramid,” as it shows the 

development of wisdom and a narrowing of constituents. However, given the world-

view of the Mishnah and the Torah, I would prefer to call this a religious, a 

discipleship, or even a spiritual pyramid. It certainly projects a growing in knowing, 

in esoteric wisdom. 

Kline argues that the five pairs show two parallel processes in the hierarchy:  

transfer of knowledge from the leaders of one generation to those of the next, 

and circles of social concern that expand steadily outward. It is clear that we 

are dealing with an extraordinarily complex composition … 

[The] five-step process [can] be seen as the transformation of the individual 

from a state of dependence to one of independence, capped by Hillel’s: “If I 

am not for myself, who will be for me.” Each of the three intermediate Pairs 

could then be read as facilitating the shift from the dependence on the 

external in column B to creative independence in column A. This process 

would integrate the static and dynamic rules into a tightly woven fabric. 

All this complex literary structuring in a two-dimensional parallelism has 

implications for authorship. This is not a random collection of aphorisms just based 

on a Sage’s sayings in his generation, as it has been traditionally read in its “linear” 
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reading. The text is not simply a collection but an artistic composition which can be 

understood by the initiated, Sages like the Maharal. 

4.1.6.8.4. SUMMARY OF THE INTEGRATED READING OF THE FIVE PAIRS  

So Kine concludes that each Pair contains an “inward” (A) and an “outward” (B) 

component:  

(A) focuses on the individual, and (B) focuses on the individual’s contacts 

with the “outside” world. As the individual develops internally, his or her 

dependence on the outside diminishes, reaching the stage of full “self-

actualization” in Pair 5. In the first stage, Pair 1, the individual is considered 

a vessel that needs filling, a tabula rasa, thus the metaphor of the house. At 

this beginning stage, there is complete dependence on the external world: 

“Let your house be open wide” (IB). Even the inner person—within the 

“house”—is dependent on the input from others: “drink in their words 

thirstily” (1A). At the other extreme, we hear Hillel assert: “If I am not for 

myself, who will be for me” (5A). By stage 5, the individual has morphed 

from the tabula rasa, totally dependent on input from others, to an 

independent “self-starter.” 

For Kline, the discovery of Maharal’s insight into parallel literary units in Avot, led 

him to identify the similar structures in all 525 chapters in the Mishnah, and then he 

moved to the Torah, on the reasonable assumption that Rabbi must have based his 

esoteric writing style on a tradition that had come down from the Torah. The literary 

devices and two-dimensional parallelisms in the Torah were similar to those he had 

seen in the Mishnah, and he became convinced that this was a tradition of writing 

passed on down generations to at least the third century. A question arises here: Was 

the method passed down intentionally/formally, or was it done by mimesis? Was the 

Torah-style of writing something deep in the Semitic literary psyche, or “received … 

and passed on” ( ּהָרָסְמּו ... לֵבִק ) in a particular community tradition, as stated in Avot 

1:1? 
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4.1.6.9. TEST 4: MISHNAH TRACTATE YOMA 

4.1.6.9.1. INTRODUCTION 

My fourth example from the Mishnah, Masekhet Yoma, shows a further step up in 

literary complexity, as it appears to have an original structured document embedded 

within a later, larger structured document. Glasner similarly argues for two strata in 

Yoma, early and late (Glasner, 2019). The tractate is made up of 8 chapters but 

appears to include two types of material that are interwoven—the Service material 

about what the High Priest does on the Day of Atonement (based on Leviticus 16, 

but also including oral traditions associated with it) and other non-service material 

interwoven with it. 

Kline initially set out the structure of this tractate, as he had done for the other 

tractates in the Mishnah, based on the internal literary indicators. (The text of all 8 

chapters is set out in Appendix 3C (6.3.3.1), only in English, as the Hebrew version 

is available at chaver.com). In the process of analysis, Kline noticed the two types of 

material making up the tractate, and highlighted the non-service material, to make it 

stand out (as in Appendix 3C). Out of curiosity, he then separated out all the material 

(biblical and oral) that is about the Yom Kippur service (non-highlighted text) from 

the material that was not specifically about the service (the highlighted text). He 

called this extracted material Sēder haYom, based on the phrase used within the text. 

Applying the same literary skills used with the full tractate, based on the repeating 

literary devices, he observed that this extracted Yom Kippur material also showed 

parallel pericopes, as shown in the table, Sēder haYom (Appendix 3C: 6.3.3.2 

Hebrew; 6.3.3.3 English). Again, the resulting pericopes are based on the literary 

indicators, not on the mishnayot or verse divisions of the chapters. 

So, the thesis being followed here is that the Yoma tractate either includes the text of 

the earlier document, Sēder haYom, or a later construct that is made to appear like 

the material of Sēder haYom. This throws up the possibility that the tradition of 

structuring text, as Kline proposes in the Mishnah, was based on an earlier tradition 

of such literary constructs in the Sēder haYom scroll. As the author(s) were steeped 

in the oral tradition, it is unlikely that the writer created the literary rules himself, and 

much more likely that his constructs were using the literary tradition passed down in 

previous oral or written collections. And again, if Kline’s thesis is valid, this literary 

tradition was also following an even older literary tradition dating back to the Torah. 
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Or, one is prompted to ask, could it be, as proposed by Neusner above, that the oral 

tradition itself was memorised in a structured form?  

Following this introduction, we can look now at the literary structure of the Sēder 

haYom extracted from the eight chapters of the Yoma tractate (as per Appendix 3C: 

6.3.3.3). 

4.1.6.9.2. THE SĒDER HAYOM 

The structure proposed from the analysis is a table of 5 rows, with pericopes in the 

rows in the pattern: 2–3–3–3–2 (Fig. 63, with Kline’s pericope labelling). 

FIG. 63: SĒDER HAYOM OUTLINE STRUCTURE 

 

A few of the correspondents which appear to indicate connections in the pericopes, 

are extracted and included in the cells of Fig. 64 (the standard font shows some of 

the horizontal matches, the underlined and highlighted ones show diagonal/chiastic 

matches across the corners of the structure). 

 

 

 

1א 1ב

2א 2ב 2ג

3א 3ב 3ג

4א 4ב 4ג

5א 5ב
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FIG. 64: SĒDER HAYOM CORRESPONDENTS 

Given this symmetry, and the fact that it reflects the order of the Leviticus 16 text, it 

strongly suggests that the author actually started with this text and its literary 

structure, and then, later, broke it down into linear elements and added the additional 

non-Seder regulations. I will now look in a bit more detail at each of the rows. 

Row 1 is focused on the place of immersion ( הליבטה תיב ) for the High Priest, five 

immersions and ten sanctifications (washing of hands and feet), being clothed in the 

right garments and outlining the morning and evening procedures. Similarly, the 

opposite and parallel row, Row 5 prescribes the bathing, washing and changing of 

the High Priest’s clothes. This theme is limited to Rows 1 and 5, not occurring in 

Rows 2 to 4. The daily clothes that the High Priest wears are called garments of gold 

(referring to the High Priestly garments of “glory and beauty” תֶרֶאְפִתְלּו דֹובָכְל  Exodus 

28.2, 40), but for the Yom Kippur service, he dons linen garments.  

The first and last rows also include material to do with the daily procedures, such as 

the morning and evening Tammid/Complete Offering (= הלע , the Burnt/ Whole/ 

Upward Offering), and the incense procedures, which are not directly related to the 

 1ב

 פרסו סדין שלבוץ בינו לבין העם

 בשחר

 בין הערבים

 הביאו לו בגדי לבן

 

 א1

 פרסו סדין שלבוץ בינו לבין העם

 שלשחר

 בין הערבים

 נכנס להקטיר קטרת

1 

 2ג

 בא לו

2ב  

 בא לו

2א  

 בא לו

 

2 

3ג  

 דם

3ב  

 דם

 

3א  

 דם

3 

4ג  

 בא לו

4ב  

 בא לו

 

4א  

 בא לו

4 

5ב  

 קדש ידיו ורגליו ופשט וירד וטבל עלה ונסתפג
 הביאו לו בגדי זהב ולבש וקדש ידיו ורגליו

 נכנס להקטיר את הקטרת

5א  

 קדש ידיו ורגליו ופשט וירד וטבל עלה ונסתפג
 הביאו לו בגדי זהב ולבש וקדש ידיו ורגליו

 הביאו לו בגדי לבן

 

5 
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Atonement ritual. Most of it relates to the normal daily service, so it is now clear, in 

this two-dimensional literary figure, that the annual Yom Kippur procedures in Rows 

2, 3 and 4 are sandwiched between the framing rows 1 and 5, which deal with the 

standard daily (morning and evening) procedures taking place on the special annual 

day of Yom Kippur. This type of symmetry is seen frequently in the Mishnah and in 

the Torah—a five-part structure, with Rows 1 and 5 forming a frame, and Rows 2 to 

4 being the core material.  

Considering this pattern further, within the core of Sēder haYom, rows 2 and 4 have 

strong literary links with each other. The six pericopes in Row 2 and 4 all start with 

the relatively rare literary idiom ( ול אב , literally: he-came/went to-it, meaning “he 

came near”), and only these 6 pericopes in Sēder haYom start like this. The lexeme 

functions on two levels: at the formal, clausal level, opening each pericope, and at 

the discourse level, having the effect of enumerating the laws as two parallel triplets 

(see, for example: Wee, 2004, 523 and note (3)). This is another strong example of 

“repetitions being used as markers of architecture.” 

4.1.6.9.3. THE SĒDER HAYOM CONCENTRIC RINGS 

Much more could be said about the literary structure of Rows 2 and 4, but enough 

has been said to show evidence of two-dimensional architecture in the text. The 

overall structure of Sēder haYom shows that there are two levels of “sandwich” or 

parallelism, rows 1 and 5, and rows 2 and 4, which create a double framework 

around the central Row 3 (Fig. 65). The focus of Sēder haYom, in Row 3, is the 

blood rite itself, setting out what is done with the blood, and, specifically, how it is 

scattered or sprinkled. So, Row 3 is about the purification process itself. The animals 

are slaughtered for their blood so the High Priest can sprinkle it. Blood is at the core 

of the service procedure, literally 

and figuratively (in this literary 

“figure”). Based on the seminal 

statement of Leviticus 17:11 (in the 

central section of Leviticus, which 

is also the central book in the 

Torah), the blood ( םָד ) is equivalent 

to the soul/life ( ׁשֶפֶנ ) of the animal. 

Row 1: Garments

Row 2: Bodies

Row 3: Blood/Soul/Life/Being

Row 4: Bodies

Row 5: Garments

FIG. 65: SEDER HAYOM AS CONCENTRIC RINGS 
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So, this relationship of the Sēder haYom rows could be visualised as concentric 

rings.  

So, a metaphysical spectrum is emerging here from the extrinsic (garments, bodies) 

to the intrinsic (blood/life), and expressed in the Sēder haYom text as literary “rings” 

of text centred on the blood or the life. And, as there are three columns as well as 

three rows in this literary construct, the central pericope (pericope 3ב, from Yoma 

Chapter 5.3 to 4) is focused on the rite of blood-sprinkling upon the Veil and inside 

the Veil, inside the holy of holies upon the ark itself. So, this central pericope, 3ב, at 

the literary centre of Sēder haYom, when set out according to its literary indicators, is 

also the central purpose of the Day of Atonement. It is highly unlikely that such an 

intricate literary matrix is by chance or the cognitive bias of the analyst. 

4.1.6.10. CONCLUSION 

This chapter has used the rhetorical critical tool of comparative literary studies to 

examine four units in the Mishnah, as the earliest written form of the Jewish oral 

tradition. The question has been: Does comparative literature, such as the Mishnah, 

show evidence of similar literary structuring as Kline argues for Leviticus? Does it 

use similar literary repetitions to indicate two-dimensional architecture in Units? 

Given the four literary examples examined, it seems the response to the critical 

question in this chapter is a definite yes. The Mishnah, or at least the four examples 

chosen, certainly does show similar two-dimensional literary structuring as Kline 

proposes for the book of Leviticus. Repetitions are clearly being used as markers of 

architecture in the Mishnah, and give plausibility to the proposal that Leviticus is 

composed in a similar manner. When talking of the value of historical analogies, 

Gertz argues that such analogies can be “proof of plausibility. They serve to indicate 

which compositional technique might plausibly have been used by the biblical 

writers by demonstrating what was done in culturally and historically similar 

contexts” (Gertz, 2016, 12). This proposal regarding the two-dimensional structuring 

of the Mishnah as being similar to the structuring of the Torah suggests the 

Mishnah’s authors were aware of an ancient tradition of writing that has not 

generally been retained or observed by Jewish or non-Jewish interpreters. 

  



A New and Living Way—Paul Hocking 211 

4.1.7. LITERARY ANALOGIES FROM ANTIQUITY: CONTENT 
4.1.7.1. ARE THERE ANALOGOUS LITERARY JOURNEYS? 

The comparison with the Mishnah in the previous chapter explored the possibility 

that the compositional technique which Kline alleges for Leviticus is also found in 

other Hebrew texts from broadly the same tradition. This chapter takes up analogies 

to the content of Leviticus—the literary pattern and movement of its thought. I have 

framed the key question as: Is the transformative, literary, sanctuary journey in KCP 

reflected in related literature?  

The evidence presented here is only what one can surmise from other texts written 

with apparent intertextuality, whether quotation, allusion, echo or influence (Ben-

Porat, 1976; Hebel & Plett, 1991; Sommer, 1998; Lester, 2009; Tooman, 2011, 4–

10). To quote James Nogalski, “Here ‘intertextuality’ means the interrelationship 

between two or more texts which evidence suggests (1) was deliberately established 

by ancient authors/editors or (2) was presupposed by those authors/editors. Such 

delimitation intentionally avoids the question of readings which are oriented toward 

the modern reader” (Nogalski, 1996). And as Fishbane says, “new texts may embed, 

reuse, or otherwise allude to precursor materials—both as strategy for meaning-

making, and for establishing the authority of a given innovation. Put in a nutshell, I 

would say that intertextuality is a form that literary creativity takes when innovation 

is grounded in tradition” (Fishbane, 2000, 39). And for this purpose, direction of 

dependence (Carr, 2001, 9–10; Tooman, 2011) is not a critical issue, just evidence 

that the texts share the same cognitive environment (Walton, 2006, 21). This study is 

not so much concerned with use of the broad themes in the book of Leviticus (such 

as offerings, priesthood, purification, festivals and, particularly, the sanctuary), 

because these broad themes would resonate with all compositions proposed for the 

book of Leviticus, so do not help this thesis’s evaluation of KCP specifically. 

Instead, the focus is on the unique literary journey proposed in KCP, and addresses 

the specific question: Is there any evidence from analogous literature that takes the 

reader/hearer on a literary journey into a sanctuary, and then back out of the 

sanctuary, with a view to ritual, moral or social transformation of the reader/hearer? 

This transformative, literary journey by the reader, hinged about a centre, is a unique 

feature of KCP, so it gives a sharp focus for this investigation.  
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4.1.7.2. THE ANE AND HEBREW BIBLE 

4.1.7.2.1. THE ANE BACKGROUND 

Given space constraints, I will follow a simple trajectory and a limited sampling of 

four potentially comparable post-Hebrew-Bible texts, taking Talmon’s advice on 

“the analysis of cultures lying within a given historic stream” (Talmon, 1991, 386, 

italics original). Before looking at these four later texts, it is important to recognise 

the backdrop in the ANE generally, and in the Hebrew Bible specifically. Certainly, 

in ANE writings, there are related ideas found in the dualistic thinking about heaven 

and earth (Davila, 2000, 83). The realm of the gods is described in three different 

ways: as a celestial palace with its courtiers; as a law court with its council; and as a 

temple with the celestial beings offering perpetual worship and service to the gods 

(Alexander, 2017, 2).  

Taking the latter, for instance, in Enuma Elish (V:117–130), it appears that Marduk’s 

earthly temple is built on the pattern of his heavenly abode (Hays, 2014, 54). The 

suggestion is that Marduk’s earthly temple was built to mirror the heavenly temple in 

some way, and that Babylon becomes the “resting place” of the gods on earth but, in 

this case, the relationship being described, between the earthly and heavenly shrines, 

is of the god Marduk moving up and down, not human worshippers moving in and 

out, as being proposed by KCP for Leviticus. Similarly, the earthly temple in Sais in 

Egypt was seen as “heaven in its every aspect” (Hays, 2014, 404–5). Alexander says: 

“In the Ancient Near Eastern theology of temples, it was precisely because temples 

were copies that they could function as axes mundi—points of intersection between 

heaven and earth, points where humanity could meet with and communicate with the 

gods” (Alexander, 2017, 8). This suggests such a concept was part of the ANE 

cultural environment (also Nihan, 2007, 54–5; Wright, 2019, 155–66). 

4.1.7.2.2. THE HEBREW BIBLE IN THE ANE CONTEXT 

The Hebrew Bible can be viewed as a compendium of ANE texts, within the ANE, 

not separate from it (Brettler, 2010, 411; Hays, 2014, 3). In general terms, there 

appears to be an expanding stream of statements connecting heaven and earth with 

the cult. For instance, it has been recognised (Wenham, 1987, 76, 84, 86; Levenson, 

1994, 78–99; Kiel, 1997; Collins, 2006, 185; e.g., Barker, 2008; Calaway, 2010, 2–3; 

Elior, 2014; Wright, 2019, 155–76, and ample bibliographies in notes 5–8) that the 
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creation stories show analogies with temple themes, with God being presented as a 

priest, blessing his creation and consecrating the seventh day, the creation of the 

luminaries in the heavens “for signs and for appointed times” ( םיִַדְעֹומְלּו ֹתֹתאְל ) on the 

earth (Gen 1:14–18), and reference to cherubim ( םיִבֻרְּכ ) resonating with the angelic 

forms in the inner sanctuary of the tabernacle and temple (Exod 25:18–22; 1 Kgs 

6:23–35). Through the Hebrew canon, God is described as sitting on the ark-throne 

in the earthly tabernacle and temple and also in heaven itself (2 Chr 18:18; Isa 

37:16), and there are fuller descriptions of the heavenly temple in the visions of 

Isaiah (ch. 6) and Ezekiel (e.g., 10:1–20). Kugel says: “Partly with reference to 

[Isaiah 6], a fundamental theme emerged during the later biblical period and 

afterward, to the effect that God not only sits enthroned in heaven but resides in a 

heavenly sanctuary, a temple above the clouds where He is praised and served by 

His angelic attendants” (Kugel, 2012, 541, and bibliography in note 5; italics 

original). Isaiah 6 is certainly analogous to KCP, in that the prophet not only enters 

the celestial sanctuary and receives forgiveness, but is then commissioned by God to 

“Go and tell this people” (Isa 6:7–13), so reflecting a two-way journey into and out 

of the celestial temple. 

4.1.7.2.3. EZEKIEL AS A HEBREW BIBLE ANALOGY 

In the Hebrew Bible, Ezekiel may be the strongest analogy. As with Leviticus, the 

tradition of the priestly book of Ezekiel is preoccupied with what Joyce calls a 

“radical theocentricity” (Joyce, 2007, 27–31). This view is evidenced by the frequent 

use of divine self-revelation in the nominative clause: “I am YHWH” ( הוהי ינא ) in 

these two books (see data profile in Fig. 66). 

FIG. 66: "I AM THE LORD" IN THE HEBREW BIBLE 
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Other elements of the radical theocentricity is in their use of “the Name,” and 

particularly “profaning YHWH’s name” and also the theme of holiness (Heb. root 

qdš) (Joyce, 2007, 27–31). There is also what Brueggemann describes as YHWH’s 

“crisis of presence” amongst his profane people. “[T]he horizon of Ezekiel is 

singularly sacerdotal … the book of Ezekiel is close to the priestly project of the 

book of Leviticus and its focus on the priesthood of Aaron” (Brueggemann, 2003, 

192–93, 204).  

The two halves of Ezekiel (b. B. Bat. 14b, also Brueggemann, 2003, 192; Joyce, 

2007, 42) include a two-way movement, as proposed by KCP, but not the entering 

and then the leaving of YHWH’s people, but the leaving and then the entering of 

YHWH himself, leaving in judgment then entering in restoration. Joyce refers to 

Ezekiel’s “overarching narrative of the journey of the deity away from and back to 

Jerusalem” (Joyce, 2007, 31–32; 2019, here 95). Applying the analogy, according to 

KCP, Leviticus sets out the people’s transforming, two-stage journey, away from 

profanity and into sanctuary-nearness to the indwelling glory of YHWH, and then 

out of the sanctuary as a holy nation in relationship with him. In contrast, the 

priestly-prophet Ezekiel highlights the two-stage journey of YHWH (one “like the 

glory” 1:28; 3:23), firstly out of the profaned sanctuary in Jerusalem (Ezek 1–11, 

particularly, 10–11), and then, following severe judgments on the nation and the 

nations, the glory finally enters into a new city and temple, not because of Israel’s 

merit but for the sake of YHWH’s Name (ch. 40–48).  

4.1.7.2.4. THE EARTHLY AND HEAVENLY SANCTUARY RELATIONSHIP 

The strong relationship of an earthly sanctuary with a heavenly one is founded on a 

purported revelation to Moses in the Torah (Exod 25:9, 40; 26:30; Num 8.4). Moses 

was commanded to make the earthly tabernacle according to the celestial pattern 

( תיִנְבַּת ), instruction ( טָּפְׁשִמ ) and appearance ( הֶאְרַמ ). The word mishpat (instruction, 

26:30) could denote verbal instruction, but this meaning is unlikely with the verb 

“shown” ( האר  in hophal) following it. Many recent English translations use the word 

“plan” here, in keeping with BDB ( טפשמ  1048–49:6d; see also CDCH 252:6 

“specification”). Alexander says: “Mareh (appearance) and Tavnit 

(construction/pattern) are more suggestive, and might be taken as indicative of an 

actual structure, particularly the latter, if its derivation from the verbal root banah, 

‘to build,’ is stressed. Moses was shown a building, and then told to ‘Go copy’” 
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(Alexander, 2017, 1). Levenson, Wright and others have brought into the foreground 

of biblical studies the relationship of the temple with the cosmos, and “this goes both 

ways: the sanctuary is depicted as a miniature ‘world,’ and a microcosmos; while the 

creation, at least in priestly circles, was seen as a macro-Temple, God’s palace” 

(Levenson, 1994; Wright, 2019, here 163–64). 

With this backdrop acknowledged, we can now consider four post-HB literary 

analogies. 

4.1.7.3. FOUR POST-HEBREW-BIBLE LITERARY ANALOGIES 

Our question here is: Are there literary analogies, in whole or in part, to the proposed 

two-directional, transformative journey into and out of a sanctuary? If there are, then 

it could be evidence that other writers were aware of such a literary journey, and it 

would add plausibility to KCP. 

 I will consider four potential analogies to the proposed pattern—the Songs of the 

Sabbath Sacrifice from Qumran, the Epistle to the Hebrews, Mishnah Yoma and 

Hekhalot literature. The aim is to identify any evidence in the sampled analogies of 

common ground with the composition proposal, and at the close to assess the 

significance of the evidence.  

4.1.7.3.1. THE SONGS OF THE SABBATH SACRIFICE (“THE SONGS”) 

4.1.7.3.1.1 THE DEAD SEA SCROLLS CONTEXT 

The Dead Sea Scrolls have been found in the area of Qumran on the north west shore 

of the Dead Sea (Curtis, 2007, 135–36; 196–97). Certainly, the book of Leviticus 

features prominently in the Dead Sea Scrolls, both in terms of numbers of copies (16 

in Qumran), and in terms of allusions at some level to the book (350 uses) (Kugler & 

Baek, 2016, VII). Further, Kugler and Baek's analysis of the 350 passages in the 

scrolls shows that over 60 (nearly 20%) of them deploy “the rhetoric of Leviticus 

without employing its particular stipulations in any significant way.” They argue that 

this “scripturalising use” of the book by authors is “trading on the gravitas accredited 

to the book to marshal support for the authority of their own works” (2016, 99). And 

they conclude: “it seems certain that this was a community that deeply respected 

Leviticus and its power as a text” (2016, 103). 



A New and Living Way—Paul Hocking 216 

By late Second Temple times, the idea of a celestial temple was common (for 

example, in 1 Enoch 14:8–25; Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice, 11QMelchizedek and 

the Testament of Levi). Based on this material, Alexander argues that mysticism 

arose initially in the temple at Jerusalem amongst certain Zadokite priests, but was 

taken and adapted by the priestly leaders in Qumran (Alexander, 2006, vii). 

Schiffman argues the group was started by Zadokite priests who were 

disenfranchised in the temple after the rise of the Hasmonean Empire circa 152 BCE, 

and that the law traditions that underlie the sectarian documents are Sadducean, anti-

Pharisaic views (Schiffman, 1995, 72–76; 249–255). Collins also argues 

convincingly that it now seems probable that the scrolls were part of the Essenes 

movement generally, which existed widely in the land, with one community of no 

more than 200 existing at Qumran, and states: “Qumran was at most one of many 

settlements of the sect” (Collins, 2010, 10). It may be that many of the scrolls were 

not written or copied at Qumran, but brought there later for safe keeping, and 

particularly just before the Jewish War and Roman conquest of 66–68 CE (Collins, 

2010, 210; Taylor, 2012; Crawford, 2019, 261), though Crawford most recently sees 

the evidence on the Qumran settlement pointing to an Essene scribal centre and 

library as a “living collection” (Crawford, 2019, 16, 166, 258). Tov and Young argue 

for a first century BCE emergence of the community and a deposit of the scrolls mid-

century, on the basis of the textual variety at Qumran, as compared with the later 

stabilised texts from Masada and Bar Kokhba era in line with the medieval MT 

(Young, 2002; Tov, 2020).  

In terms of cognitive environment, the Songs make frequent mention of the motifs 

and language of Exodus-Leviticus-Numbers, such as the camp and congregation of 

Israel, the priests and their service, standing before YHWH and the presence of his 

glory, the sanctuary and its door, veil and holy of holies, the offerings such as the 

‛olah and minkhah and their odour, atonement and forgiveness, cherubim, the 

statutes and precepts of God, holiness and purity and God's sanctifying work. On this 

basis, it seems appropriate to explore the Songs for any evidence of resonance with 

the composition proposal for Leviticus. 

4.1.7.3.1.2 INTRODUCTION TO THE SONGS 

According to Alexander, “no other early Jewish text, either at Qumran or elsewhere, 

describes the heavenly temple in such detail as Sabbath Songs, or correlates it so 
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closely with the earthly temple; no other text refers so explicitly to the angels as 

heavenly priests. We should not underestimate the originality of the Sabbath Songs” 

(Alexander, 2006, 55). Davila adds:  

The Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice is one of the most extended and striking 

examples from the Second Temple period of the theme of the archetypal 

temple. Purporting to describe the Sabbath worship and sacrifices carried out 

by the angelic priests in the heavenly temple, this work preserves motifs and 

terminology known from the later book of Revelation in the New Testament 

and the still later Jewish mystical literature. (Davila, 2000, 83-84).  

Fletcher-Louis gives a helpful introduction to The Songs at Qumran:  

It is a liturgy written “for the maskil” to be used on thirteen consecutive 

Sabbaths of one quarter of the solar year29 and, as far as we can tell, is 

focused entirely on an angelic priestly community and its worship, in a cultic 

setting, where animate architecture and furniture is described in some detail. 

The XIth and XIIth Songs are devoted to chariots (merkabot) of the heavenly 

realm, in reliance on biblical accounts of the vision of God’s chariot throne 

(esp. Ezekiel 1) … Eight copies of manuscripts have emerged from Cave 4 

(4Q400–407) and one from Cave 11 (11Q17) providing sufficient material 

for a reconstruction of extensive sections of the liturgy30. Apparently, the 

manuscripts range in date from the late Hasmonean period (4Q400:75–40 

BCE) to the Herodian script of the turn of the eras (11Q17), though it is quite 

conceivable that the liturgy was composed a little earlier in the second 

century BCE. (Fletcher-Louis, 2002, 252–53) 

The editio princeps for the Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice was originally published 

by Carol Newsom (Newsom, 1985), but here I use her updated composite text 

(Charlesworth & Newsom, 1994). For ease of reference, for example, S1:15 refers to 

                                                
29 The question remains unanswered why the composition covers just one quarter, and not all 52 
sabbaths, as assumed by the midrashic insertion in 11Q5 regarding David’s compositions, including 
“for the offering of the Sabbaths, 52 song(s) (Schücking-Jungblut, 2020, 86). 
30 A tenth manuscript Mas1k (=Masada ShirShabb) was also found at Masada, and dated ca. 50 CE 
(Schücking-Jungblut, 2020, 72–3, Table 1). Also, ancient DNA analysis carried out recently shows 
the Mas1k sheep-skin parchment is not from the same genetic haplogroup as those from Qumran, so 
may well indicate it is a scroll from the wider Judean/Essene context, rather than taken to Masada 
from Qumran (Anava, 2020, 5, 10). 
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Song 1 and line 15 in that text. I have only based my argument on text where there is 

minimal or no restoration. 

Although the beginning of each song is clearly marked, where this is visible in the 

fragments, the layout is “prosaic” and not generally showing visually any poetic 

structuring (Schücking-Jungblut, 2020, 77). One complete introductory formula is 

visible at the start of the 7th Song: “For the Master. Song of the sacrifice of the 

seventh Sabbath on the sixteenth day of the (second) month. Praise the God of the 

exalted heights, O exalted ones among all the divine beings of knowledge” 

(Charlesworth & Newsom, 1994, 162–63, based on 4Q403–4Q405 fragments). 

Alexander argues that the Master ( ליכשמ , maskil) was a high office-holder, meaning 

something like “Enlightener” or “Instructor.” He suggests further that “the maskil 

was the community’s senior priest, perhaps effectively its ‘high priest,’ [fitting with 

the role implied in the] Songs of mediating between earth and heaven in the 

performance of the angelic liturgy, and bringing the earthly community near to the 

celestial sanctuary” (Alexander, 2006, 48–49). The songs imply that the Maskil does 

not recite them on his own, but along with others. These are the “we” referred to in 

S2:24–26, whose priesthood is compared with the priesthood of the angels in heaven. 

These are also presumably the human community who are the recipients of the 

angelic blessings in Songs 6 and 8. In other words, “we have here a public liturgy, in 

which a cantor leads a congregation, who may join him in reciting, in whole or in 

part, the words of the hymns” (Schücking-Jungblut, 2020, 77, 85–86).  

Although later Hekhalot literature (see below) seems to give specific instructions on 

heavenly ascent, the Songs present the tour of the heavenly realm without making 

clear how it is being experienced (Davila, 2000, 93). The hymns exhort the celestial 

angels to act like celestial priests, and so through their liturgy, the cantor and 

congregation feel drawn into union with the angels in worshipping God. This is 

similar to the apocalyptic in Dan 12:3, where the maskilim are said to “shine like the 

brightness of the sky,” and “lead many to righteousness, like the stars forever and 

ever.” 

As to the purpose for the Songs, Newsom considers that although the Songs may 

have been recited at the time of the Sabbath sacrifices:  

Their function is best described not as cultic but as the praxis of a communal 

mysticism … The sectarian Community insisted that it alone preserved the 
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true and faithful priesthood, even though it could not exercise that priesthood 

in the sacrificial service of the Jerusalem Temple. For this Community, 

recitation of the Sabbath Songs, with their cultivated sense of presence in the 

heavenly temple, may have served as a form of experiential validation for the 

Community’s claims to be the true priests of God. (Charlesworth & Newsom, 

1994, 4) 

And García Martínez concurs:  

In my view the most likely function of the Songs within the Qumran 

community was to substitute for the participation in the sacrifices of the 

earthly Temple the association with the heavenly liturgy and the sabbath 

offerings. We know that the community in the expectation of the new 

situation “at the end of the days” had developed an interim theology of the 

community as spiritual temple, in which praise substituted for the sacrifices 

… The recitation of the Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice on the successive 

sabbaths of the four quarters of the year gave the members of the community 

the possibility of participating in the sabbath sacrifice of the heavenly temple, 

compensating for their absence from the sabbath sacrifice of the Jerusalem 

Temple and giving a concrete expression to the life shared with the angels 

already in the present. (García Martínez, 1998, 184) 

In comparison with the biblical tabernacle and temple, the Songs make no specific 

reference to any outer “court,” and concentrate on the heart of the complex, the 

shrine or hekhal in its strict sense, comprising the holy place and the holy of holies. 

The implication could be that the rest of heaven, where the non-priestly angels 

operate, corresponds to the outer courts of the terrestrial temple, or maybe, the 

Qumran community saw itself as in the “outer courts” of the cosmic temple?  

As on earth, so in heaven, the holy place (ulam םלוא ) and the holy of holies  (debir 

ריבד ) is divided by a curtain or veil (parokhet,  Within this veil, inside the .( תכורפ

debir on earth, was the ark of the covenant, but significantly, the celestial one is not 

depicted in terms of the terrestrial ark, but in terms of the vision of Ezekiel 1, the 

chariot-throne of God, the merkabah (also 1 Chr 28:18). In addition to the basic two-

chamber structure of the celestial temple, there are references to other architectural 

features, all of which have parallels in the descriptions of the earthly temple 

(Alexander, 2006, 52–53). One of the curious features of the Songs of the Sabbath 
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Sacrifice is the tendency of the text to vacillate between the depiction of the heavenly 

sanctuary as one and as seven sanctuaries. For example, “the seven exalted holy 

places” (S7:34), and the antiphonal praise which echoes from “inner room to inner 

room” (S7:37), as “the chariots of his inner room give praise together, and their 

cherubim and thei[r] ophannim bless wondrously” (S7:38) (Charlesworth & 

Newsom, 1994, 8). This description of a multi-levelled celestial sanctuary with seven 

holy places and merkabah could be a way of emphasising the magical or mystical 

nature of the heavenly sanctuary, and its relationship with the sacred time of seventh-

day sabbath (Barnard, 2012, 60–62). 

4.1.7.3.1.3 THE SONGS AS AN ANALOGY OF KCP 

4.1.7.3.1.3.1 General Analogies 

Newsom argues that even though "there is no consistent re-use of biblical 

phraseology in the Sabbath Songs … one does find a self-conscious relationship to 

biblical texts in the way in which the angelic priesthood and the structures of the 

heavenly temple are envisaged" (Charlesworth & Newsom, 1994, 8). However, the 

use of many cultic terms does not give any particular support for KCP specifically.  

The Songs show radical conceptual differences when compared with Leviticus, and 

KCP in particular, but, given the cognitive environment at the time, the differences 

could be understood as exegetical developments. For instance, in Leviticus, it is 

YHWH speaking to the sons of Israel, but in the Songs, it is the earthly faithful, 

calling on the celestial hosts to praise Elohim. And the assumed perspective of 

Leviticus is of a wilderness “camp” of worshippers, whereas in the Songs the 

worshippers are not mere “human assemblies” ( םיׁשנא ידסומ ) but join “with all the 

camps of the god-like beings” ( םיהולא ינחמ לוכב ) in the heavenly sanctuary (S2:14). 

The dominant labelling of the heavenly worshippers in the Songs as elohim ( םיהולא ) 

and elim ( םילא ) is in stark contrast to the conceptual position of Leviticus where the 

players are seen simply as “the sons of Israel” ( לֵאָרְִׂשי יֵנְּב ) or the “congregation” ( הָדֵע  

and לָהָק ), with their feet very much on terra firma. For the writer(s) of Leviticus, it 

may well have been seen as blasphemy to take a label so close to that of the divine 

being, but other writings in the Hebrew Bible show evidence of such references to 

the “sons of the gods”; see, for instance Psalm 29, which Sommer considers is the 

earliest example in the Bible (Sommer, 2013, 130–31, 151). Sommer says Psalm 29 

is an extra-ordinary view of humanity, where “the congregation serves as the cantor 
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for the heavenly one” (2013, 152), similar to the stance taken in the Songs. Some 

consider that these celestial beings refer to different echelons of angels, who make up 

the priesthood in the celestial temple. The heavenly sanctuary mirrors the earthly. 

However, Fletcher-Louis argues that God’s people in the Songs are viewed as 

“image of God,” and the term elim, “god-like beings,” refers to none other than the 

exalted faithful (the Qumran community) (Fletcher-Louis, 2002, and Alexander 

2006, 45–47). Either way, there is a radical difference in the Songs from the journey 

assumed in the book of Leviticus. If KCP is valid for Leviticus, then the 

reader/hearer is being taken on an imagined journey into the holy of holies. It could 

be that this concept from Leviticus was developed amongst the Essenes and in the 

Songs, but the journey is seen not simply as a scriptural or conceptual one, but more 

like a mystical entry into heaven itself, the true sanctuary, where angels offer true 

worship and divine service. Wassen gives a thorough summary of the angelic 

functions in the scrolls generally, and their relationship with the community faithful. 

She concludes: “the sect saw itself as already benefiting from eschatological 

privileges and experiencing God’s presence in a tangible way, through a union with 

angels, a union that, according to some documents, would last forever” (Wassen, 

2011, 538). 

The label given to the inner sanctum in Exodus-Leviticus-Numbers is the holy of 

holies of the Tabernacle, but here in the Songs it is frequently the debir ( ריבד ), as 

used for the Temple building and in the Psalms (e.g., 1 Kgs 8:6; also 2 Chr 5:7; Ps 

28:2). The significant emphasis in the Songs on the movement into the inner 

sanctum, where the divine throne-chariot is located (Charlesworth & Newsom, 1994, 

7–8), is relevant to Leviticus, but the Songs go further with the debir concept. As we 

saw above, it mentions not just one debir but seven, and each one having a merkabah 

(chariot-throne), all leading ultimately to the innermost debir where the divine king 

is enthroned above his merkabah (Songs 7, 11 and 12). There is no use made of this 

merkabah word in regard to God’s “throne” in the tabernacle or temple, and in HB it 

is only used twice of God, and that poetically, for example, his “chariot of salvation” 

(see Hab 3:8; also, Isa 66:15). However, the concept was developed in later Jewish 

writings, based on the vision of Ezekiel (1:4–28) about the mysterious chariot with 

wheels (ophannim םיִּנַפֹוא ) on which was a throne ( אֵּסִּכ ) and a figure “with the 

appearance of a man” and with “the appearance of the likeness of the glory of the 
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LORD” (Ezek 1:26–28). This chariot-throne merkabah vision became a major theme 

of later Jewish writings and mysticism (Charlesworth & Newsom, 1994, 9–11; 

Alexander, 2006, 121–36; Joyce, 2007, 53–60) and we see its early expression in 

these Songs. This vision of God is more like the ascent of the mountain in Exodus, 

meeting the God of Sinai, than the KCP journey proposed for Leviticus into and out 

of the holy place in the wilderness Tabernacle. 

The titles of the divine being in the Songs are elohim and melek which is in contrast 

to Leviticus, where God is viewed solely as YHWH or “YHWH your Elohim” in 

personal relationship with his earthly people. The sentence “I (am) YHWH your 

Elohim” occurs twenty-two times in Leviticus. The emphasis on God as the celestial 

king in the Songs ties in with the shift from “the ark of the covenant” in Leviticus to 

the chariot-throne, the merkabah, in the innermost room of his palace/ temple 

(hekhal). As above, this concept in the Songs emerged out of Ezekiel’s vision of the 

chariot of God in Ezekiel 1, rather than Leviticus, and became a dominant emphasis 

in later Second Temple writings with the emergence of Jewish mysticism. The Songs 

seem to be the earliest example of such a development. So, the shift from “ark of the 

covenant” to the merkhavah in God’s hekhal is a predicable development, given the 

political environments of Second Temple and post-temple Judaism. Graetz coined 

the term basileomorphism for this emphasis on the kingship of God in the later 

Hekhalot literature (Alexander, 2006, 37, and note 12), but it is certainly visible also 

earlier, as in these Sabbath Songs, but not in Leviticus. 

Another concept development or change in the Songs is the openness of the inner 

sanctum, now populated by the highest echelons of priests (e.g., S7:33–39), and not 

just accessible by the single high priest once a year, as in Leviticus. It appears that 

the heavenly precincts are filled with ever-higher ranks of angels worshipping the 

divine king with “sacrifices of praise,” rather than material offerings, as suggested in 

Leviticus. Anderson’s concept of “the scripturalisation of the cult” (Anderson, 1982) 

could be taking place at an early stage in Leviticus, and certainly Kugler and Baek 

argue for the “scripturalizing use of Leviticus” in the Qumran scrolls (Kugler & 

Baek, 2016, 99). This could have developed further in the later Second Temple Sitz 

im Leben, into more mystical expressions and ascent liturgies, as manifest in The 

Songs of the Essene community. If KCP is valid, it could be that the 

“scripturalisation of the cult,” and the journey into the holy of holies being presented 
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in Leviticus for all the congregation of Israel, has stimulated the development of the 

idea of the heavenly temple also being filled with the highest echelons of angelic 

worshippers, and not just with the singular earthly High Priest.  

Newsom (2004) takes a Burke and Baktinian-look recently at the discourse 

observable in Qumran literature, and shows the way it constructs “the figured world” 

of the sect, both of the identity of the community and the self. She shows the way in 

which the Two Spirits Treatise (1QS 3:13–4:26), for instance, does conscious and 

unconscious work in creating the sectarian self as “a symbolic space, which mirrors 

in its structure  and dynamics the very cosmic processes of the plan of God” 

(Newsom, 2004, 350–51). This use of texts as an action performed with words in the 

construction of a community is very much in keeping with the proposed function of 

Leviticus by KCP. 

The language of the Sabbath Songs has also developed regarding the nature of the 

celestial worship. As Alexander says: “It does not speak of the angels offering 

‘sacrifices,’ ‘offerings,’ or ‘libations,’ but rather ‘the odour (reiaḥ)’ of sacrifices, 

offerings and libations” (Alexander, 2006, 58). This clearly picks up the idea in 

Leviticus and elsewhere, that what ascends to God in heaven from the sacrifices on 

earth is their “pleasing aroma” ( חוחינ־חיר ) (for example, Lev 1:9; also see Gen 8:21; 

Exod 29:18; Ezek 6:13). This seems to represent a spiritualization of the concept of 

sacrifices, with the “odour” of the earthly sacrifices being identified with the worship 

of the angels in heaven. Alexander continues: “Behind the language of Sabbath 

Songs lies a sophisticated sacramental theology, which sees the earthly, material 

sacrifices as symbolizing in a form appropriate to our embodied state, the spiritual 

offerings of the true sanctuary in heaven” (Alexander, 2006, 58–59). 

This more mystical concept is not observable in Leviticus, but the development from 

the sanctuary journey proposed by KCP, to the journey into the celestial temple and 

the “sacrifices of praise” presented in the Songs, is a plausible trajectory. These 

conceptual developments do not support KCP specifically, but as we have seen, 

suggest plausible stages, from a material cult, to the scriptural journey proposed by 

KCP for Leviticus, and then to the mystical experience or ascent that emerges in late 

Second Temple Judaism.  
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4.1.7.3.1.3.2 Specific Analogies 

The specific question we are exploring here is: Is there any evidence that The Songs 

take the reader/hearer/worshipper on a literary journey into a sanctuary, and then 

back out of the sanctuary, with a view to ritual, moral or social transformation? We 

have seen above a wide range of general analogies, but are there any more specific 

examples? I will consider the question under two sub-headings: literary style and 

content. 

4.1.7.3.1.3.2.1 Literary Style 

Commencing firstly with the overview of The Songs, it is fair to say that much of the 

text of The Songs is lost, including the bulk of some of the individual songs, making 

the consideration of literary style very difficult. However, according to Newsom: 

“changing features of style and content serve to arrange the Songs of the Sabbath 

Sacrifice into three sections: Songs 1–5, Songs 6–8, and Songs 9–13. The whole may 

be visualized as a pyramidal structure, in which the seventh Song serves as a 

climactic focus” (Charlesworth & Newsom, 1994, 3). If this is valid, such a high 

literary style certainly reflects the literary form of KCP, and the arrangement of the 

whole around a centre reflects the inverted parallelism proposed for Leviticus as a 

book. 

Focusing on the centre of The Songs, it is clear that the central section, Songs 6–8, is 

dramatically different from the sections either side, characterized by repetitious 

literary structures and frequent use of the number seven. The sixth and eighth songs 

contain formulaic accounts of the praises and blessings uttered by angels designated 

as the seven “chief princes” ( שור יאישנ , e.g., S6:19, 26, 56) and seven “deputy 

princes” ( אישנ ינשמ , S8:34, 36–37, 39). There is also a rare suggestion of “poetic” 

structuring in Song 6 (in Mas 1k II, 20–22; S6:38–41), with the term “seven psalms” 

commencing four lines and being paired on the first three lines (Schücking-Jungblut, 

2020, 77, n. 42). The central, seventh song consists of two distinct parts. In the first 

part, the simple call to praise with which every song opens (S7:1) is expanded into a 

sequence of calls to praise addressed to the seven angelic councils (S7:2–11). Then, 

the second half of the song (S7:12–39) describes the way in which the heavenly 

temple itself bursts into praise. Although the text is broken, the conclusion of the 

song (S7:33–39) apparently describes the debir (8 times) and the chariot throne of 
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God in “the tabernacle of superior loftiness” (S7:33), together with the praise uttered 

by other merkabot and their cherubim and ophannim (S7:38). The whole celestial 

structure resonates with wondrous psalms “inner room to inner room with sound of 

holy tumult” (S7:36–37) (Charlesworth & Newsom, 1994, 3) (also Alexander, 2006, 

25–34; Mizrahi, 2015a, 54–55).  

This central triad of songs has structural similarities with the central triad of units in 

KCP, with the central unit of Leviticus (Unit XIII) being framed by two parallel units 

(Units XII and XIV) in what Douglas describes as a “pedimental composition” 

(Douglas, 2001b, 234–40). If we follow Newsom’s proposal above, supported by 

others, that the central song represents a literary centre for The Songs, and maybe 

reaching the journey’s centre in the debir of the celestial temple at the merkabah of 

God, then it also resembles the central unit of Leviticus in KCP, centred in the holy 

of holies at the ark of the covenant, YHWH’s throne/footstool. It is interesting also to 

note that the central song (Song 7) appears to be made of two halves, the first 

focused on a chiasmus of angelic praise and the second focused on the celestial 

temple structure joining in the praise (Mizrahi, 2015a). In a similar fashion, KCP 

proposes that the central Unit (XIII) has two parallel halves, matching the ten 

“words” of God to Israel, as represented on the two tablets of the Decalogue, with 

one half being more focused individually and the other half being more focused on 

the community. Then regarding the “pedimental” frame: in The Songs, the praises of 

the seven chief princes in Song 6 are parallel with the praises of the seven deputy 

princes in Song 8, and in KCP, the regulations regarding forbidden intimate 

relationships in Unit XII are parallel with the community judgments to be made on 

those forbidden relationships in Unit XIV. Clearly, the contents of the songs and the 

units of Leviticus in the proposed compositions are different, but the literary form 

around the proposed centres is analogous. 

Also, Qimron suggests that the significance of the seventh Song may be “crucial for 

the understanding of the origin of a similar, though not identical conception among 

the Karaites and the Falasha.” He says these two communities attribute “a central 

position to the seventh Sabbath in the year [and] the special position of the seventh 

[Song] may indicate that this practice is very ancient” (Qimron, 1986, 350).  

However, it must be said, that other scholars seem convinced that the Songs are not 

“hinged” at Song 7 but continue ever inwards towards the innermost debir or holy of 
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holies in Songs 11 and 12, “the dais of the divine throne, located at the inner sanctum 

of the heavenly temple” (Mizrahi, 2020). Alexander says about the progression in the 

Songs: “the analogy of cognate texts, particularly the later Hekhalot literature, as 

well as, surely, common sense, would suggest that it [the climax] should come at the 

end” (Alexander, 2006, 49). The analogy with the later Hekhalot literature, however, 

is not decisive in this context by any means, and this thesis is arguing that there is a 

“common sense” in Levitical and biblical rhetoric that frequently shows 

inverted/chiastic literary forms and the Songs may be another example of this. This is 

a different kind of “common sense,” as described in Section 2.1 in consideration of 

Semitic rhetoric, and the Songs certainly demonstrate similar literary skills as 

proposed in KCP. Newsom offers a middle way, expressing the argument so: “The 

seventh Song thus serves as an anticipation of the final section of the cycle (Songs 9–

13), in which a progressive description of the heavenly temple and its praises 

culminates in a description of the merkabah and the angelic high priests in the 

twelfth and thirteenth Songs” (Charlesworth & Newsom, 1994, 3). 

The important thing to recognise is that such forms of rhetoric can be showing two 

forms of “focus”—a literary focus on a conceptual centre, and a temporal/spatial 

focus at the end. Considering the spatial focus towards the end of The Songs, Davila 

points out that the liturgy seems to share a number of features with apocalypses 

containing other-worldly journeys, and the way “it carries the reader on a revelatory 

journey through the heavenly realm” (Davila, 2000, 87). This movement ever 

inwards does indeed suggest a uni-directional journey to the innermost sanctuary and 

throne of God, which does not parallel KCP. However, it does fairly represent a 

“spiritualisation” of the inward side of the journey being proposed by KCP. 

Davila quotes Halperin’s work, showing that by the time of the translation of Ezekiel 

into Greek (in the third or second century BCE), the exegesis of the first chapter of 

Ezekiel had been tied to Ps 68:17–20, thus connecting Ezekiel’s vision of the divine 

chariot to the revelation at Sinai, and that by the third century CE, these two passages 

figured in the liturgy of the Festival of Weeks, which celebrated the giving of the 

Torah at Sinai (Davila, 2000, 90). He also refers to Newsom who notes that both 

scriptural texts have influenced Songs XI and XII, which would have been recited on 

either side of the Festival of Weeks, the festival that marked the sect’s annual 

covenant renewal ceremony. He concludes that: “Thus, it is reasonable to deduce that 
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the eleventh and twelfth songs marked the climax of the work in association with the 

covenant renewal, while the thirteenth functioned as a kind of coda or denouement 

that described the heavenly cult of the high-priestly angels” (Davila, 2000, 90). This 

concept trajectory towards the combining of the revelation at Sinai with the 

merkabah revelation in Ezekiel reflects, as we have seen in chapter 3, the insights of 

Douglas, and others following her, of the journey to and from Sinai with the parallel/ 

analogical journey into and out of the tabernacle sanctuary. 

Moving now to the literary structure in detail, one Song (it so happens to be Song 7, 

the central Song) has an almost complete literary unit with a seven-fold structure 

(S7:2–11). It is called “the Cycle of Summons” by Mizrahi (2015a), which, as we 

have seen above, shows structural parallel with the seven-fold praises and seven-fold 

blessings in Songs 6 and 8 either side of Song 7. Following thorough textual 

criticism of the passage, Mizrahi argues for a chiastic structure in the song. 

Moreover, he shows that “close analysis of its linguistic indicators and literary 

properties [leads] to a more nuanced understanding of its theological message” 

(Mizrahi, 2015a, 44), which is again reflected in Kline’s argument. 

Mizrahi argues that characteristic theme-words act as major stylistic markers of 

structural shifts, as well as thematic and prosodic indications, and so “a psalm of 

transparently chiastic structure emerges” (2015a, 57–58). He points out that: 

Whereas its first and last three stanzas (i.e., i–iii, v–vii) are calls to praise, the 

middle stanza (i.e., iv) contains no such call. The first and last stanzas (i, vii) 

comprise the calls alone, whereas the second and third on the one hand, and 

the fifth (if the restoration is correct) and sixth on the other, also contain a 

motive clause, introduced by the conjunction יכ . All these structural 

correspondences point to the middle stanza as the central one. 

So, using careful and plausible textual criticism, and normalised transcription based 

on available textual witnesses, he presents the structure as follows (in English 

translation).  
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Cycle of Summons (Song 7: 4Q403 frg. 1i, lines 30–40) (Mizrahi, 2015a, 60–61):31 

FIG. 67: MIZRAHI: SONG 7: THE CYCLE OF SUMMONS 

This poetic form in Song 7 appears credible as it is consistent with many examples in 

poetic passages in the Hebrew Bible, as discussed in Section 2.2 (also Davila, 2000, 

87–88, on Song 12 being in poetic couplets, and Songs 6 and 8 being "highly 

structured, but not according to traditional poetic canons"). This view does not 

support the specific two-dimensional parallelism proposed in the individual units of 

KCP, but Mizrahi’s proposed structure is similar in principle to KCP’s chiastic 

framework for the book of Leviticus as a whole. If Mizrahi’s proposal is valid, it 

shows another example of literary art in Hebrew texts. 

                                                
31 The superscripted numbers are the line numbers of Newsom’s composite edition (Newsom, 1998). 
Based mainly on manuscript 4Q403 (frg. 1i, lines 30–40), but also on two small fragments 4Q404 
(frgs. 3–4) and 4Q405 (frgs. 4–5–6). The bold text follows Mizrahi’s observations, and the italic text 
(“For …” ) follows his presentation. 

i 31Let God’s holy ones magnify the glorious king,
Who sanctifies, in his holiness, all his holy ones. 

ii O chiefs of extolments 32of all gods, 
Extol the Go[d of] majestic [ex]tolments. 
For in the splendour of extolments is the glory of his kingship, 
In it (focus) the extolments of all 33gods, 
Together with the splendor of all [his] king[ship].

iii Exalt ye indeed God to the height over the high gods, 
And his glorious divinity over 34all high heavens. 
For h[e is God of gods] of all the chiefs of heavens, 
And king of king[s] of all eternal councils. 

iv 35By the words of his mouth, [holy angels] are brought about, 
By the expression of his lips—all eternal spirits,
By his knowledgeable will—all his creatures 36according to their mission. 

v Chant intensively, O knowledgeable chanters, of the wondrous God, 
The utterances of his glory are by the tongue of all knowledgeable utterers, 
Chants of his wonder 37are by the mouth of all [eternal] utterers 
[For He] is God for all eternal chanters, 
And he judges with his might all spirits of understanding. 

vi 38Profess, O professing gods, the majestic king, 
For all knowledgeable leaders profess his glory, 
And all righteous spirits profess his truth. 
39And they would pay off their knowledge thro” the judgments of his mouth
And their professing through his mighty punishment,
To execute the judgment of retribution. 

vii.   Troll to the mighty God 40by a wind-string
As an opening for the [trol]l of the festivity of the gods 
And the rejoicing of all the holy ones
Wondrous trolls in eternal festivity. 
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Regarding theme, The Songs show the same theme of Leviticus about the 

sanctification of the faithful, but again, this is not unique to KCP. Also, The Songs 

are “Hymn genre” similar to some of the later Psalms in the HB (Sommer, 2013, 61), 

reflecting a call by the human faithful to join the angels in worshipping God, but 

Leviticus is more a call by YHWH to the faithful to come near to him in worship 

(Lev 1:2) and to walk with him in holiness (Lev 26:3, 12–13). For the Qumran 

Community, it seems the unio liturgica is the basis of the unio mystica, but for KCP, 

the torah journey into the sanctuary seems to be the basis of imitatio dei. If we 

conclude that The Songs move to a climax at the end of the series, then it does not 

show reception of a two-phase journey as in KCP, both inward and outward. If there 

was more solid evidence that The Songs were centred at the middle, then this 

certainly would resonate with the structure of KCP, but not with the two-phased 

journey aspect. I accept that in these Sabbath Songs, the return to the secular world is 

implicit, transformed by the Sabbath experience, but it is not expressed in the form, 

so shows no obvious reception of KCP’s structure. 

4.1.7.3.1.3.2.2 Content 

Moving from possible literary resonances with KCP, we can now turn to allusions in 

content. There is an obvious allusion “up front” in each song, with the repeating title 

formula, such as: “the song of the ‛olah of the first Sabbath” ( הנושיארה תבשה תלע ריש ). 

Leviticus, for its part, commences with the regulations about the offerings (   םינברק

qorbanim) for the approaching worshipper, and the first one is given as the ‛olah 

(meaning “upward” or “ascent”), traditionally called the Burnt Offering or the Whole 

Offering, as it is all burnt up on the altar. It seems this offering was intended as (or 

became associated with) the “ascension” of the offerer’s worship, to God. Mentioned 

in Numbers, the burnt offering was also offered every day by the ministering priests, 

morning and evening, and so called the continual burnt offering, or Tamid ( דיִמָּת  Num 

28:1–10; also, Ezek 46:4–5). From the time of Solomon, the regular offerings seem 

to have been associated with singing (see also Num 10:10; 1 Chr 16:4–7; 2 Chr 

5:11–14; see Alexander, 2006, 57, n. 29, for post-biblical refs). The connection of 

liturgical song with the offering of the regular ‛olah is described in the Chronicler’s 

account of the time of Hezekiah (2 Chr 29:26–30) (Davila, 2000, 88–89).  

The details of the ‛olah are set out in the first section (ch. 1) of the very first literary 

unit of Leviticus (ch. 1–3). This offering was the only one that was wholly burnt on 
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the altar, and the text describes the smoke of the offering as going up to YHWH as a 

“pleasing aroma” ( ַחֹוחיִנ ַחיֵר ). YHWH had defined the way Israelites were to come 

near to him, first and foremost through this qorban. The word is from the same root 

as the adjective “near” ( בֹורָק ), and in its nominal form could literalistically be 

translated as “a nearing” and in the qal verbal form “to near.” The clause that is 

translated in the NRSV as “bring an offering,” in Hebrew is made up of the hifil form 

of the verb and the noun from the same root of nearness (q-r-b ברק ). Being 

literalistic, one could translate this as “to-cause-to-near a-nearing,” but in slightly 

better English, “to-bring-near a-nearing.” YHWH was setting out the means by 

which Israel could come near to him in his sanctuary. Their nearness was only 

possible when they brought the nearing as YHWH prescribed. This thesis agrees 

with Barr’s warning about argument from “root” meanings (Barr, 2004, 100–106), 

but insists that there is a strong semantic emphasis on nearness in the first three Units 

of the book of Leviticus (ch. 1–7), and indeed, on the journey, as proposed by KCP, 

right into the holy of holies (ch. 1-17), so it is arguing from context, not just 

etymology, and is seminal to the theme here. This “nearing” seems to have become a 

major focus for the Yachad at Qumran, not via material sacrifice or temple service, 

but via liturgy that would take the worshippers into the celestial temple to participate 

in the celestial offerings and liturgy. This “spiritualisation” of the cult certainly 

resonates with KCP as we have said, particularly in regard to the inward journey to 

the innermost sanctuary. 

Another interesting connection in content is regarding the idea of approach or 

nearness of the priests. In the first song, and occasionally in the later songs, there is 

an interesting description of one category of priests as ברוק ינהוכ  (visible in S1:8, 17, 

19; S8:2, 3, 7; S11:22; but also possible in S1:3–4, and similar phrases in S1:20; 

S9:13; and fragment 4Q401 16 2' || 4Q402 9 4). Mizrahi says: “Both the consistent 

use of this construct phrase and its distribution throughout the work indicate that it 

belongs to the core phraseology of the Songs and stems from the essential ideology 

encoded therein,” and in an associated note: “For the time being, it is also unique to 

the Songs, as no parallel to it has been detected in other Hebrew or Aramaic sources” 

(Mizrahi, 2015b, 37-38 and n. 3).  

Mizrahi argues extensively against Newsom’s translation of the phrase as “priests of 

the inner sanctum,”and that it should be translated as “the approaching priests” 
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(2015b, 39–50). He backs this up from the usage in Ezekiel’s legal code (2015a, 52–

55) referring to the priests as those who approach God’s presence. Certainly, the use 

of this phrase, “approaching priests,” as part of the “essential ideology” of The 

Songs, reflects the same cognitive environment as the first half of Leviticus. 

Another idea that is shared by The Songs and KCP’s reading of Leviticus is that of a 

journey into the sanctuary. Newsom says the community “is led through a 

progressive experience” that is probably not cultic but “the practice of a communal 

mysticism” (Charlesworth & Newsom, 1994, 4). Davila says of The Songs that, like 

1 Enoch 1–36, “it carries the reader on a revelatory journey through the heavenly 

realm” (Davila, 2000, 87), but of particular interest here is the journey in terms of 

entry and exit. Whatever one thinks about the literary structure of The Songs, 

whether hinged about the centre or a one-way journey into the debir, it appears that 

The Songs consider the celestial liturgy as only being performed at certain times. 

From the mentions of entrances and exits in Songs 9, 10 and 12, it seems the angels 

enter the temple to praise and then go out to perform their other roles for God. For 

instance, S12:27–32 says:  

And his gates praise with a sound of exultation. Whenever the divine beings 

of knowledge enter by the portals of glory, and whenever the holy angels go 

out to their dominion, the portals of entrance and the gates of exit make 

known the glory of the king, blessing and praising all the spirits of God at 

(their) going out and at (their) coming in through the ga[t]es of holiness. 

(Charlesworth & Newsom, 1994, 185) 

This certainly reflects the argument of KCP—the angelic worshippers are entering 

the celestial sanctuary to worship at the throne, and also going out on their missions 

for God, not deviating from their allotted mission (as also the going in and going out 

of Isaiah in Isaiah 6, Ezekiel in Ezekiel 1, and Enoch in 1 Enoch 14). This two-way 

journey may receive further support from the tentative suggestion by Alexander that 

the Self-Glorification Hymn (4Q471B) describes an inward and outward journey by 

the Teacher of Righteousness, and that that hymn was sung by the maskil prior to the 

singing of the Sabbath Song, in order to inspire the community to aspire to the same 

journey (Alexander, 2006, 85–91; 112–113). This suggests a link to the story of 

Jacob and his dream of “the gate of heaven” with the ladder set up on earth and 

touching heaven, and the angels of God “ascending and descending” on the ladder 



A New and Living Way—Paul Hocking 232 

between YHWH and Jacob (Gen 28:11–22). Alexander makes an interesting point in 

regard to existential experience: “This introduces an intriguing political note, which 

can be heard clearly also in the later mystical texts. The heavenly world which 

Sabbath Songs depicts is not divorced from this world: rather it is the ultimate source 

of terrestrial power and authority … Mysticism, for all its apparent otherworldliness, 

can function as a form of political resistance” (Alexander, 2006, 42). This certainly 

resonates with the second half of KCP, where the emphasis is on the congregation of 

God’s people not simply entering into the holiest place to become “holy as God is 

holy,” but also to go out as God’s “holy nation,” walking with him in community, in 

the “camp” and in the “land.” 

4.1.7.3.1.4 CONCLUSION OF THE ANALOGY WITH THE SONGS 

KCP suggests that Leviticus appears to be presenting a sanctifying literary journey 

for the people of God, with the approach made possible through “the textualisation of 

the cult,” graphic descriptions of rituals for offerings, priesthood, purity and 

atonement. The people of God are called to nearness in his sanctuary through the 

reading/hearing of the Torah, entering into the most holy place and into YHWH’s 

holiness in their imaginations. This conception of the text of Leviticus reminds one 

of the ancient Greek rhetorical device of ekphrasis, where one medium of art (in this 

case, the text of Leviticus) aims to present the essence or form of another medium of 

art (in this case, the “true” tabernacle) in imaginative detail, and in so doing having 

an impact on the reader/listener through its illuminative liveliness. But ekphrasis, as 

considered by ancient writers like Quintilian, was not just “speaking or telling fully,” 

but a species of enargeia, designed to stimulate an effect (Kinch, 2012, 146).  So 

ekphrasis is not simply copying but a trajectory, in Kristeva’s words “not an 

imitation of an object” but “the reproduction of the trajectory of enunciation” 

(Kristeva, 1984, 248, n. 72). If this is accepted, then KCP’s journey of worshippers 

to the most holy place in Leviticus, is similar to the liturgical journey represented in 

the Songs, and could be evidence of the direction taken by some later anti-temple 

sects. God’s earthly Yachad become the “god-like beings” who take their stand in 

God’s throne room to worship him (S2:23; see Lev 9:5; Num 16:9, 18), not with 

earthly rituals but with celestial realities. Here anashim and elohim become one as 

the qahal of God. As Newsom argues, it seems that the sect of Qumran, in their 

“figured world,” constructed distinct forms of self and community through their 
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social practices and discourse. “By engaging in structured social practices and 

learning to speak the language of the figured world, the novice both receives a new 

identity and contributes to the construction of the community” (Newsom, 2004, and 

here 187).  

Depending on how one decides on the literary structure of the extant Songs, the 

dominant emphasis seems to be on a one-way journey into the sanctuary, but, as we 

have seen, there is a hint in the Songs of a two-way journey, as with KCP, with the 

references to the mission of the angels, both coming in to worship, and going out on 

God’s missions, presumably transformed, to fulfil his purposes on earth with his 

people, and in judgement of “those who transgress from the (true) way” (S1:14). 

Certainly, the Songs appear to offer a rich literary analogy of a transformative 

journey, via liturgical performance and imagination, taking the community on a 

sacred course and transforming them into “god-like beings” in the process. However, 

based on image-schema as described in cognitive linguistics (McClellan, 2013, 38–

48), the journey set out in Leviticus seems to be using a “horizontal,” centre-

periphery image-schema, with the initiate travelling in their reading and imagination 

into the centre and then out of the earthly tabernacle, but the journey set out in the 

Songs is using a “vertical,” up-down image-schema, with the liturgist and 

community ascending mystically to the heavenly temple, to reach the merkabah of 

God. Also, with the Songs there was the additional facility of a sung liturgy, a 

performative element almost certainly in community and at the time of the Sabbath 

‛Olot, a kind of unio liturgica (joining with the angels in heavenly praise of the Most 

High) and unio angelica (even becoming one with the angels in their sacrifices of 

praise) (Schäfer, 2011, 1–20). 

4.1.7.3.2. THE HOMILY TO THE HEBREWS 

It seems likely that the anonymous writer of the homily To the Hebrews was a 

hellenistic Jewish-Christian who was well educated and formally trained in rhetoric, 

and with significant insight into the priestly scriptures. It has quite a unique form in 

the NT, appearing to be a sermon in written form and sent as a letter (Barnard, 2012, 

3), though one could argue Romans is similar. The writer “moves confidently within 

the conceptual world of cultic concerns centering in priesthood and sacrifice” (Lane, 

1991, xlix–l, lxx). There has been a move away in scholarship from assuming a 

dependence by the writer on Philo’s Platonism, towards a recognition of his 
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dependence on Jewish apocalyptic and mysticism (Barnard, 2012, 7–21).  Docherty 

also argues “that at the time the letter was written, Christianity was still a form of 

Judaism … and Hebrews is therefore a Jewish text, which belongs just as much to 

Jewish as to Christian history,” and she insists on the importance of learning from 

the new understandings of early Jewish biblical hermeneutics and the use of the 

literary forms of the Septuagint in this period, and not simply talking about a Jewish 

background to the letter (Docherty, 2009, 1, 2–3; 83–142; also Boyarin, 2013, on the 

midrashic forms).  

As the writer’s main concern is the relationship of the old covenant of Sinai and the 

new covenant in God’s Son, he concentrates his attention on the tabernacle of the 

Israelites in the wilderness rather than on the temple (Lane, 1991, lxiii). In what he 

describes as “my word of exhortation” (Heb 13:22), he seems to be communicating 

with Jewish Christians who have chosen to follow Jesus/Yeshua as Messiah, but who 

are now “tempted to ‘backslide’ into non-messianic Judaism” (Eisenbaum, 2011, 

406), maybe because of persecution (Drane, 2010, 383–91). The date for the work 

was probably before 90 CE (Barnard, 2012, 6; Church, 2021), and maybe around 68 

CE (Lane, 1991, lxvi) given there are no references to the destruction of the Temple, 

of obvious relevance to the argument. However, maybe, the lack of reference to the 

Temple is inconclusive for dating. Josephus (Antiquities and Against Apion) and the 

Epistle of Barnabas writing at the end of the first century, speak as if the temple was 

still standing (van Henten, 2018), when clearly it was not. It is possible that some 

Jews in this period saw the cessation of the cult as only temporary, and looked for its 

imminent restoration. Also, one could argue that Hebrews is “third generation” 

thinking, where the first generation is represented by Peter and the the first disciples 

of Jesus, the second generation by Paul, and the third generation by Hebrews, so 

pointing to a post-70 CE date. Anyway, the key point is that the writer of Hebrews is 

interested in the Tabernacle not the Temple, and for him, the Tabernacle is 

established forever on the pages of the scripture. In other words, the writer was 

assuming the “textualisation of the cult,” and maybe he considered Leviticus as 

textualisation, and certainly applicable in his generation, setting out a “new and 

living way.” 

Throughout, the language is in harmony with that of Exodus and Leviticus, and 

especially Yom Kippur, but in contra-distinction to that of the Qumran documents. It 
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seems that Hebrews and The Songs take a different route to a view of “the true,” 

even though Hebrews was written later than the Songs. The followers of Jesus, to 

whom Hebrews was addressed, saw the solution not in mysticism but in typology. 

The “type” was now embodied and fulfilled in God’s Son, the Messiah, and the 

faithful could now enter the “true” tabernacle not made with hands to worship God 

directly. “The cosmically significant sacrificial and sacerdotal action took place in 

the true, more perfect heavenly tent … what happened in the earthly had only 

paedeutic force: it served as a parable of a decisive drama that was acted out 

elsewhere, on another stage” (Alexander, 2017, 9–10). 

The writer also makes ample reference to the “angels of God” (ἄγγελοι θεοῦ) but he 

very much affirms their status as agents of God on behalf of the inheritors of 

salvation on earth (Heb 1:14), and as those who are now called to worship the 

resurrected Son in heaven (Heb 1:6), even though, for a time, the Son “was made 

lower than angels” in taking mortal humanity (Heb 2:9). 

There is also a sense in the homily of a new and glorious people of God being 

created through the sanctification of Jesus. He now considers them as “brothers and 

sisters” in the new congregation (ἐκκλησία Heb 2:10–13). These “holy ones” (ἁγίοις 

6:10) are said to have “tasted the heavenly gift and shared in the Holy Spirit and 

tasted of the goodness of the word of God and the powers of the age to come” (6:4–

5), very much suggesting an esoteric experience of salvation in the here and now. 

And it is these inheritors who will be the heirs of the coming world, not the angels 

(2:5). However, meanwhile, they have “a sure and steadfast anchor of the soul,” a 

hope that enters the celestial inner shrine, behind the curtain, where Jesus, the 

“forerunner” (πρόδροµος) on their behalf, “has entered, having become a high priest 

for ever according to the order of Melchizedek” (6:19–20). This is quite a dramatic 

statement, implying that this new community has access now to the sanctuary and to 

their heavenly high priest via their prayers and imagination, and will, one day, have 

personal access into the inner throne-room of God, like their forerunner Jesus. 

The writer sees the earthly cult as “a shadow of the good things coming” (lit: σκιὰν 

γὰρ ͗έξων τῶν µελλόντων ἀγαθων 10:1) and the heavenly sanctuary and priestly 

service as “the true form of these realities” (αὐτὴν τὴν ἐικόνα τῶν πραγµάτων 10:1; 

also 8:5), and he argues that the sacrifice of Christ, not animal “shadows,” is the true 

form and the one and only sacrifice necessary, as demonstrated by the fact that he 



A New and Living Way—Paul Hocking 236 

has been raised from death and has entered the celestial sanctuary, and is now seated 

on the throne at God’s right hand (1:8; 4:16; 8:1;10:10–14; 12:2).  

With this ultimate vision in mind, the writer shows he is aware of Second Temple 

language and esoterism in a hymn-like homily towards the end of his polemic, that 

resonates with the liturgy of the Qumran community in the Sabbath Songs: 

You have not come to something that can be touched,  

a blazing fire, and darkness, and gloom, and a tempest,  

and the sound of a trumpet,  

and a voice whose words made the hearers beg  

that not another word be spoken to them.  

(For they could not endure the order that was given,  

"If even an animal touches the mountain, it shall be stoned to death."  

Indeed, so terrifying was the sight that Moses said, "I tremble with fear.")  

 

But you have come to Mount Zion  

and to the city of the living God,  

the heavenly Jerusalem,  

and to innumerable angels in festal gathering,  

and to the assembly of the firstborn who are enrolled in heaven,  

and to God the judge of all,  

and to the spirits of the righteous made perfect,  

and to Jesus, the mediator of a new covenant,  

and to the sprinkled blood that speaks a better word than the blood of Abel.  

(Heb 12:18–24 NRSV, but my layout) 

This piyyutim-like heaping of rich descriptive phrases one upon each other, 

especially in the second “stanza” above, is similar to the Sabbath Songs in style, and 

the emphasis is not on an earthly kingdom, that can be touched, but on a “heavenly 

Jerusalem” the city of the living God. Certainly, innumerable angels are there, but 

they are not the key players, but “the assembly of the firstborn” are, whose nearness 

and enrolment is based on the sprinkled blood of Jesus, the mediator of a new 

covenant. 
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A specific connection with the composition of Leviticus is the seven-fold use of the 

verb “draw near” or “approach” (προσέρχοµαι: Heb 4:14; 7:25; 10:1, 22; 11:6; 

12:13, 22) which in the LXX regularly connotes cultic activity (Scholer, 1991, 

chapter 3) and which is used in Hebrews in a very similar sense to the use of q-r-b 

( ברק ) in Leviticus. Like KCP, Hebrews also suggests the sanctuary journey is not just 

uni-directional, a drawing near, but is bi-directional. The writer talks of an inward 

journey and an outward journey, both for Christ, and for “those who are sanctified” 

(10:14). Of Christ, he entered into “heaven itself,” not a sanctuary made by human 

hands, on the basis of his once-for-all sacrifice, but he will appear a second time “not 

to deal with sin, but to save those who are eagerly waiting for him” (Heb 9:24–28). 

And, of the readers (Scholer relevantly calls them “proleptic priests”), he says they 

can have confidence not only to enter by “the new and living way, through the 

curtain,” but they therefore have an obligation to live out as a holy community, to 

“provoke one another to love and good deeds … encouraging one another, and all the 

more, as you see the Day approaching” (10:19–25). This does not overtly reflect 

awareness of the proposed composition for the book of Leviticus, but it does 

expound a two-directional journey for the Messiah and the readers. According to 

Hebrews, the inward journey is not about a mystical revelation or an ecstatic 

experience, as in The Songs, but about sanctification with a view to testimony to 

others, and to love and good deeds on terra firma. Both these aspects are emphasised 

with a view to “running the race that is set before us” (12:1), “sharing in his 

holiness” (12:10), and speeding “the Day” (10:25) of Jesus’ return (Eisenbaum, 

2011, 419). The writer talks in spiritual or “mystical” terms of the “altar” through 

which the believers can offer a sacrifice of praise to God, that is the fruit of their lips, 

but also of their responsibility to go with Jesus “outside the camp” to bear the abuse 

he endured whilst in the world, and in this time, not to neglect to do good and to 

share with others, for this too is seen as a sacrifice that is pleasing to God (13:10–

16). The exposition of the two-phase journey, and the two kinds of sacrifices, words 

and works, from lips and lives, certainly shows a similar character to the two-

dimensional journey in KCP.  

As with numbers of other NT letters, which have inward-focused and outward-

focused sections, so To the Hebrews reflects this in its overall composition, with its 

exposition of Jesus as superior in his being and ministry (ch. 1–10) and then its 
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exhortation to the faithful to follow his example of obedience in daily living (chs. 

11–13) (Neeley, 1987; Stanley, 1994; Westfall, 2006, 2020).  

In approaching the relationship of the epistle to the Hebrews to Leviticus, one is 

prompted to ask why would the reading of the book of Leviticus be of any value to a 

follower of Jesus. What use did the book have to a life of holiness in the first 

century? The answer one receives from the writer is that the revelation of God long 

ago to the ancestors through the prophets (Heb 1:1) was propaedeutic of the 

gospel—the prophetic message is the God-given way to understand the soteriological 

work of the Son, his death, resurrection, enthronement and coming again. 

Specifically, he argues that the sacrifice on Yom Kippur, and the taking of the life-

blood into the holy of holies by the high priest, were a foreshadowing of the 

soteriological work of Jesus, his sacrifice, resurrection and exaltation as our Great 

High Priest, entering into heaven itself with his own life-blood (Moffitt, 2011). Even 

the High Priest’s return to the people, his coming out of the holy of holies on the Day 

of Atonement, is included in the writer’s teaching and application, as he states that 

Jesus also “will appear a second time” (Heb 9:28), obviously not immediately, but in 

the eschaton. In the Second Temple Jewish context, “the age to come” (Heb 6:5) has 

been inaugurated by Jesus’ death, resurrection, ascension, and enthronement, and it 

will be fully come when Jesus appears the second time, when he brings in the 

coming “city,” “world,” and “good things” (Heb 2:5; 10:1;13:14)  (Wright, 2019, 

129–52). 

The writer makes it clear that such a propaedeutic study of books like Leviticus is 

not just for understanding, but also for transformation. He argues that Jesus is the 

forerunner (πρόδροµος)—he has ascended as a representative person, who has been 

accepted by God, and those who are in his community can also ascend and will one 

day achieve the fullness of relationship with God. As the writer says (Heb 12:22–24), 

the readers have come to Mount Zion, to the city of the living God, but they had not 

in fact! Clearly, with the same ekphratic style we found in The Songs, the writer 

argues that the followers of Jesus are able to enter into the good of these metaphors 

in spirit, in their imaginations, through the reading and study of these propaedeutic 

texts. The writer is arguing for an important role for the Hebrew scriptures, and even 

for the most intractable portions of them! Leviticus is “torah” for the community of 

Jesus! It is true, the writer sees the sacrificial system as finished, and finished for 
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good, but these texts still have an important role to play in understanding the 

sacrifice of Jesus. The writer even says that his exposition is only a beginning, an 

example of what is to be “read” in these texts (Heb 5:11; 6:1–3; 11:32), and, in 

effect, he invites the reader to study everything that was written in the Hebrew 

scriptures, from Abel to the prophets, in order to understand more analogies, and so 

to continue to taste “the goodness of the word of God and the powers of the age to 

come” (Heb 6:5). 

Barnard (2012) argues from a rich review of early Jewish and Christian apocalyptic 

mysticism that the writer of the homily and his addressees lived in a mystical 

cognitive environment. He proposes that the mystical discourse of Hebrews is more 

than a dependence on the Jewish scriptures, or a literary device, but that it is setting 

out a mystical journey and experience, in its presentation of Christ’s celestial ascent 

to the heavenly temple, Christ’s recapitulation of Yom Kippur and his priestly 

enthronement, and, in turn, the potential of believers’ access to this celestial temple 

with their offerings of praise. Also, Barnard emphasises the transformation of the 

ascender being assumed in the early Jewish mysticism, with emphases on 

enlightenment through visions and revelations, on priestly investiture and even on 

concepts such as “angelification” (Barnard, 2012, 69–72). However, the 

transformation in Hebrews, though assuming a participation with “innumerable 

angels in festal gathering,” and the offering of the sacrifices of praise, is definitely 

grounded in earthly realities, such as faith (ch. 11), hope (ch. 12) and love (ch. 13) 

(Neeley, 1987, 43–50; Westfall, 2006, 2020). 

In summary, one can say that, although the homily to the Hebrews is not overtly 

related to Leviticus, and includes wider aspects of the Hebrew Bible, such as Exodus, 

Joshua and Psalms, it is analogous to KCP of Leviticus in a number of ways: 

1. The writer of Hebrews, as with Eusebius, sees the Hebrew Bible as praeparatio 

evangelica. It was a propaedeutic for God’s final and full revelation in his Son. It 

sets out the types and symbols by which people were to make sense of the 

revelation in the Son.  

2. Central to that propaedeusis was the sacrificial system and in particular the 

rituals associated with Yom Kippur. Thus implicitly Hebrews sees Leviticus as 

the focus of the Torah, and Yom Kippur and entrance into the holy of holies as 

the focus of Leviticus. Yom Kippur illuminates the central act of the revelation in 
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the Son, in his death, resurrection and ascension to God’s throne. The writer 

argues this is the context in which we are to understand the historical fact that 

Jesus was crucified. 

3. Using the language of Leviticus, and particularly Leviticus 16, Hebrews takes the 

reader step-by-step through the events of Christ’s death, resurrection and 

ascension, till the reader finds him/herself with Christ in the celestial throne-

room. It is a literary journey, in the sense that it is achieved through descriptive 

text, but it is at the same time a spiritual journey, which is transformative for the 

reader, if they internalize it. It can consequentially, be seen as a case of the 

“textualization of the cult,” where attentive reading of text about the cult, 

functions as a kind of substitute for actually performing the rituals themselves. 

This chimes with KCP, and other readings of Leviticus. This gives a continuing 

validity for Leviticus in the life of disciples of Jesus. They can read it and study it 

as Christian scripture, once they realise that it offers a typological account of the 

death, resurrection and ascension of “the Christ” (the anointed Messiah), and 

indeed, of his high priestly ministry. The journey on which Hebrews takes us 

becomes a transformative journey for followers of “Jesus Christ” (10:10; 13:8, 

21).  

Now, if this is right, it suggests that Hebrews was reading Leviticus in broadly 

the same way as KCP. In other words, this way of reading Leviticus is not a 

fanciful modern invention—the writer of Hebrews, as an ancient reader, seems 

broadly to have read it in the same way.  

4. As said, the journey on which Hebrews takes us is meant to be transformative. 

The reader moves from the contemplation of the ascended, enthroned Christ in 

heaven, then back out into the real world, to live in accordance with that 

transforming vision. This recalls the journey of Leviticus as set out in KCP. It is 

a movement not only into the holy of holies, to the ark with its atonement throne-

seat, but out again into the day-to-day world. The practical ending of Hebrews 

(in classical rhetoric called paraenesis) is seen by some as a desultory appendix 

compared to the high-minded theology of the first part of the book, but if, 

arguably, it is reflecting the structure of Leviticus, then we can see a closer 

connection. The journey into the heavenly sanctuary in Hebrews is meant to be 

transformative for God’s people in everyday life, in the same way that the 
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journey into the holy of holies in Leviticus is meant to be transformative for the 

holy nation. 

5. Fundamental to Hebrews is the idea that the earthly Tabernacle was a symbolic 

representation of the heavenly Temple. This seems to mean that it represents the 

cosmos, where the cosmos includes both earth and heaven. This symbolism is not 

obvious in Leviticus, but it is implied in the Torah and in the Prophets (Ezekiel, 

Isaiah 6), and it was absolutely standard in the the time of Hebrews (in the Songs 

of the Sabbath Sacrifice, Philo and Josephus) (Morales, 2014; Wright, 2019, 

155–85). In this cosmology, the outer court of the Tabernacle, where the 

sacrifices were offered, represented the terrestrial world, the holy place 

represented the heaven of the angels, and the holy of holies represented the 

heaven of God (which Hebrews may see as “not being of this creation”). It is an 

easy move for Hebrews to make. 

6. Finally, that Hebrews may be reading Leviticus in broadly the same way as KCP 

can be seen in the astonishing fact that the spiritual journey implied in KCP takes 

every Israelite without distinction into the holy of holies. The climactic 

description of the holy of holies is not as esoteric doctrine, reserved only for 

High Priests. No, all Israelites can read it and imagine themselves in the 

sanctuary, alongside the High Priest. This is, of course, exactly how Hebrews 

envisages Christ’s ascent to the heavenly sactuary. He goes there as a forerunner 

of redeemed humanity, not just of Israel. In this, Hebrews may be offering a 

profound reading of Leviticus, which is a reasonable corollary of the concept of 

the textualization of the cult. All Israel can participate in the textualized cult, 

whether they are priests or laity. There is a partial anticipation of this in the 

Songs of the Sabbath sacrifice, where the whole community seems to be taken 

into the holy of holies. This, however, lacks the universalism of Hebrews. For the 

Qumran sectarians,  it would not be all Israel that is brought in, but only “the 

Sons of Light,” the true Israel. Hebrews’ universalism is, however, anticipated by 

Philo, who says (probably referring to the high priest in the Jerusalem Temple on 

Yom Kippur), “some [offerings] are on behalf of the whole nation, and indeed, if 

one should tell the real truth, on behalf of all mankind” (De Specialibus Legibus 

1.168). 
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This impressive list suggests the writer of Hebrews was reading Leviticus in many 

senses in keeping with KCP and certainly warrants consideration as an analogy. 

4.1.7.3.3. MISHNAH YOMA 

I devoted section 4.1.6 to the examination of four portions of the Mishnah (including 

Yoma), looking at the compositional technique. However, in this section, I will 

briefly refer to Mishnah Yoma again, considering it as a literary analogy of Leviticus 

in antiquity. As said, the Mishnah was probably finally redacted at the 

commencement of the third century CE, more than a century after the destruction of 

the Temple and the priestly cult. What is the purpose, then, of the Yoma tractate 

giving details of the rituals to be performed by the high priest in the Temple on Yom 

Kippur? Clearly, it cannot be seen as procedural discourse text-linguistically, as there 

were no sacrifices, temple, or operating priesthood at this point. Also, there does not 

appear to be any evidence of this text being read in synagogues on Yom Kippur, but 

Mishnah Yoma would certainly have been studied in the Beit Midrash. Tannaim 

would have recited it, and the text would have been read, memorised and discussed. 

As the listener heard the eight peraqim, he was taken into the rituals and on the 

journey of the high priest in the temple on that sacred Day, right into the “holy of 

holies” and back out again, analogous to KCP. The thick description draws the 

listener in and activates the imagination—for instance, the preparation of a 

replacement priest, just in case the high priest dies; not letting him eat much before 

the ritual, just in case he falls asleep; young priests having the job of snapping their 

fingers, if he begins to nod off; or adding some hot water to his miqveh, if he is 

elderly or squeamish; or walking with the high priest step by step between the two 

curtains separating the two rooms of the sanctuary, and so on! The listener may also 

be inspired to copy the high priest, as he hugs the Torah scroll to his bosom after 

reading it, saying, “More than that which I have read before you, is written here” 

( ןאָּכ בּותָּכ םֶכיֵנְפִל יִתאָרָּקֶּׁש הַּמִמ רֵתֹוי , m.Yoma 7:1), and then reciting the Yom Kippur 

passage in Numbers from memory. 

Here the emphasis appears to be on reading, recitation, memorisation and study, and 

in the process, the significance of Yom Kippur is imagined and experienced in the 

lives of the devotees. Then there was a second context later in synagogues in Piyyut 

on the Day of Atonement. The poetic piyyutim were created through the Talmudic 

and Geonic periods, and those for the Avodah, the central part of the Musaf liturgy 
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on Yom Kippur, were recited for the congregation and the congregation would join 

in imaginatively in the description of the sacrificial ritual on the Day (Swartz & 

Yahalom, 2005). 

As we have seen, such “textualisation of the cult” is intended not only to activate the 

imagination but also to transform the devotee. We cannot isolate the bare bones of 

the literary journey without asking what this journey was meant to do. The reader/ 

listener is taken on the inward and outward journey of the High Priest, and in the 

process, his grasp of holy realities is being woven into his being. This is intended to 

have an impact on day-to-day behaviour. This appears to be emphasised in the 

tractate by the closing washings and emphasis on the priestly garments (m. Yom. 

7:4–5) and also by the closing pereq 8, giving practical implications for Yom Kippur, 

such as atonement cannot be assumed if one repeatedly and wilfully sins, and if one 

refuses to get right first with one’s aggrieved neighbour. It even finishes with a 

brilliant pun – that the Hope (miqveh, הוקמ ) of Israel is the ritual bath (miqveh, הוקמ ) 

which purifies Israel (m. Yoma 8:9)! 

In conclusion, this Mishnah Yoma analogy appears to follow the high priestly 

journey into the holy of holies on Yom Kippur and back out again, and it also 

assumes the reader is taking that journey with the high priest, which certainly 

parallels the journey in KCP for Leviticus. However, Yoma has no instruction to 

Israel generally, on their approach or on the requirements on them to be a holy 

nation, but Yoma does have more in common with Leviticus than it does with the 

Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice. Leviticus and Yoma are both “horizontal” in their 

imagined journey of the textual sanctuary, whereas the Songs are “vertical,” taking 

the worshipper on an ascent into the celestial temple. The homily to the Hebrews 

seems to be in between these two poles. The descriptions in the letter are very much 

grounded in the wilderness tabernacle, and much seems to mirror for the believers 

the same journey in KCP. However, there is also a clear vertical dimension, where 

the earthly is seen as a model of the heavenly, and Christ is seen as the ascending 

high priest passing through the heavenlies into the Holy of Holies itself, and with the 

promise of the same for the earthly followers.  
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4.1.7.3.4. HEKHALOT LITERATURE 

The final example of the into-the-sanctuary-out-to-the-world pattern in early Judaism 

that I will explore is Hekhalot mysticism.32  

Hekhalot mysticism was a movement within Judaism in late antiquity which seems 

to have emerged from earlier Jewish writings such as Enoch, the Dead Sea Scrolls 

and the Hebrew Bible Pseudepigrapha (Scholem, 1965), via those from Zadokite 

priestly backgrounds within rabbinic Judaism (Alexander, 2006, vii). It seems to 

have flourished on the edges of the Rabbinic movement, both in Eretz Israel and in 

Babylonia (Davila, 2013, 16–18).  

In the pseudepigraphic form in which we now have it, the literature certainly wants 

to claim Rabbinic respectability. It attributes its claims to the Rabbinic Tannaim, R. 

Aqiva, Ishmael, and Nehuniah ben Ha-Qanah. However, it does also stand in some 

tension with core Rabbinic values, in that it seems to advocate the possibility of 

direct revelation from God—thus contradicting the fundamental Rabbinic principle 

lo ba-shamayim hi’ (“it is not in heaven”), that God has now entrusted the 

interpretation of his will to the Sages. So there is considerable unease expressed 

about such kinds of mysticism in classic Rabbinic sources (Davila, 2013, 9–10). 

Hekhalot literature is an amorphous collection of texts in postbiblical Hebrew which 

survive in medieval manuscripts. The best known of these texts is Sefer Hekhalot, 

often referred to as 3 Enoch, because of the central role played in it by the biblical 

patriarch Enoch. Other important treatises are Hekhalot Rabbati and Hekhalot 

Zutarti. Davila says: “The cultic context most often presented in the Hekhalot 

material is a set of rituals that an individual mystic can use to experience the ascent 

(or “descent”) to God’s chariot in the seventh celestial palace” (Davila, 2000, 93).  

The literature assumes a complex web of scriptural connections that include not only 

Ezekiel’s vision, the Sinai event, and Psalm 68, but also the Sinai vision of God on 

the sapphire pavement in Exod 24:9–11; Isaiah’s vision of God in ch. 6; the divine 

silence of 1 Kgs 19:12; the camps of God in Gen 32:1–2; the vision of the Ancient of 

Days in Dan 7:9–10; the divine chariot and fiery angels of Ps 104:1–4; and the 

                                                
32 I wish to acknowledge the specific expertise and more active tutelage of my supervisor, Professor 
Philip Alexander, in the production of this fourth analogy based on Hekhalot literature. 
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earthly temple and temple cult of 1 Chron 28–29 as a template for the celestial throne 

room and the angelic liturgy (Davila, 2013, 11).  

The literature is fundamentally an attempt to replicate the vision of Ezekiel in 

Ezekiel ch. 1 (Davila, 2013, 30), though the biblical text clearly involves a vision, 

rather than an ascent. Ezekiel remained firmly on terra firma by the River Chebar 

(Ezek 1:1–3). The key Hekhalot passage which describes the ascent is the passage in 

Hekhalot Rabbati (P. Alexander, 1990, 120–125; Davila, 2013, 37–158; Smith et al., 

2013) sometimes referred to as the Grand Séance (198–234).33 This  text illustrates 

one of the two concerns of the Jewish esoteric tradition prior to the rise of 

Qabbalah—the secrets of nature (Ma’aseh Bere’shit) and the wonders of God’s 

heavenly throne and palaces (Ma’aseh Merkabah) (P. Alexander, 1990, 117).  

Davila adds: 

Broadly speaking, the Hekhalot literature focuses on two main themes. The 

first is how a practitioner may ascend (or, frequently and paradoxically, 

“descend”) to heaven in order to be transformed, at least temporarily, into a 

being of fire; to join in the angelic liturgy in the divine throne room; and to sit 

enthroned, sometimes on God’s lap, and be granted theurgic power. The 

second is how the practitioner may gain control over angels, especially the 

Sar Torah or Prince of Torah who can grant expertise in rabbinic Torah lore 

without the need for the normal arduous study. (Davila, 2013, 1) 

Hek. Rabbati in particular recounts in some detail a paradigmatic “ascent” made by 

Rabbi Nehuniah ben Ha-Qanah in the presence of Rabbi Ishmael and members of the 

Sanhedrin at “the third entrance of the House of the Lord” (202). The ascent is thus 

set in the Second Temple in the pre-destruction era. The reference to the third 

entrance is not absolutely clear, but it probably denotes the space before the curtain 

into the holy of holies: the first entrance was into the court of the priests, the second 

entrance was into the holy place, and the third entrance was into the holy of holies.  

Behind the ascent, described as “the secret of the world” (198), appears to be a 

fundamental cosmology which constructs the cosmos on the pattern of the temple, or 

rather the tabernacle in the wilderness, an idea with a long pedigree in Judaism. The 

                                                
33 I have used the accepted “microform” notation for Hek. Rabbati from Schäfer: (1981), and usually 
Alexander’s English translation: (1990, 120–25) But sometimes Smith and Scholem’s: (Smith et al., 
2013). 
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earth, where the ascent starts, corresponds to the outer court in the temple, called the 

court of the priests; the heaven of the stars and planets in this cosmology corresponds 

to the holy place, with its seven lamps on the menorah; and the Hekhal, in which is 

God’s chariot-throne (the merkabah), corresponds to the holy of holies with the ark 

of the covenant. The picture is further mystically complicated by having not one, but 

seven heavens (179) stacked one on top of the other, and seven palaces (hekhalot), 

one nested inside the other (206) (Davila, 2013, 1–2). This seven multiplier is also 

found in The Songs, used as the number of perfection and completion.  

Nehuniah ben Ha-Qanah makes the ascent, describing what he sees as he goes, and 

explaining how to avoid the dangers on the way. It appears to be a soul-excursion, 

performed in a state of trance. His body remains firmly seated on a marble bench on 

the ground (202). The main action takes place at the gates or doors of the seven 

concentric palaces (206, 209–246). These are guarded by angelic gatekeepers who 

check the credentials of the ascending soul (also as “guides” (Barnard, 2012, 75–6)). 

Entrance through each door is only possible with the presentation of the right “seals” 

consisting of secret names of God. The door of the sixth palace is even more 

hazardous, with particularly hostile angels guarding it (214), and it seems many 

adepts have come to grief here. Nehuniah explains carefully what to do and discloses 

the seals. There are lots of mysterious challenges and magical words to speak, but 

“the one who deserves by reason of his righteousness” may enter and present himself 

with the special gift from Dumiel the Prince, and he is received cordially and seated 

on a bench of pure stone (233). This entrance past the gatekeepers of the seventh 

palace is not only mystical but also based on two qualifications (234): only  “He who 

has read the Bible and studied mishna, midrash, halakhoth and agadoth … and who 

has fulfilled all that which is written in the … laws which were declared to Moses on 

Sinai” [235] is permitted to enter. Finally, he gains access to the seventh, innermost 

hekhal and beholds the merkabah. The text says the successful ascenders:  

would enter in before the throne of His glory and the door-keepers would 

bring out before that person all sorts of instruments for music and song, and 

they would come making music before him until they bring him up and seat 

him beside the cherubim, beside the ophanim, beside the holy beasts. And he 

would behold wonders and powers, loftiness and greatness, holiness and 

purity, fear, humility and justice. (237) 
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There are similarities and differences between the Grand Séance in Hek. Rabbati and 

KCP. In Leviticus, there is no fixation on the throne or the divine being on the 

throne, or indeed on the gate guardians or worshipping angels around the throne. 

Rather the narrated journey into and out of the wilderness sanctuary is presented as 

the means by which the hearers of the text can understand and participate in the 

sanctifying process as defined by Yahweh. In contrast, “the Hekhalot literature is 

filled with incantations and nonsense words and often makes clear its quest for raw 

magical power” (Davila, 2000, 93). The esoteric experience proposed in KCP is via 

engagement with (and obedience to) the Torah on a textual journey, and not via 

mysticism or an ascent to the celestial palaces. 

The guidance in Hek. Rabbati seems intended to convey an operational experience 

for the initiated: “Then said Rabbi Ishmael: All the companions made a parable of 

this scheme [for those who descend to the Merkhaba: It is like] unto a man who has a 

ladder in his house, [and] who was going up and down on it, and there is no creature 

that prevents him” (237). It is similar to the Songs, in that it has a strong “vertical” 

aspect, but different in that it is more like a manual, whereas the Songs are more like 

a liturgy. However, Halperin and others argue that Hekhalot literature is not 

primarily a manual, but mainly a literary expression based on exegesis of scripture 

(Davila, 2013, 10–11). 

However, the most obvious difference is that, although KCP and hekhalot describe a 

journey into God’s sanctuary, KCP overtly brings the reader/hearer out again, calling 

on the hearer to be transformed, to live a holy life in all aspects of the real world, 

whereas Hek. Rabbati, along with the Songs, says nothing explicit about coming out. 

However, this is obviously implied. There is no suggestion that Nehuniah remains in 

heaven; he comes back to earth. As quoted above, the secret of the ascent is 

compared to “a man who has a ladder in his house which he can ascend and descend 

at will” (199, 201, 234).  

Hek. Rabbati here overtly uses the language of ascent and descent for the journey to 

the merkabah, and this clearly fits the basic cosmological framework, whereas 

Leviticus, according to KCP, implicitly sees the movement as going in and coming 

out—a horizontal as opposed to a vertical motion, a centre-periphery image-schema 

rather than an up-down schema (McClellan, 2013, 38–48). This obviously fits the 

fact that Leviticus is talking about the earthly sanctuary and Hek. Rabbati, the 
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heavenly. However, one should not make too much of this difference. Leviticus in 

the proposed reading may not be making all that sharp a distinction between the 

earthly and the heavenly sanctuaries. The reader/ listener, journeying in his/her 

imagination with the High Priest on the Day of Atonement, may be, in effect, 

journeying into the heavenly holy of holies. And the direction of motion in hekhalot 

mysticism is famously paradoxical. The Hekhalot texts speak regularly of “descent” 

to the merkabah, but with the broader mystical tradition the language of entering in 

and coming out is also used, as in the famous story of the four Sages who entered 

Pardes (b. Chag. 14b; t. Chag. 2.3–4; y. Chag. 77b.8–23; SongR 1:4.1). 

In both Leviticus and hekhalot mysticism, the entry into the sanctuary is implicitly 

transformative, but the nature of the transformation is different. In Leviticus (and 

Hebrews, as we have seen), it is a moral and social transformation. One is expected 

to come out of the sanctuary to live a life of holiness as a holy nation. In hekhalot 

mysticism, the moral dimension is conspicuous by its absence. True, as said above, 

no-one should attempt the ascent who is not “worthy to gaze upon the King and His 

throne, in His glory and His beauty …” (198), and “purged and pure of idolatry, 

sexual offences, bloodshed, slander, vain oaths, profanation of God’s name, 

insolence and groundless enmity, and keeps every positive and negative 

commandment” (199), but these are preconditions of the ascent, not the results.  

The master sits down and sets out: “the hidden, the concealed secrets, wonders of the 
ascent, and the weaving of the web upon which the perfection of the world and the 
excellence thereof stands, and the beauty of heaven and earth … and the path of the 
ladder to the height, of which one end is on earth and one end on the right foot of the 
throne of glory” (199).  

The purpose of the ascent is different: it is, as in the Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice, 

to achieve a form of Aquinas’ “beatific vision”—to gaze “on the King, on his throne, 

on his majesty and beauty, on the Holy Creatures, on the mighty Cherubim, on the 

Ofannim of the Shekhinah” (198). However, this vision is ultimately ontologically 

transformative. The repeated ascents in the here and now seem to anticipate an 

ultimate (post-mortem?) ascent in which the adept is transformed into an angel. This 

comes out most clearly in Sefer Hekhalot (3 Enoch) in the implicit parallelism 

between the ascent of Rabbi Ishmael and the ascent of Enoch. Much of the first part 

of that work is devoted to the systematic description of the transformation of the 

human Enoch into the archangel, Metatron. The implication seems to be that Enoch 
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is the paradigm – the forerunner (which may be the meaning of his mysterious name 

Metatron). The ultimate transformation of all the adepts can, like R. Ishmael, be 

partially anticipated here and now. The ascent looks forward to permanent 

“angelification.” This may also be implied in the Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice. 

There is also a significant difference in the way the entry into the sanctuary is 

achieved. According to KCP, it is achieved in zone-by-zone reading/hearing. The 

human faculty by which the entry is achieved is imagination. The literary technique 

is ekphrasis – the description of the object in such a way that the imagination can 

grasp it as if it were physically present. This is the technique also apparently used in 

Hebrews, in m. Yoma, and in the synagogue Qedushot. There is an element of 

ekphrasis in the hekhalot descriptions of the heavenly world—though in some cases, 

such as the Shicur Qomah, the precision of the description is aimed at frustrating 

visualization, with unimaginable numberings and dimensions of God’s gigantic and 

magnificent enthroned body (Davila, 2000, 93). But the primary purpose of the texts 

is to convey the essentially magical techniques by which each individual adept can 

make the ascent for himself. Reading the text is no substitute for applying the 

techniques. 

The Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice may contain elements of both. There is ekphrasis, 

but there is the added element of liturgy. The community sings the hymns, and some 

of the hymns they sing are the songs of the angels themselves, and that singing may 

set up a resonance which creates a sense of communion with the angels.  

Finally, I suggest there may be a key window from KCP into Davila’s second main 

theme in Hekhalot literature—that of “Sar Torah” or the Prince of Torah. Hek. 

Rabbati (in 281–306) gives instructions on how to call down and control the Prince 

of Torah so as to compel him to reveal knowledge of Torah to the practitioner 

(Davila, 2013). (There is some discussion about the relationship of Sar Torah to the 

rest of Hekhalot, and Davila says it was clearly added later to the larger macroform 

(Davila, 2013, 40)). He argues, however, that the heavenly ascent and the Sar Torah 

traditions must be distinguished and understood on their own terms, and that Sar 

Torah and adjuration of angels is central and must not be regarded as secondary or 

less valid than ascent. He makes a significant observation: “Debate continues on 

whether some central overarching theme can subsume and make sense of both these 

themes” (Davila, 2013, 9). 
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I consider that Kline’s proposal of a sacred journey taken by the reader/hearer into the 

sanctuary and leading to the central focus of the book in the holy of holies and at the 

ark of the covenant, could “make sense of both themes.” Firstly, the opening half of 

the composition of Leviticus, with the journey into the central “ring” of the book, the 

literary holy of holies, reflects the hekhalot “ascent” into the centre of the nested 

celestial temples, the debir or seventh hekhal. Secondly, within this central “ring” in 

KCP is the central literary unit of the book (Unit XIII; Lev 19), representing the ark of 

the covenant, and here in this unit the divine declaration occurs sixteen times: “I am 

Yahweh your God” ( םכיהלא הוהי ינא , or the shorter form). In keeping with this holiest 

place, the unit commences with the divine command: “You shall be holy, for I, 

Yahweh your God, am holy” ( םכיהלא הוהי יִנא ׁשדק יכ ויהת םישדק ). In Hekhalot, the 

celestial equivalent is presented as the merkabah, the chariot throne, where the 

heavenly God and King is enthroned in all his glory. Thirdly, this central “ark” 

contained the two tablets of stone with the Decalogue inscribed on them. In keeping 

with this, all scholars recognise that this unit contains most of the Decalogue (explicit 

quotations or implied), but in disorganised form, but KCP argues for a literary design 

that brings together the “shattered tablets” into a tight composition set out on two 

literary “tablets” (Kline, 2008). Fourthly, Kline also argues that, as this unit is the 

centre of Leviticus, it is therefore the centre of the whole Torah. Kline’s structure for 

Leviticus brings together entrance into the holy of holies (into the holy Presence), and, 

centrally, insight into the “words of God” and the Torah itself. This overarching 

composition of Leviticus is reflected in the two dominant themes of Hekhalot literature 

(ascent to the merkabah and adjuration of Sar Torah) and so “makes sense of both 

themes,” suggesting a plausible basis in Leviticus for this combination in Hek. 

Rabbati. 

Davila’s review of the scholarly positions on the purpose of the Hekhalot literature 

suggests that there is strong evidence these texts and their rituals were used 

operationally by practitioners but he also accepts that there was likely a range of 

experiences on a continuum: “at the weaker pole they might involve the exercise of 

the active imagination to visualise themes and images that have been absorbed 

through meditation on the scriptures, but the stronger pole could include trance states 

and deeply altered states of consciousness” (Davila, 2013, 13). The “weaker pole” 

here fits with Kline’s reading of Leviticus, and the “stronger pole” fits with numbers 
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of Dead Sea Scroll texts and with the apostle Paul’s description of his heavenly 

ascent in 2 Cor 12:1–2, and the Hekhalot literature being one trajectory followed in 

later centuries (Davila, 2013, 14–16). 

Hekhalot mysticism comes a long time after the book of Leviticus, and between it 

and Leviticus was the rich development of apocalyptic in which ascents to heaven 

were a prominent motif. Nevertheless, Leviticus would have been well-known to the 

authors of the hekhalot texts, and the temple which they describe entering is 

intimately related to the tabernacle which Leviticus describes. It is not far-fetched to 

see the hekhalot texts as some form of reading of Leviticus, which stands at the end 

of a trajectory which has its roots in Leviticus. Set in this early Jewish world of 

temple theology, Kline’s reading of Leviticus becomes more plausible, because that 

reading brings it closer to later developments and explains, after the end of the 

Temple cult, how the sacred journey into God’s sanctuary went “out of this world!”  

4.1.7.4. CONCLUSION 

Our aim in this chapter has been to review the use of the book of Leviticus in related 

writings and specifically to answer the question: Are the concepts in KCP reflected 

or developed in related literature? Is there any evidence from other literature that 

writers used or developed the concept of a “spiritual” journey into and out of the 

spiritual or heavenly sanctuary and with transformative import? Is the proposed 

composition being used by writers in the same cognitive environment? 

Certainly, from our review of the Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice, Hebrews, Yoma 

and the Hekhalot literature, there are strong indications that the main motifs of 

Leviticus were being used and developed by other/later writers. The observations can 

be summarised in the following way.  

Firstly, the implication is that the reading and study of these texts takes one on a 

journey. The sort of literary journey that KCP proposes for Leviticus into and out of 

the Tabernacle is, to different degrees, mirrored here. The reading activates the 

journey and unless you read or hear the text, you are not making the journey.  

Secondly, since the sanctuary in question is the same sanctuary—the sanctuary of the 

God of Israel—and since there is no question that the later texts would have known 

Leviticus intimately, and were relying on it, there is good reason to think that they 

were reading Leviticus in an analogous way to KCP. 
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Thirdly, the texts differ in how this journey is achieved, just hearing the text is not 

enough, you have to visualise the text, imagine the text. This explains the graphic 

description included in these texts, so that the imagination is seized and the listener 

feels the enargeia, the radiance of present-ness. Leviticus itself seems to rely on 

ekphrasis and activating the power of the imagination. Hebrews and m.Yoma do the 

same. The Songs also use ekphrasis, but add an element of theurgy: the communal 

repetition of the hymns in performance of the liturgy induces the ascent. Heikhalot is 

even more theurgic, indeed magical. There is an element of ekphasis, but there are 

also loads of magical names, “seals” and nomina barbara. 

Fourthly, all of these texts have an assumed transformative function. With Leviticus 

and Hebrews, there is an overt ethical and moral outcome expected from the journey. 

In The Songs, it is mainly a cognitive transformation, reaching the status of the 

angels who know and are close to God. In Hekhalot the outcomes are more obscure. 

The advantages which the adept gains by the ascent to the merkabah are not that 

explicit, but they are implied. There is a suggestion that they are cognitively 

transformative, in that the adept gains insight into the character of his fellow men: he 

is able to distinguish the pure from the impure, or those with hidden physical or 

spiritual impairments (physiognomy), he is endowed with magical powers, he also 

receives the assurance of divine protection, and he anticipates his ultimate 

angelification. However, the transformation is not moral—the adept doesn’t become 

a better person as the result of his experience—it is about power, and this takes it 

close to the world of magic.  

In this brief review of related literature, it appears that the literature takes one of two 

ways in regard to the sacred journey. Either, as in The Songs and Hekhalot literature, 

the writers are concerned with setting out the via mystica, the way to enter or ascend 

into the celestial temple, or, as in KCP for Leviticus, the oracles of the prophets, the 

structure of many letters in the NT, and the book of Hebrews in particular, the 

awareness of a two-sidedness to the “law of God”—an inward journey to do with 

nearness to God, combined with an outward journey that insists on holy living.   
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4.1.8. PALAEOGRAPHY AND ARCHAEOLOGY 
4.1.8.1. IS THERE PALAEOGRAPHICAL EVIDENCE? 

The final test question: “Is there any evidence from palaeography of an ancient book 

showing two-dimensional literary composition?” For my case study, the specific 

question could be expressed as: “Is there any evidence from palaeography that 

supports or undermines the two-dimensional form of writing proposed by Kline?”  

As explained, Kline proposes that the literary structure of Leviticus follows an 

“inverted parallelism” across the book. This literary form (A–B–C–X–C’–B’–A’) in 

ancient Semitic writings is now common knowledge (§2.1), but relevantly, this 

scholarly view is based on intrinsic literary indicators, internal to the text, not on the 

extrinsic arrangement of the text, that is, such structures are not visually set out in 

this form in ancient manuscripts. As emphasised in section 2.1, ancient writing was 

set out in continuous prose, with few or no typographic indications of structure, and 

it was not until Jebb and Boys in the nineteenth century that the “concentric rings” of 

such literature were presented in visual form, using such devices as indentation and 

lettering. 

However, although such inverted parallel (chiastic) literary structures are now 

commonly accepted, KCP is based on a further literary proposal that was previously 

unrecognised, that the pericopes of literary units in the Torah were 

composed to be conceptualised as “in parallel” in two dimensions. 

The proposal is that the pericopes and Units of text were composed 

in two-dimensional parallel forms (visually or conceptually), 

having conceptual relationships “horizontally” and “vertically,” at 

every level. Visually, the parallel or two-dimensional way of 

conceiving the literary unit in KCP is as in Fig. 68.  

Based on their literary correspondents, the 6 pericopes (in this example) were 

composed in three pairs, and were intended to be read and conceived in this way 

(alternation, not inverted parallelism; translation symmetry, not mirror symmetry). 

However, when transcribed into linear form, they would appear as shown below on 

the right in Fig. 69. Of course, there are other possible patterns, but this shows the 

principle of pericopes in direct parallel. 

1A 1B

2A 2B

3A 3B

FIG. 68: A 2D UNIT 
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This proposal for the arrangement of texts in two-dimensions is unique and is 

certainly counter-intuitive, so the focussed question now becomes: “Is there any 

evidence from ancient literature of texts composed in such two-dimensional parallel 

forms?” To spell it out in detail, is there any evidence of prose texts set out in the 

two-dimensional format as Fig. 69 (left), with two or more rows and two or more 

columns, and where there is an intended conceptual relationship both horizontally 

(across the rows: 1, 2, 3, etc.) and vertically (down the columns: A and B)? The 

assumption here is that, for practical purposes, such documents were immediately or 

later transcribed into a linear format, as Fig. 69 (right). A weaker form of evidence 

under this test would therefore be, the identification of documents in linear format, 

but with strong evidence of two-dimensional literary indicators, as KCP suggests for 

the book of Leviticus, and as we have seen in the Mishnah.  

4.1.8.2. NO DIRECT EVIDENCE FROM PALAEOGRAPHY 

It is probably clearest to start with the negative evidence. During the course of this 

research, I have actively (but not systematically) looked out for any evidence of 

“tabulated texts” in palaeographical contexts. From my personal explorations 

(though not with any expertise in ancient languages), I have thus far found no 

evidence from scholarly publications that any ancient prose or poetic texts were 

composed in a two-dimensional or tabulated format, as per KCP. And this is despite 

the fact that Rollston argues that trained scribes were functioning in the region from 

at least the tenth century BCE and capable of producing historical and literary texts 

1A

1B

2A

2B

3A

3B

Linear
Transcription

Parallel or 
Two-Dimensional 

Composition

1A 1B

2A 2B

3A 3B

FIG. 69: PARALLEL COMPOSITION TO LINEAR TRANSCRIPTION 
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(Rollston, 2016, 45; Muchiki, 2020), though Finkelstein argues for the ninth or 

eighth centuries (Finkelstein & Sass, 2013; Finkelstein, 2017). To make it clear what 

I have been looking for—if biblical or any ANE authors/editors/redactors actually 

composed texts to have literary and conceptual links “horizontally” and “vertically,” 

then one might expect to find some tablets, manuscripts or inscriptions that are set 

out visually in this way. For instance, Qumran would be an obvious place to find 

such documents, where there were scribes copying the sacred texts, and also 

composing their own sectarian texts. If the culture (or even occasional practice) was 

to compose texts, initially at least, in tabular format, then one would expect to find 

examples of such texts amongst the numerous manuscripts at Qumran. But no, there 

appear to be no such “tabulated” or “woven” documents. And despite scanning many 

scholarly articles on ancient writing, and questioning curators in the British and 

Israel museums, I have failed to find palaeographical evidence of such a writing 

format. 

This lack of evidence for such forms of writing and composition could be taken as 

damning for KCP, but one could also aver that, at this point, this is only weak 

evidence for absence, rather than “proof”/ strong evidence of absence. Also, as 

stated, there are also no examples of ‘chiastic’ presentations of texts in ancient 

literature, even though literary scholars now accept these as common-place. 

4.1.8.3. SECONDARY EVIDENCE FROM PALAEOGRAPHY AND ARCHAEOLOGY 

So, to keep the extensive internal evidence given previously “in play,” I propose the 

consideration of some secondary evidence from ancient contexts, which may shed 

light on the plausibility of the proposal for a different kind of writing in such texts. 

4.1.8.3.1. WRITING ON TABLETS 

Askin says: “Many misconceptions still persist in 

biblical studies about scribes … This has led to 

incomplete pictures of how biblical texts were written 

and edited” (Askin, 2016, 235). Ancient scribes did not 

write at lecterns with long scrolls of paper, but sitting 

on the floor, as with the famous Egyptian “seated 

scribe” (Fig. 70), dated around 2600 BCE (also the 

FIG. 70: THE SEATED SCRIBE 
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Amarna scribe (Heaton, 1974, 127, plate 35)), or standing up, with tablets in their 

hand (Schniedewind, 2019, 17, note 4). 

One could plausibly imagine seated scribes 

producing pericopes of a longer text on tablets, and 

placing them on the floor in front of them (Fig. 

71), as they built up the whole project. It would be 

much easier to compose pericopes “in parallel” in 

this kind of format, only later to be copied out in a 

continuous sequence onto scrolls of some kind. 

 

And, very apposite to our subject and our period of history, approximately 200 

tablets were discovered in modern-day Iraq in the 1970s. Known as the Al-Yahudu 

archive (Fig. 72), they give details of the exiled Judean community in Babylonia, 

following the destruction of the first 

temple (2 Kings 25:1–21) during the 

reign of Nebuchadnezzar II. The 

tablets have been dated to 572–477 

BCE, based on the dates inscribed on 

them (Abraham, 2010, 264). 

 

In such a literary context, one can also recognise the value of literary devices such as 

“resumptive repetition” and “framing repetitions” being used at the beginning of 

consecutive tablets, and the use of frequent Leitworter, to ensure that the tablets were 

read in the right sequence, and that the readers (and “librarian”) were reminded of 

the relationship with the previous tablet (Long, 1987, 399; Quick, 2007; Miller, 

2010). Parunak labels such mechanisms “oral typesetting” (Parunak, 1981).  

  

FIG. 71: PERICOPES ON TABLETS 

FIG. 72: THE AL-YAHUDA ARCHIVE 
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4.1.8.3.2. ANCIENT TABLES 

Although it is true to say that there are no known examples of prose or poetic texts 

laid out in tabulated form, with conceptual and literary links “horizontally” and 

“vertically,” it is nevertheless right to say that many ancient forms of writing known 

to us today are presented as tables, though these are 

often tables of royal quantities or agricultural data, for 

example, this Assyrian Cuneiform tablet (Fig. 73) 

regarding 144 female labourers (ca. 8th Century BCE).  

It is relevant here that Genesis 5:1 starts the third literary 

creation unit of the book (1:1; 2:4; 5:1) with the words: 

“This is the book of the generations of Adam” (JPS). A 

root idea for the word for book here (sēpher רֶפֵס ) is to 

“number” or “account for” (Clines et al., 2009, 302–03) 

and could appropriately be translated as: “this is the 

accounting of the generations of Adam.” The passage 

proceeds to give a list of ten generations from Adam to Noah, with details of the 

father’s age when he had his first son and their age of death. This genealogical listing 

of generations ( ֹתדְלֹוּת ) occurs regularly in Genesis. So, it seems that ancient scribes 

were used to creating and seeing different “accounts” in lists and tables (Grabbe, 

2006).  

4.1.8.3.3. ARCHAEOLOGY AND EGYPTIAN HIEROGLYPHICS 

Egyptian hieroglyphic writing was also presented in 

structured form. It could be written and then read in any 

direction, left to right, right to left or downwards. The 

hieroglyphs “faced” towards the beginning of the line, so 

indicating the direction for the reading. 

A relevant observation, as illustrated on this funerary stela 

(Fig. 74), is that the image was created first, and then the 

hieroglyphs were added around it. Aufrère explains that 

such “mural texts” constitute “a multi-dimensional 

paratextual space” (Aufrère, 2010, 160).  

 

FIG. 73: ASSYRIAN 
CUNEIFORM 

TABLE/TABLET 

FIG. 74: EGYPTIAN 
PARATEXT 1 
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In another example from the Horus Temple at Edfu in Egypt, the tableau (Fig. 75) 

contains an image of the protagonists that 

are annotated with columns of texts. 

Sometimes, each segment of text is more or 

less concluded with an etiological play on 

words. This creates an intertextual 

dimension linking one tableau to the next. 

Aufrère says (169): “These etiologies … 

form a kind of literary manufactory that 

supplies solely priestly texts” (see 170–172 

showing the repeating etiological 

annotations). He concludes by saying: “All 

the other tableaux have the same structure, 

and in all cases, the combined iconography-

annotation paratext recalls many of the 

elements of the text, including the etiologies.” (172). This form of “literary 

manufactory” has very strong resonance with KCP, and maybe undermines the 

statement above about no known physical examples of two-dimensional texts. One 

could argue that the writing of Leviticus collapses the visual and the verbal elements 

into one “text.” To quote Hanno Ehses from the context of performance posters, the 

“structure itself becomes semiotic, since each of the two forms contains information 

over and above that pertaining to its own set” (Ehses, 1989, 193). 

4.1.8.3.4. ARCHAEOLOGY—GRAPHIC INVERTED PARALLELISM 

Although there may be no known examples of texts visually presented in two-

dimensional parallelism, with conceptual and literary links between them, there are 

certainly countless examples of graphical forms of parallelism in archaeological 

remains, with conceptual significance. 

FIG. 75: EGYPTIAN PARATEXT 2 
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A relevant example is found 

on the Magdala Stone (Fig. 

76), discovered in 2009 in 

the synagogue remains at 

Migdal on the shore of Lake 

Galilee, from the period of 

50–100 CE. It is one of the 

earliest known examples of a 

“menorah,” the seven-

branched candlestick from the temple. The sculptor must have seen, or been aware 

of, the design of the real candlestick and used it in his bas-relief on the stone.  

Aviam was the first scholar to propose a holistic and plausible identification of the 

symbols presented on the stone surfaces, as representing the temple symbolically, 

and I have copied below his helpful diagrams (Aviam, 2013, 2016). Other scholars 

have also considered the details (Binder, 2014; Bauckham, 2015b, 2015a; Fine, 

2017). On the basis of a review of the scholarly proposals, I will make a conservative 

selection of those features relevant to this thesis. 

 Most agree that the front side (Fig. 77, 

facing northwards) is a representation of the 

view into the first chamber of the Heikhal, 

showing the menorah, amphorae (for oil, 

water or wine) and the pillars of the entrance 

(also Garfinkel & Mumcuoglu, 2019 on 

temple pillars). 

 

The two long sides are identical, with 4 arches, three of which show further features, 

maybe inner colonnades (Fig. 78). In the fourth arch on both sides (nearest the 

north/menorah face) is a different feature that 

has been interpreted variously as an oil lamp, 

a fire-pan or an incense-vessel (in Talmudic 

Hebrew ךזב  or ךיזב ), or I would add, the 

censer used by the High Priest on entry into 

the holy of holies on the Day of Atonement 

FIG. 76: INVERTED PARALLEL BAS-RELIEF 

FIG. 77: MIGDAL STONE: NORTH FACE 

FIG. 78: MIGDAL STONE: SIDES 
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(in Hebrew התחמ  e.g., Leviticus 10:1 and 16:12, and recent article on machtot from 

Yavneh: (Kettler, 2019)). 

The back side (southwards) shows three pillars, 

with rosette-like patterns and triangles within 

each of the two arches (Fig. 79). Some argue that 

the disks are wheels representing the wheeled 

chariot throne of God, the merkabah, and that the 

triangles represent flames of fire associated with 

the merkabah, as described in biblical and post-

biblical texts (e.g., Daniel 7:9 and 1 Enoch 

114:17). They also refer to the use by late Second 

Temple period writings, such as The Songs at Qumran, of the word Ophannim for a 

group of angels associated with the merkabah, the word meaning “wheels” in 

Hebrew.  

To quote Aviam’s summary: 

If my interpretation is correct, then what we see depicted on the back side of 

the Migdal stone is a mystical, allegorical view directly into the holy of 

holies, through its architectural frame into the place of the Divine Spirit, 

represented by its chariot. This is probably the only artistic way to represent 

the holy of holies and the Divine Spirit in the Jerusalem Temple. (Aviam, 

2013, 213) 

Considering the artefact and the interpretations critically, it seems most plausible that 

the stone does represent the temple at Jerusalem and its elements. Despite Fine’s 

object-oriented minimalism, there is now much evidence from the literature of this 

period, as we have seen, that early Judaisim was developing rich, celestial, and 

apocalyptic metaphors, very strongly based on Ezekiel, Daniel and 1 Enoch and 

concepts associated with the hekhal and merkabah. 

Given this physical and literary evidence, the view of scholars seems plausible that, 

minimally, this item of furniture from the first-century synagogue in Galilee is 

providing the synagogue users with a metaphor of the sacred Temple structure and 

journey. The exact function of the stone is debated (Torah lecturn base or table for 

freewill offerings) but, either way, the artefact appears to encourage worshippers to 

FIG. 79: MIGDAL STONE: 
SOUTH FACE 
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enter into the holy place and even the holy of holies, not physically in Jerusalem, but 

existentially in their local synagogue. Assuming Aviam and others are largely correct 

in suggesting that the stone is a vivid representation of the temple in Jerusalem, it 

may provide an early insight into the journey taken by the faithful, in entering into 

the sanctuary as they hear the Torah read and participate in the liturgy. Maybe it is a 

physical representation of the journey into the debir as depicted in the literary Songs 

of the Sabbath Sacrifice, and material evidence of reception of the sanctuary journey, 

exactly in keeping with KCP. 

However, for this chapter’s purpose, I wish to focus on the image on the front 

surface (Fig. 80), with the menorah centrally 

placed, and the amphorae and pillars 

symmetrically aligned on the left and right of it 

(A–B–X–B–A). This kind of image was 

common in ancient architecture, and is well 

illustrated here. The exact meaning of all the 

symbols is not relevant to the specific point 

being argued in this chapter—that ancient 

graphical artists were well used to the concept of “inverted parallelism” in graphical 

images like this. This makes it entirely plausible that literary artists would have 

applied such a paradigm in their writing (also Douglas, 2001b, 58–60).  

 

4.1.8.3.5. COMPARATIVE LITERATURE SUCH AS MISHNAH AND DECALOGUE 

The evidence on the Mishnah has been presented in section 4.1.5, and is very telling 

in this context. Although, in its extant form, the Mishnah is not physically set out in a 

tabulated format, the examples given seem very strong evidence that these texts (the 

525 Chapters) were composed as two-dimensional constructs, based on previous 

knowledge of the Torah, but were then transcribed in linear format onto scrolls. 

Kline has also shown the parallel nature of the Decalogue, when configured as 5 

alternating pairs, based on the literary indicators and the divisions in the Torah 

scrolls (Kline, 2008, 41–45). In terms of evidence from ancient writing, therefore, it 

would appear that the Mishnah and the two tablets of the Decalogue are strong 

evidence of two-dimensional composition. Others have also shown two-dimensional 

FIG. 80: MIGDAL STONE: 
SYMMETRY 
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structuring in other parts of the Hebrew and Greek Scriptures (Gooding, 1981, 1982, 

2013c, 2013a, 2013b, 2015; Lennox, 2015). 

4.1.8.3.6. ANCIENT TECHNOLOGY OF WEAVING 

In closing, Kline argues that the ancient technology 

of weaving could well have been an influence on 

the way authors and scribes considered literary 

texts. He explains the way the colourless, vertical, 

warp threads form the frame for the coloured, 

horizontal, weft threads (Fig. 81). The function of 

the warp threads “is to hold the weave without 

being seen. The picture or pattern in the tapestry 

consists solely of the threads of the weft … The 

distinction between the hidden warp and the visible 

weft makes the weave analogy more suitable to the text concept than a simple 

table.”34 So, Kline sees weaving as a strong and culturally relevant analogy.  

Also, the use of weaving as a metaphor for writing may well have some evidence in 

etymology. The English word for “text,” for instance, comes from the Latin “textus” 

referring literally to “something woven,” from the past participle stem of textere, “to 

weave, to join, fit together, braid.” Viljamaa’s study quotes Quintilian’s use of textus 

with regard to eloquence, and concludes, “In that sense the spoken or written 

discourse is like a woven fabric, comparable to other products of representative arts, 

to tapestries, paintings, sculptures and architectural constructions” (Viljamaa, 2007, 

132, and note 3; 138). Also, the Hebrew word masekhet, used for “tractates” of the 

Mishnah and Talmud, has the sense of “a web, weaving, woof” (the root is probably 

ךכס , which seems to mean both “to screen” and “to twine together”) (Oppenheimer, 

2017, 187). A scribe’s writing, after long practice, took on such an even, flexible 

texture that the written page was called “atextus,” meaning “cloth.”35   

In support of Kline’s deliberate weaving metaphor, Steen’s argument for the 

development of metaphor to include not just language but also thought and 

communication is relevant. Steen terms the three aspects of metaphor: 1) the naming 

                                                
34 Kline, M. The Creation Weave. http://www.chaver.com/Torah-New/English/Articles/The Creation Weave.htm 
35 The Online Etymology Dictionary, quoting Robert Bringhurst, The Elements of Typographic Style 

FIG. 81: A WEAVING LOOM 
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(its linguistic function), 2) the framing (its conceptual function), and 3) the changing 

(its communicative function) (Steen, 2011). It seems that all three of these aspects of 

the weaving metaphor need consideration, to realise the explanatory power of 

Kline’s suggestion in this context. 

4.1.8.3.7. SCRIBAL CULTURE 

Askin’s work on scribal practice and culture is informative (Askin, 2016, 2020), and 

specifically at Qumran, she examines the degree to which they were a community of 

wise and pious scribes and sages, and the degree to which the study of Torah 

included a high level of copying of manuscripts. She notes the tendency of the “non-

biblical texts to avoid the discussion of tools of the scribe, in favour of more 

thoughtful words such as interpret, discern, read, and study” (Askin, 2020, 30), and 

the preference of literary over documentary texts. Importantly for this thesis, she 

argues that: 

Scribal culture can be useful as a lens for understanding ancient texts—but 

only after first exploring the features of a particular text on its own merit. 

Studies of scribal culture can reveal new understandings of biblical and 

related literature if we begin with the text as primary evidence rather than 

selectively looking for evidence which suits general ideas modern scholarship 

has about scribes. The latter ends in narrow conclusions which only re-

confirm assumptions about scribes. Instead we can get a fuller sense of the 

range of scribal features actually present by looking at the text as a whole 

instead of in selectivity. (Askin, 2016, 235–36) 

This I have sought to do in this thesis, beginning with the text of Leviticus as 

primary evidence before exploring the wider historical and cultural evidence. 

 

4.1.8.4. CONCLUSIONS FROM PALAEOGRAPHY AND ARCHAEOLOGY 

In this chapter, I have examined evidence from palaeography particularly, and 

archaeology and ancient literature generally, to discover if there are any examples of 

“two-dimensional texts” laid out in actual tabulated form. Based on my limited 

expertise and exploration, there does not appear to be actual examples of texts extant 

in this form. This is an argument from absence, but nevertheless, given the large 
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number of texts now discovered, the lack of any evidence in this direction is a 

challenge to Kline’s proposal. 

However, the examination of secondary evidence, and taking into consideration 

ancient scribal practices, it suggests that the internal evidence for KCP is at least 

plausible, and worth considering. Ancient scribal practices and the relationship with 

other artistic contexts, such as architecture, sculpture and weaving, suggests 

comparative conceptual environments in which the literary artist was working. Use 

of “inverted parallelism” on reliefs and the creation of patterns on the two-

dimensional frame of weaving, could well have had an influence on certain scribal 

practices, as suggested by the etymological backgrounds of some literary words such 

as “text” borrowed from woven cloth. 

A closing consideration in the light of this secondary evidence—one reason why we 

know of no evidence for “two-dimensional composition” in ancient documents may 

be because we have not looked at them in the light of the evidence in this thesis. 

Scholars have noticed many common literary devices in ANE literature, but have 

“read” these in a linear manner, because this is the dominant paradigm. My question 

is: Would palaeographers discover other ANE examples of “two-dimensional” 

literature, if they looked with new eyes, with two-dimensional spectacles on? 
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4.2. THE PURPOSE OF LEVITICUS AND ITS SUASIVE INTENT 

4.2.1. INTRODUCTION 
In Section 2.1, rhetoric was defined in the context of Leviticus as: a literary artefact 

that influences attention, perceptions, attitudes or behaviours, through the art of 

literary composition. In brief, rhetoric is composition for suasion, or put the other 

way, rhetoric is suasion via artful composition.  

It is important that the methodological imperative of understanding the composition 

of the rhetoric does not overwhelm the appreciation of its suasive purpose, 

understanding text as a transaction between authors and audiences (Watts, 2007, 35–

36).  

Having appraised the composition, I now turn to consideration of the suasive 

intent—how scholars (including Kline) have understood the way their composition 

proposal “influences attention, perceptions, attitudes or behaviours.” 

Sections 4.1–8 have demonstrated that Kline’s composition proposal for Leviticus is 

plausible, and that the extant book of Leviticus seems to have an artful rhetorical 

structure. Put simply, it seems to take the reader/hearer on a journey into the 

sanctuary and then out again to the “real world.” 

Now, one can meaningfully ask: What function was such a structure meant to serve? 

As Patrick and Schultz explain, from a rhetorical perspective: 

Function … refers to how a discourse is meant to act upon, or affect an 

audience. Through the shape into which speakers cast their message, they tell 

the audience how they mean it to be engaged and therefore to be understood. 

Of course, the auditors are free to interpret the language of the discourse in 

any way they wish, but the speaker or author attempts to constrain that 

freedom and direct interpretation by giving the audience cues and indicators 

as to how he or she means the discourse to function for them. 

These cues or indicators are communicated through the speaker’s 

management of the conventional forms of discourse prevalent in the 

community to which speaker and audience belong … The text’s meaning 

may be inherent in its linguistic configuration/composition, but it can only be 

“discovered” in the transaction or conversation between the text and the 
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reader/ auditor as addressed by its rhetoric. (Patrick & Scult, 1990, 14–15, 

19) 

I have argued that the rhetor/final redactor of Leviticus has certainly directed the 

close reader/ hearer’s interpretation by giving many literary/ aural “cues and 

indicators” as to how he “means the discourse to function for them.” KCP argues that 

Leviticus has been composed with a particular text form, with the two-dimensional 

structure guiding the informed reader in the “hearing.”  

In this chapter, I firstly review the scholarly views for the purpose of Leviticus, and 

then I consider and critique a range of generic possibilities on a meta-level, some of 

which have already been mentioned. In these hermeneutical circles (or better, 

spirals), we can test the plausibility of the proposed genres and purposes, in the light 

of the collected evidence presented in §4.1.  

4.2.2. THE PURPOSE OF THE COMPOSITION—A REVIEW 
4.2.2.1. THE HISTORICAL-CRITICAL VIEW: TWO SOURCES, TWO PURPOSES 

The traditional Documentary Hypothesis considers that virtually all of Leviticus is 

from the priestly school/source, “P”, compiled before the exile in response to the J/E 

sources, apart from a few later additions by the final redactor, made probably during 

or after the exile (Friedman, 2003, 4–5). This view sees the “Holiness Code” as a 

Code created within the priestly school. However, as already noted, probably the 

nuanced scholarly view currently is that, in the light of style, idiom, and ideology, 

the book is composed from two different priestly sources (P and H) (Joosten, 1996, 

6–7; Kugel, 2012, 296–306), with H also being the final redactor. 

For efficiency, I will take the purposes of these two sources together, but try to 

summarise the nuances (mainly as per Milgrom, 1998, 13–27). According to this 

view, P’s primary purpose was to maintain the holiness of the sanctuary and to 

legislate on avoiding its pollution. Knohl argues that the priestly school presents 

itself as a closed, elite circle, showing a detachment from morality and human needs, 

and with little emphasis on salvation and wellbeing through the cult. Milgrom would 

disagree with the “detachment from morality,” as it impinges on his view of the 

principled nature of the sacrificial cult. P’s style is characterised by linguistic 

precision, incipits and subscripts, the absence of motivational or exhortatory clauses, 
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and the limited use of artful devices, such as introversions. Further, God’s contact 

with humans is more distant, indirect and mediated.  

In contrast, H’s primary purpose is to contend with the prophets’ criticism of the cult, 

so he creates “a broader concept of holiness that integrates morality and cult,” and 

sets out a comprehensive programme “for social rehabilitation formulated in sacral 

terms” (Knohl, 1995). His style is “imprecise and abounds in [motivational] clauses 

and exhortations,” together with a more frequent use of artful devices and 

introversions, and God’s revelation is direct and anthropomorphic. H’s purpose is not 

to contradict P, but to expand on P’s cultic view, to show its relevance to ethics for 

the nation. In this way, H shows the true priestly view is in every way as ethical as 

the prophets’ view, and has the advantage that it is directly the Torah of YHWH 

through Moses. However, challenging this authority attribution is the view of 

Højgaard, following social network analysis of H, including that of the priests—he 

argues “that the Holiness Code does not benefit the priestly class in any significant 

way” . 

4.2.2.2. STRUCTURING THE TRADITIONS OF SINAI FOR PUBLIC READING 

Gerstenberger suggests that Leviticus structures the traditions for public reading. He 

states:  

This excerpt from the giving of the law at Sinai continues the traditions of 

Exodus 19–40, and itself is continued uninterrupted in Numbers 1–10. The 

delimitation of this particular portion … and its characterization as a ‘book’ 

seem arbitrary, and probably coincide with the division of the writings of 

Moses into five parts … Practical considerations regarding the public reading 

of these writings during worship probably provided the impetus … The 

emergence of this sort of ‘book’ must be sought rather in the the liturgical use 

of the sacred texts, which went on for centuries. (1996, 3) 

Hartley adds: “The purpose of Leviticus then is to preserve divine sermons for the 

instruction of the congregation in cultic and ethical matters.” He argues that the 

sermons in their canonical setting were for the priests and the people, God speaking 

to all Israel, not just a select few. YHWH’s servants the priests were to lead and 

assist the people in worship and in keeping the law. He continues: “One setting in 

which they were delivered was the pilgrim festivals … The material contained in 
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Leviticus then was for the oral instruction of members of the community whenever 

the priests or the tradition judged that to be the proper protocol” (1992, xxxi–xxxii). 

And Watts, in reference to Leviticus 1–7, concludes: “These chapters were shaped to 

be read aloud to Jews as part of the larger Pentateuch. They contribute to the 

Pentateuch’s rhetoric by emphasising the supreme authority and jurisdiction of this 

Torah in Israel … to persuade them that these instructions must be normative along 

with the rest of the Pentateuchal law” (2007, 61–62). Also Müller argues that the 

repetition of הוהי ינא  in H serves a rhetorical function, to sanctify the community 

through the priestly public readings, and presumes a liturgical setting of oral delivery 

(2015). 

4.2.2.3. LAW AND NARRATIVE 

Smith (1996) does not give much space to the purpose, limiting himself to 

demonstrating the patterned structure. Arguing from Douglas’ reading of the 

structure of Numbers, as discussed above, he considered the structure of the book of 

Leviticus as seven-fold, with alternating law and narrative sections. This was a 

helpful insight, and does fit much of the data. However, there is limited support for 

Chapter 16 (the procedures for Yom Kippur) being narrative, and without this, the 

model falls. Also, the view that the non-narrative pieces are law, falls foul of Nihan’s 

insight that the whole book is set in a narrative report frame, and also of Jackson’s 

insight that the law sections are not strictly “law” in the normal sense of legal 

instruments for use in law courts (see below). 

This alternation between law and narrative is also key for Sailhamer (1995) in his 

view of the narrative strategy of the Pentateuch as a whole. He argues that the 

narrative strategy of the Pentateuch is based on literary strategy and not sources, and 

that the laws are bedded in the narrative, rather than the other way around, contra 

Smith. 

4.2.2.4. TABERNACLE TOUR: AN INWARD, THREE-STAGE JOURNEY 

Mary Douglas  (2001b, 15–20) brought insights from ancient literature, based on a 

broader literary model considering whole-book composition, parallelisms and 

literary rings. For Douglas, the emphasis on ancient ways of thinking, analogical 

rather than rational-instrumental, was to lead her to a now-commonly-held 

understanding of the book of Leviticus—that the book is based on an analogy with 
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Mount Sinai, and with the Tabernacle like a horizontal “mountain.” To quote: “In 

Leviticus, the patterning of oppositions and inclusions is generally all the explaining 

we are going to get. Instead of argument there is analogy” (p. 18). Her analysis of the 

composition of the book based on the Tabernacle suggested three stages of entry: 

moving into the courtyard (ch. 1–17), the holy place (ch. 18–24) and finally the holy 

of holies (ch. 25–27). It certainly gave significance to hitherto difficult-to-explain 

passages, for example, she used it to explain the literary position of the two narrative 

portions in the book as tabernacle “screens” (pp. 195–217), and the position of the 

pericopes on the Lampstand and Table, seemingly out of order “logically,” but now 

neatly occurring in the “holy place” of her literary structure. 

However, once the dust had settled, there were a number of criticisms of elements of 

Douglas’ interpretations, whilst acknowledging the paradigm shift she had brought to 

the field, and the helpfulness of many of her insights (§3.1). Also, though she had 

proposed a literary structure, projected onto the physical structure of the tabernacle, 

she did not give much explanation for the suasive purpose of such a graphical form, 

apart from the suggestion as a “spiritual tour guide” of the sanctuary. 

4.2.2.5. GROWING INTIMACY WITH THE DIVINE 

Nihan (2007, 88–110) benefited from a thorough-going review of all of the above 

material and (echoing Sailhamer’s view), insisted that this “law-book” needed to be 

seen primarily as part of the narrative that takes the reader from Exodus to Numbers. 

Its purpose then was to continue the story of how God came to live amongst his 

people, and on what basis. He sees the book diachronically as formed from P and H 

sources, but in its final form, he considers it has 3 “first-level” sections, that take the 

narrative forward (chs. 1–10; 11–16; 17–26). He summarises the wider narrative in 

the Torah as, firstly, the encounter and covenant at Sinai (Ex 19–24), then, secondly, 

the building of the sanctuary for YHWH (Ex 25–40), then thirdly, the institution of 

the cult, establishing the first form of communication with him (Lev 1–10), and how 

this can be maintained (Lev 11–16) and finally, how the relationship with YHWH 

can be extended beyond the cult into everyday life. He argues that this narrative 

progression is indicated by each section of Leviticus concluding with a reference to 

the growing intimacy with the divine—YHWH appears to the community at the end 

of section 1 (ch. 9), then to Aaron in the holy of holies (similar to Moses on Mount 

Sinai), at the end of section 2 (ch. 16), then finally, if Israel keeps the covenant, 
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YHWH will walk with them (as in the Eden-like age before the flood), at the end of 

section 3 (26:3–13). To quote: “The basic theme of the book, therefore, could be 

described as Israel’s gradual initiation (by YHWH himself) into the requirements of 

the divine presence, an initiation taking place in three successive stages …” (pp. 

108–109, italics original). 

At the close of Leviticus, Nihan argues that the journey towards the promised land 

may legitimately resume, but now under the direct guidance of God, who dwells 

inside the tent. Leviticus, in the context of the Pentateuchal narrative, makes possible 

the transition from Exodus to Numbers. Morales (2015) likewise presses this “grand 

narrative” perspective to its limit, graphically setting the book in the whole narrative 

arc from Genesis to Numbers. 

4.2.2.6. SCRIPTURE THAT SANCTIFIES: AN INWARD AND OUTWARD JOURNEY 

In Section 4.1, this thesis appraised the literary structure proposed by Kline from 

eight different perspectives. It appears that his proposal includes most of the literary 

data and resolves the incongruities of other proposals. Not only that, it seems to 

resolve a few literary features that have lacked consensus up to this point. So, for this 

section, taking KCP as read, the question is: What was the purpose of such a 

structure? What was the suasive intent for such a literary composition?  

Kline set out his “big picture” purpose of the book, the analogical reading of the 

observed structure, in his recent published work, Structure is Theology (Kline, 2015, 

254). He argued that, the three “rings” represent the spheres in the Tabernacle (the 

court, the sanctum and the inner sanctum), and Unit XIII (ch. 19) represents the ark 

of the covenant, within the inner sanctum, with its divine self-revelation formulae 

and the frequent reference to the Decalogue. The chapters (1–18; Units I to XII) that 

precede chapter 19 (Unit XIII) are made up primarily of individually-focused units 

which are inwardly oriented, but the following chapters (20–27; Units XIV to XXII), 

are community-focused and outwardly oriented. Unit XIII (ch. 19) is therefore the 

meeting point of these two movements. Further, the call to the individual, “Be holy, 

for I the LORD your God am holy … and to love your neighbour as yourself,” is a 

call to “all the community of Israel” ( לֵאָרְִׂשי־יֵנְּב תַַדְע־לָּכ  Lev 19:2), so, he argues, this 

shows the book is not simply figurative, but experiential, with the hearer/reader 

being invited to share in the experience of the high priest. The first half of the book is 

like the inward path into the Tabernacle, “to follow the path that leads to standing 
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alone before God in the inner sanctum, and ultimately to experience the imitatio. 

Then, the high priest/ reader turns around and returns to the community, following 

the outward path” (p. 255). Kline calls these two phases or processes 

“individualisation” and “socialisation,” given the emphasis on the one and the many 

in the two halves of the book. Kline argues that Leviticus could be viewed as a 

manual for arriving at the highest order of religious experience. Bibb’s concept of 

“ritualized narrative” affirms this view: “the writing and reading of Leviticus are 

ritualized, whereby the telling and experiencing of this mythic narrative has ritual-

like qualities, mirroring its ritual content” (Bibb, 2009, 34). In keeping with 

constitutive rhetoric, Brueggemann argues that biblical texts are rhetorical works that 

are “reality-creating” (Brueggemann, 2005) and this is the essence of Kline and 

Bibb’s arguments, that the reading/hearing of the text of Leviticus in a ritualised 

context has the effect of creating the reality of a sacred journey in the ancient 

sanctuary. I propose to call this purpose: “scripture that sanctifies” (see also Müller, 

2015). 

As set out in section 3.4, the remainder of Kline’s essay points to the wider 

application of this perspective to the Torah generally, showing that the three 

concentric literary rings of Leviticus expand outwards, covering Exodus and 

Numbers, making five concentric rings in all (Fig. 36 above). Kline argues Leviticus 

is part of a larger plan that includes Exodus and Numbers. So, “Exodus, Leviticus 

and Numbers contain the central ‘story’ of the Torah: the redemption from Egypt 

that leads to an independent Israelite nation in Canaan. It is a forty-year educational 

process that takes a group of slaves and turns them into an organized society” (2015, 

260). This wider perspective on the “journey” of the Torah, out of Egypt and into the 

Land, adds further plausibility to the argument for a sanctifying inward and outward 

journey in the central book of the Torah, the book of Leviticus.  

In summary, KCP therefore seems to explain both the rhetorical structure of the 

book, and its central place in the wider structure of the Pentateuchal narrative, and, 

therefore, absorbs the narrative purpose observed by other scholars. This conception 

of the purpose does not necessarily conflict with source-critical views, as long as 

these include a high view of the literary skill of the final redactor(s). 
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4.2.3. THE PURPOSE OF THE COMPOSITION—A META-VIEW 
Having briefly reviewed separate scholarly views on the purpose of the literary 

composition of the book of Leviticus, it would be helpful now to synthesise a meta-

view of the purposes proposed and critique these under five heads. 

4.2.3.1. THE PURPOSE WAS LEGAL 

Traditionally, the book of Leviticus has been seen as a book of laws, or more 

narrowly, a book of laws for priests, so a cultic code. However, it is now recognised 

that the book is actually not a very adequate codification for such a purpose (hence 

the tendency in the late Second Temple period towards “re-writing” scriptures, where 

the writer draws laws from across the Torah and elsewhere, into a framework with 

greater “topical affinity,” such as in Philo, Josephus and the Temple Scroll (Fraade, 

2018, 139–43)). The text leaves out much necessary detail, if it was intended to be a 

legal code for practical use in the courts, or for priests as a manual in the cult. 

Jackson has identified a different concept behind such literature, that of “Wisdom 

Law,” where the law is understood as wisdom (or teaching), informed by a narrative 

rather than a semantic method (the rule of law), and with an interest in “literary 

artifice.” So, instead of asking: “what situations do the words of this rule cover?” one 

may inquire: “what typical image(s) do the words of this rule evoke?” According to 

this concept, the meaning is evoked not by a literal analysis of the words but rather 

by narrative images, of situations within known contexts evoked by the words. This 

is called “restricted code” by Bernstein, where meanings are embedded in particular 

social contexts, and where language can be less explicit, since values and 

understanding are shared (Jackson, 2006, vii and 23–25). Burnside and Bartor give 

worked examples (Bartor, 2009, 2012; Burnside, 2016, 2020). Leviticus, seen as a 

ritual or cultic “law-book,” seems to fall far short, but seeing it as “wisdom-laws” 

within a narrative framework, and as showing literary artifice, seems to have 

significant explanatory power.  

4.2.3.2. THE PURPOSE WAS THEOLOGICAL-PHILOSOPHICAL 

It could be argued that the purpose of the book is theological, that is, it serves to 

make theological statements about the deity and his relationship with his people. In 

other words, it is theology in a legal mode. Theology should not be seen narrowly as 

propositions about the divine, but broadly as philosophical and often set in narrative. 
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Neusner argues something similar for the Mishnah. He says: “It is a law code in 

form, a work of philosophy and theology in substance, and a work of natural history 

in execution … When we penetrate beneath the surface, we see how philosophy and 

theology animate law and show how the whole mass of diverse rulings forms a 

coherent account of a well-ordered, sanctified society” (2004, 13).  

Ideas presented from such as Douglas, Morales and Patrick and Scult certainly 

suggest that theology could be a purpose for the composition as proposed by Kline. 

However, the literary design assumed in KCP, and the inclusion of “The Holiness 

Code,” emphasising a much wider and ethical set of obligations for the nation, do 

suggest the purpose is not narrowly theological. 

4.2.3.3. THE PURPOSE WAS SCRIPTURAL 

Scholars have increasingly questioned whether the sacrificial texts, for instance, 

represent actual cultic realia or a textual phenomenon (Anderson, 1982, 872–73). 

The early concerns, focusing on the historical realia of the cultus, and mapping its 

function in ancient Israelite culture, has been at the cost of recognising the role of the 

cultic materials in the final form of the biblical text, or their function in the canon.  

Talking of later writings, Anderson explains: 

As one enters the Second Temple era, sacrifice becomes as much a textual 

enterprise as one of actual practice, the study of the sacrificial system begins 

to develop a level of significance independent, though not inseparable, from 

cultic practice. Evidence of this approach to sacrifice as a textual 

phenomenon is already present, in nuce, in some pieces of what has come to 

be called “inner biblical exegesis” (Toeg 1974; Fishbane 1985). It becomes a 

full-blown reality in such documents as Jubilees and the Temple Scroll, not 

to mention the fifth division of the Mishnah, ‘sacred (offerings).’ All of these 

sources seek to reconstruct a model of sacrifice that is not simply reflective of 

actual practice, but results from learned exegesis of the Bible in its final 

canonical form. This creation of an ideal, exegetical model of sacrifice we 

prefer to label ‘the scripturalisation of the cult.’ (1982, 873) 

Anderson expands on this point, focused more on the biblical texts regarding 

sacrifices: “Perhaps what is biblical about biblical sacrifice is not only the historical 

realia presumed by the texts, but also the interpretation of sacrifice in the present 
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canonical form of the texts themselves” (p. 883). And talking more generally than 

just the cult, he says: 

OT scholars are increasingly familiar with the fact that as scripture is being 

redacted and set in its final form, there is already significant interpretative 

work being done by the compilers of that literature … No longer are we 

dealing simply with the realm of temple realia … but the inner-biblical, 

exegetical formulation of a cultic ideal. The exegesis is being performed on 

materials that no longer function as simple prescriptions for the cult. These 

materials are viewed at a second level of remove from the cultic realia. (p. 

883) 

Anderson explains further (p. 885) that the exegetical reconstruction of the temple in 

the Mishnah was so successful that one can find the rabbis, in the context of 

interpreting the text, speaking of the sacrificial cultus as if it were still in operation. 

This “as if” quality of rabbinic speech continues to influence readers of rabbinic 

literature until the present day.  

The ancient temple is constructed in the mind of the reader/listener, so biblical 

sacrifice is transformed from temple practice to exegetical artifice. The cultus has 

become “scripturalized.” Similarly, Watts, quoting Bergen, says: “the textualisation 

of ritual in Leviticus resulted in ritualised reading taking the place of ritual offerings” 

(Watts, 2007, 15). And Bibb’s idea of “narrativized ritual” is probably another way 

of labelling the scripturalisation of the cult: “the text simultaneously presents 

ritualized actions in the past, constructs timeless ritual visions, and ritualizes its own 

narration of these actions and visions by tying into an ancient authority” (2009, 54). 

And Schmitt supports this view, arguing that the ritual passages act as “intellectual 

reflexive ritual with a didactic purpose” (2015, 202). 

Stuckenbruck seemed to express the same stance in reference to pseudepigraphic 

writers in general, particularly in regard to the Enochic tradition: 

They presented themselves, in effect, as voices about the readers’ remote 

past, out of the remote past. The re-inscription and development of some 

previously known traditions … combined with images relating to the present, 

assumed a degree of receptiveness amongst hearer and readers. This in turn 

would make it possible for the audience to participate imaginatively in that 
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world in order to re-imagine and gain perspective on the present. (2010, 395–

6).  

If the traditional view of “a book of laws,” or more narrowly, as a cultic manual, is 

not plausible, then Anderson’s concept of scripturalisation is helpful. Maybe even 

the earlier books of the Hebrew Bible show signs of such scripturalisation. As in the 

second point above, setting the regulations in a narrative framework, being 

conceived as “wisdom laws,” fits in with this wider concept of scripturalisation, 

where long-valued oral tradition and religious wisdom are authored in sacred texts to 

inspire and persuade. This would explain the evidence presented in this thesis of 

literary art across the whole book of Leviticus. Composition with a view to suasion 

makes sense within a paradigm of scripturalisation. 

4.2.3.4. THE PURPOSE WAS LITURGICAL 

The examination of comparative literature, such as the Songs of the Sabbath 

Sacrifice (§4.1.6), has raised the possibility that the purpose of this book is liturgical 

(e.g., Hartley, 1992, xxxi–xxxii; Gerstenberger, 1996, 3–4; Watts, 2007, 61–62; 

Müller, 2015). That is, the reading or reciting of this book aloud in public, is meant, 

in and of itself, to serve a liturgical purpose. We see a glimpse of this kind of world 

in the post-exilic book of Ezra-Nehemiah. In the iconic passage in Nehemiah 8:1–6 

we read of all the people gathering in the public square to listen to the “book of the 

law of Moses” being read by Ezra the scribe. It says: “the ears of all the people were 

attentive to the book of the law” and at the end of the reading “then they bowed their 

heads and worshiped the LORD with their faces to the ground.” 

Also the Community Rule of the Essene community instructs (IQS VI, 6) that the 

general membership be diligent together for the first third of every night, “reading 

aloud from the Book, interpreting Scripture, and praying together” (Tov, 2020). 

Set in this oral/aural liturgical context, the hypothesis of high literary art, composed 

in structured pericopes with repetitions throughout the readings as indicators of 

architecture, becomes plausible. 

4.2.3.5. THE PURPOSE WAS PEDAGOGICAL 

It seems unique in the ancient world that the ordinary citizen was intended to be a 

participant in the cultic and ethical instructions given by the deity. The community 

was encouraged to have knowledge of what is expected in the cult. Milgrom states: 
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“the ‘priest’s manual,’ Israelite version, is not an esoteric doctrine, the zealously 

guarded secret of the priestly guild, but an open book, or more accurately, a school 

textbook for all Israel” (1998, 144). Also, Gane says its didactic purpose was “to 

teach and persuade all Israelites to follow God’s instructions/laws loyally so that they 

can permanently live with him in the land he has given them” (2015, 201). Block 

(2015) has bemoaned the silence of scholars regarding the religious function of the 

Levitical priests and towns, and although recognising the debate between historical 

reality and utopian ideal, concludes from his analysis that they did have a local and 

peripatetic role in promoting the religious well-being of the people (also Hayward, 

2006, 321). Carr has written extensively on textuality and oral education in the ANE, 

and exemplifies this in YHWH’s commission of a prose work as a “memorial, 

reminder” in Exodus 17:14: “Write this as a reminder in a scroll, and put it in the 

ears of Joshua …” Carr adds that this recognition of the oral-cognitive dimension of 

ancient education “helps explain why biblical written literature is so focused on oral 

performance and internalization” (Carr, 2005, and here, 133–34; italics original). 

Now, one is not naïve enough to believe this was the actual culture for Israel down 

the generations, but the question here is whether Leviticus was composed for such an 

idealised purpose (Lev 10:11). 

In the Exilic period, in the time of the diaspora, with no temple or cult, the Jewish 

devout were driven to focus on the scriptures and prayer. Torah became their life. It 

was in this context that Ezekiel, Ezra and Nehemiah emerged (for example, in Ezra 

7:10): 

 תַ֥רֹוּת־תֶא ׁשֹו֛רְדִל ֹו֔בָבְל ןיִ֣כֵה ֙אְָרזֶע יִּ֤כ

ֹׂשֲעַלְו הָ֖וְהי ֹח לֵ֖אָרְִׂשיְּב דֵּ֥מַלְלּו ת֑  ק֥

ֽטָּפְׁשִמּו  

For Ezra had set his heart to study the law of the 

LORD, and to do it, and to teach the statutes and 

ordinances in Israel. 

With a changing language and culture, it became necessary for the religion to be kept 

alive by studying the ancient scrolls and then teaching the same in a form that 

parents and their children could understand. Again, in the text quoted from 

Nehemiah, we see this in operation in the post-exilic community (Neh 8:7–18). The 

Levites are said to help the people to understand as the scroll was read with 

interpretation. It says: “They gave the sense, so that the people understood the 

reading.” And not just the people, it talks of all the leaders, with the priests and 

Levites, coming together to the scribe Ezra in order to study the words of the law.  
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This is certainly setting a model for the post-exilic community, and it depends on 

one’s view of the diachronics of the Torah, whether this is seen as a later emergence, 

or as seminal to the way the Torah was composed. It talks of a clear oral reading by 

Ezra, combined with related explanation by the Levites interspersed among the 

people.  

Verse 8 is illustrative:  

 םיִ֖הֹלֱאָה תַ֥רֹותְּב רֶפֵּ֛סַב ּו֥אְרְִקּֽיַו

 ׃אָֽרְקִּמַּב ּוניִָ֖בּיַו לֶכֶׂ֔ש םֹוׂ֣שְו ׁשָֹ֑רפְמ

So they read from the book, from the law of God, 

with interpretation. They gave the sense, so that 

the people understood the reading. 

The clause here in the NRSV “with interpretation” ( ׁשָֹרפְמ ) is a pual participle and 

basically means “making distinct.” This could have the sense of reading the text 

clearly, or interpreting its meaning, or with a technical sense, “with translation” 

(from Hebrew to Aramaic), as probably in Ezra 4:18. It seems that the next infinitive 

clause ( לֶכֶׂש םֹוׂשְו ) should be taken with the previous participle, so meaning 

“translating and giving the meaning,” and then the last clause as being a purpose 

clause: “and so they gave understanding through the reading” or “in the process of 

reading” ( אָרְקִּמַּב ּוניִָבּיַו ). The passage goes on to tell of the leaders avidly joining again 

with Ezra to read/ give attention/ gain insight in the words of the law ( ־לֶא ליִּכׂשַהְלּו

הָרֹוּתַה יֵרְבִּד ). This study resulted in action, in obedience to what they discovered, and 

so they kept Shavuot for the whole week, listening to “the book of the law of God” 

being read each day.  

This post-exilic behaviour set a pattern for the devout through the following 

centuries, probably initially in the Diaspora (Grabbe, 2006, 369). According to the 

Talmud, a system of “prayer houses” and “houses of learning” emerged, and 

eventually synagogues, where children and adults would gather together for “reading 

scripture, prayer, and teaching and homiletic activity” (Haran, 1979, 127–31; 

Grabbe, 1988; Scott, 2000, on synagogues, 139–44; and education, 256–59; Grabbe, 

2006, quote here 368; Millard, 2006; Samely, 2017; Alexander, forthcoming, 11, 14).  

Such a cultural environment meant oral and mnemonic forms of learning were 

important (especially, as no vowels were added to the text till after 500 CE), and in 

this context, having “visual” structures (like a plan of the tabernacle) on which 

mentally to project the text, and having overt literary repetitions to indicate structure, 
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may have been especially significant. The projection of the temple on the stone in the 

Migdal Synagogue adds dramatic material evidence for this conception (§4.1.8).  

Ellman has also demonstrated the significance of visual memory, particularly in the 

priestly tradition “the priestly tradition uses memories derived from vivid 

experiences and awakened by visual stimuli” and “With its visual, olfactory and 

aural stimuli, the cult serves as the sign that attracts God’s attention and makes him 

remember the covenant he has made with his people” (Ellman, 2011, 269 and 275). 

The textual sanctuary being proposed by KCP aligns with the concept of “mimesis” 

in classical and cultural philosophy. Mirjam and Ruben Zimmermann discuss this in 

a pedagogical context, saying: 

Mimesis is related to a ‘pre-existing’ object; however, the type of depiction 

and reference brings it into the present in an intensive, creative and productive 

way. In this way, there is a successful balance between traditio and innovatio. 

Mimesis has a cognitive and affective impact, whether it be on the imitator or 

on the recipient of the imitation. It thus triggers emotions (e.g. joy) and 

processes of recognition. (Zimmermann & Zimmermann, 2015, 3) 

Watts argues further that the development of the Torah’s civil and ethical authority 

was happening long before the Romans’ destruction of the Second Temple rendered 

much of the ritual instruction moot. He says: 

Philo of Alexandria described the Sabbath observance in an Essene 

synagogue in the early first century CE: “Then one, indeed, takes up the 

books and reads them, and another of the men of the greatest experience 

comes forward and explains what is not very intelligible or a great many 

precepts are delivered in enigmatic modes or expression, and allegorically, as 

the old fashion was” (Good Person, 7:82). (2007, 216) 

As Shupak says, it appears that “the ancient Hebrew educators perceived knowledge 

first and foremost as traditional, exemplary material, to be passed down from 

generation to generation … The dominant teaching method was learning by heart” 

(Shupak, 2009, 424; but provisos in Vayntrub, 2016). This pattern of learning, no 

doubt influenced by commandments such as Deut 6:6–7, meant that, not only scribes 

would teach the parents, but parents were encouraged to teach their children: 
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 ָ֛ךְּוַצְמ יִֹ֧כנָא רֶׁ֙שֲא הֶּלֵ֗אָה םיִ֣רָבְּדַה ּו֞יָהְו 6

 ׃ָֽךֶבָבְל־לַע םֹוּ֖יַה

 ָ֤ךְּתְבִׁשְּב םָּ֑ב ָּ֖תְרַּבִדְו ָךיֶ֔נָבְל םָּ֣תְנַּנִׁשְו 7 

 ׃ָךֶֽמּוקְבּו ָ֖ךְּבְכָׁשְבּֽו ְךֶרֶּ֔דַב ָ֣ךְּתְכֶלְבּו ָ֙ךֶ֙תיֵבְּב

6 Keep these words that I am commanding you 

today in your heart.  

7 Recite them to your children and talk about 

them when you are at home and when you are 

away, when you lie down and when you rise. 

It was in a home like this that the Apostle Paul’s disciple, Timothy, was raised from 

childhood, with his grandmother Lois and his mother Eunice (2 Tim 1:5) both being 

involved in his education in “the sacred writings” (3:14–17). Paul explains it was this 

scripture that was able to make Timothy “wise for salvation” (τὰ δυνάµενά σε 

σοφίσαι εἰς σωτηρίαν) and also to teach, reprove, correct and train him in 

righteousness, so as to equip him for every good work. It appears that this education 

was not just cultic but moral and required an orthopraxis, not just orthodoxy (Scott, 

2000, 122–24). 

It is mentioned in the oral tradition (Abot v.21) that this practice should commence as 

young as five, and Rabbi Assi said later, this study should commence with the book 

of Leviticus (Leviticus Rabbah 7:3). 

ִחְתַמ הָמ יֵנְּפִמ יֵּסַא יִּבַר רַמָא ןיִלי

ןיֵאְו םיִַנְֹהּכ תַרֹותְב תֹוק  ןיִליִחְתַמ ֹוניִּתַל

תיִׁשאֵרְבִּב , ןיִרֹוהְט תֹוקֹוניִּתַהֶׁש אָּלֶא

נ ןיִרֹוהְט ּואֹוָבי ןיִרֹוהְט תֹו ָּבְרָּקַהְו

. םיִרֹוהְטִּב ּוקְּסַעְִתיְו  

Rav Assi said: Why does one begin young 

children in Torah studies with Leviticus, and 

not begin in Genesis? These young children are 

pure, and the offerings are pure. Let the pure 

come and occupy themselves with purities. 

We know from later writings that such an ideal was not generally practised, but it 

shows an aspiration for engagement with the book of Leviticus from an early stage.  

The later Rabbis argued for fulfilment of scripture in the reading, particularly in 

regard to “obsolete” passages like the offerings in Leviticus. For instance, Rabbi 

Hanina bar Pappa argued that the study of an offering would fulfil it for the reader, 

as if one had brought the actual offering (Leviticus Rabbah 7:3). Rava also claimed 

that one who studies the laws of sacrifices need not bring such sacrifices (b. 

Menakhot 110a). 

This takes the idea of scripturalisation even further. It was certainly taking place by 

the Second Temple period, but it is plausible, given what we have seen of the 
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composition of Leviticus, that it was already taking place by the final redaction of 

the Torah texts.  

4.2.4. THE PURPOSE—SUMMARY 
This range of purposes are not necessarily mutually exclusive. Of course, if one takes 

a traditional line regarding the sources behind the Pentateuch, one is forced to hold a 

fragmented view of structure and purpose, and a minimalist view of literary 

composition and artistry. However, if one accepts the many evidences of internal 

literary artistry, in the final redaction at least, and that source criticism and literary 

criticism can both include a concern for the literary and the ideological sense and the 

redactor as interpreter and creative artist (for example, Berlin, 1994, 110–12), then 

the other purposes proposed above can overlap. Seeing the text as set in a large-scale 

narrative, with a “wisdom-law” purpose, can be accepted alongside other purposes, 

such as theological, liturgical and pedagogical. Certainly, the composition proposal 

suggests that the text was composed to facilitate memory, and to inspire the 

listeners/worshippers to go on a sacred journey to nearness and holiness. Such a text 

would also provide rich material for study by devoted students studying with 

initiated or enculturated Levitical scribes. 

4.2.5. THE SITZ IM LEBEN OF LEVITICUS AND ITS PURPOSE 
A major challenge in considering the purpose of the Pentateuch is the ongoing debate 

about the dating of the extant Torah, whether pre-exilic and so during the First 

Temple period, exilic or post-exilic (during the Second Temple period), as this 

significantly affects one’s view of the potential Sitz im Leben, and so of the 

overarching purpose or theme of the Pentateuch. This does not affect the argument 

regarding the synchronic analysis of the literary form but would affect any argument 

for the book’s purpose, as the context in which a book is written can affect a nuanced 

understanding of its purpose.  

However, the key issue here is not whether Leviticus is pre-exilic or post-exilic, but 

whether or not it was composed while there was a functioning Temple cult. If the 

cult was not functioning, then it is easier to see why its “scripturalization” would 

make sense, but if it was functioning, then the situation changes. We can weigh both 

options. 
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4.2.5.1. IF THE CULT WAS NOT FUNCTIONING 

It would seem that the reading/hearing of a description of the cult is in some sense a 

substitute for actual participation in the cult, and this would tend to favour a date 

when the cult was no longer functioning. So the textualization of the cult makes 

sense in Judaism after the cult has ceased, after the destruction of the first temple, in 

the exile and/or early post-exilic times (586–ca. 516 BCE). One can fully understand 

the move to the “scripturalisation of the cult” and to building a “textual sanctuary” 

that could be experienced by the faithful, even in a foreign land. This exilic or early 

post-exilic Sitz im Leben would certainly support the liturgical and pedagogical 

purposes, as there was no temple, and so the initiated could enter the heavenly 

sanctuary themselves in the reading/hearing/studying, without any earthly sanctuary. 

It would also fit with the views of such as Rollston, who argue that Leviticus and 

much of the Torah, as finally redacted, is a polemic against the view of the prophets, 

who had been so outspoken about the corruption of the cult, and even its passing 

(Rollston, 2017). The proposal that the book was redacted in the exile would make 

sense, where the priestly class were arguing for a Torah-dependent revelation from 

Moses as still essential for individual transformation and national holiness.  

4.2.5.2. IF THE CULT WAS FUNCTIONING 

However, what function would textualisation of the cult have for those Israelites who 

had the possibility of going up to Jerusalem and actually participating in the cult? 

Why would the final editor(s) from a priestly elite redact a book to include the 

congregation of Israel, to take listeners/readers on a spiritual journey into the holiest 

place of all, following in the footsteps of the high priest? Surely, this once-a-year 

journey, for the high priest alone, would have been kept as an esoteric secret for the 

cult, or at best, it would have been made clear that this journey was only for the high 

priest, and not for the congregation? There may be some interesting answers to these 

questions.  

The ordinary Israelite who went up to the Temple would not have actually offered 

the sacrifices, but the priests would have, on his/her behalf. Nor would they have 

gone beyond the court of Israel into the court of the priests, or into the holy place, 

still less into the holy of holies. In this context, Leviticus sets out a textual world 

going right back to the wilderness Tabernacle, where the cult was initiated by 

YHWH. Its concern may be to instruct Israel clearly in the rituals that are taking 
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place on their behalf in the temple, and, still more, to identify imaginatively with the 

priests, as they perform the rituals for them (as if in the ancient Tabernacle at Israel’s 

origins). The most striking example of this would then be the way they are invited (in 

the reading) to go with the High Priest into the holy of holies on Yom Kippur.  

Kline, and other scholars, suggest that Leviticus is like an esoteric journey, available 

to all deep readers of the text (or maybe just to initiated readers), and indeed, it is this 

very journey, in a liturgical context, that facilitates nearness to the deity individually, 

and holiness as a nation corporately. Strauss and Melzer have argued independently 

that such esoteric forms of writing have been common down the ages for defensive, 

protective, pedagogical and political reasons and Melzer labels such writing, 

“philosophy between the lines” (Strauss, 1988; Melzer, 2014).  

With the emergence of the Diaspora (post-exile and post-70 CE), which precluded 

regular participation in the cult, this textualization gained added purpose. 

However, another contrasting possibility emerges from the tradition as documented 

later by Avot. The tradition there insists that the oral torah at least was handed down 

via the nation’s leaders, named as “the Elders” ( םינקז ) and “the Prophets” ( םיאיבנ ), 

with no mention of priests as significant in the process. In the guild of Pentateuchal 

studies, it is paradigmatic to view the written torah of Leviticus as “priestly,” but 

what if the writers were not largely priests after all (Gane, 2015, 220–21), but 

levitical scribes and teachers (Grabbe, 2006, 364–65), whose other roles meant they 

were also considered as prophets (Hayward, 2006, 326–28) and elders? Could it have 

been that levitical scribes took priestly material and wrote it for another purpose? A 

purpose that included their own role of teaching torah to the people (Himmelfarb, 

2020)? 

This possibility would make sense of an earlier date for the writing and of such a 

scriptural and liturgical turn in the text’s purpose, and needs further consideration. 

4.2.6. CONCLUSION 
In the light of the above discussion, it seems KCP has a credible suasive intent for 

the composition as proposed. We can aver that Leviticus was composed by the 

redactor, with the rhetoric of the whole Torah in mind, with the suasive intent to 

transform the narratival “slaves of Egypt” (and maybe, contextually, the returning 

exiles), into a holy nation fit for the land, on the basis of torah. Because of 
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scripturalisation and narrativized ritual/ ritualised narrative, in the regular deep 

reading, memorising and study of the Torah, the enculturated or initiated would be 

taken on a transforming journey from “Egypt” to divine nearness through imitatio dei 

(Lev 1–19), and on to become a holy nation, walking with YHWH in his land (Lev 

19–27). The literary evidence in this thesis seems to confirm that Leviticus has been 

projected onto the Tabernacle as an analogy, taking the hearer-readers on a 

sanctifying journey, into intimate nearness with YHWH, and then setting them apart 

to and for him, in the community, camp, and land, as a holy people. And given that 

the literary evidence is based on surface-level literary devices throughout, it seems 

clear that KCP is not just a plausible way of reading the book, but that the 

composition has suasive intent, the rhetorical structure has a rhetorical purpose. The 

rhetor authored the composition to lead the audience via the literary indicators and to 

follow in the path of the “presented world.” 

Taking this perspective enables us to gain a broader view of the rhetoric of the book 

of Leviticus. The purposes of the book that have been listed could all have been 

“true” in the emergence of the materials. The book could have emerged from cultic 

and ethical regulations in the oral traditions. Set in the cultural environment of the 

ANE, and more locally, of the cult in Israel itself, the first half of the book could 

have been part of the cultic procedures used by the priests, but, as we have seen, 

more now in the genre of wisdom-laws, so presented in a narrative form, not as a 

semantic code, as the details of the procedures were part of the cultural environment 

or standard practice of the priests. Similarly, the later chapters coming from a later 

priestly school, codified a wide range of oral laws that were used in legal judgments 

and social environments in society, but now written in a wisdom-law genre. 

The emergence of the written form of those oral traditions was driven by additional 

contextual demands, not simply being a record of “codes” for the guidance of elite 

priestly practice and legal decisions, but now for corporate gatherings in the temple, 

for liturgy to be read aloud on Sabbaths, and not just for the purpose of worship 

itself, but also for the purpose of instruction of the qahal, a form of community and 

national education. This scripturalisation of the cult resulted in a text which had 

purpose and value beyond the decision-making of the priestly class. In its ideal 

vision, this was to be a nation, though including kingly and administrative levels of 

leadership, nevertheless in the form of a theocracy, with the priestly class responsible 
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for the cultic and societal norms. Hence the need for a liturgy for corporate 

gatherings that was “chunked” for reading aloud, as if YHWH was still speaking to 

his worshipful and obedient people. 

This emergent text would clearly have been important also for pedagogy. Particularly 

with major political upheavals and even exile, such a text could provide the means 

for the Levitical/scribal class to read aloud with the younger generation, with a view 

to them memorising the “chunks” as a key element of their education, and with the 

text projected onto the ancient sanctuary acting as a mnemonic. Each generation of 

parents could also aid their children in the same, talking about it as they rose in the 

mornings and as they lay down to sleep at night, as they walked and as they worked 

(Deut 6:4–9). 

And in later times, with a deep conviction that this text was scripture, the “words of 

God,” one can imagine the use of scroll-copies being used for andragogy. And not 

simply for literacy, for one assumes the process of pedagogy would have raised an 

oral-literate cohort, but rather, driven from a desire to discover the deeper 

understanding of the “words of God.” A belief in an esoteric value in the scriptures 

that went beyond just cultics and ethics, and served a “theologic” purpose, and even 

mystic belief about the value of these writings. 

It appears KCP has a plausible compositional history, that shows respect for all the 

proposed purposes for the book, the cultic-procedural, the ethical, the legal, the 

liturgical, the educational and the theological. 
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5. CONCLUSIONS AND CONTRIBUTION TO RESEARCH 

 

5.1.   A SUMMARY OF THE THESIS 

This thesis has investigated the book of Leviticus as rhetoric, from a literary and 

synchronic perspective, focusing on a critique of Moshe Kline’s view of the writing 

and the reading of the book. In simple terms, I have defined rhetoric as composition 

for suasive intent, so the broad research questions have been: “What is the 

composition and suasive intent of Leviticus?” and “How can one know?” (Chapter 

1). Given the subjective nature of such questions, and the wide range of scholarly 

views on the composition, the focused question has been: “How can one test the 

plausibility of a proposed rhetorical composition and suasive intent?” Given this 

focus, chapter 2 mapped out the nature of Rhetoric (§2.1) as understood in this 

thesis, and then set out the rhetorical critical methodology that would be applied 

(§2.2). To set the research within the scholarly conversation, a critical review was 

then undertaken of 13 scholarly proposals as to the literary composition of the book 

(§3.1) and a literature map was created (§3.2) that collated the views and generated 

numerous critical conclusions. The review also enabled me to clarify a set of 

principles that can be used in this approach to rhetorical analysis of such books 

(§3.3). On the basis of the review and the rhetorical analytical principles, I selected 

the composition proposed by Moshe Kline (2015) as my case study, as it seems to 

account for the literary form and style of the extant book, and I then outlined Kline’s 

composition proposal (KCP) in some detail (§3.4), for appraisal in the remainder of 

the thesis.  

In keeping with the question: “How can we discern a plausible composition and 

suasive intent proposal?”, a series of eight, empirical, multi-disciplinary, rhetorical-

critical “tools” or methods were devised, and used to test the plausibility of Kline’s 

composition proposal (§§ 4.1.1–8). Following this, a review of the scholarly views 

on the suasive intent was undertaken, including Kline’s (§4.2). One recognises that 

no data is “objective” in the absolute sense, but with the use of triangulation in 

rhetorical criticism, undertaking a diverse range of tests on the text-artefact from 

different fields, one is more likely to limit personal bias and increase the validity of 

conclusions in pursuit of the research question.  
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This final chapter (5) gathers the emerging evidence from each test (§5.2), and then 

draws generalised conclusions from the study (§5.3). Given rhetorical criticism is not 

an exact science, the evidence obtained from each test varies, but cautious 

conclusions have been drawn from each to sharpen the focus of the overall 

triangulation. The chapter also summarises the contribution to research made by the 

thesis (§5.4), and proposes areas for ongoing research (§5.5). 
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5.2.   TEST CONCLUSIONS 

Section 4.1 set out eight rhetorical critical methods that can be used to appraise the 

plausibility of any proposed composition for ancient books like Leviticus. The gamut 

of tests has been modelled with KCP. The results and conclusions for each test have 

been documented in detail within each test, but I summarise the results here, to give 

a triangulated overview of the evidence, and to draw meta-level conclusions. To 

distinguish the degree of confidence in the results and conclusions, I have used a 

muted traffic-light-form of shading—muted, as no evidence in the humanities is ever 

solid! Pastel green shows affirming evidence, pastel orange shows evidence 

affirming-but-with-caution, and pastel red disaffirming evidence. 

§ Method 
or Test 

Key Results Conclusion regarding 
KCP 

3.1 
3.2 

Literature 
Review— 
the initial 
rhetorical-
critical test for 
the evaluation 
of any 
composition 
proposal. 

The review generated  a set of rhetorico-analytical 
principles useful in synchronic studies (§3.3). 
KCP appears to encompass the key compositional 
elements identified by scholars. 

 
KCP is based on observable 
and accepted surface-level 
literary devices and arguably 
shows synchronic coherence 
for all the pericopes in the 
book, unlike other proposals 
 

4.1.1 Boundedness 
of Leviticus 
 
Is the book of 
Leviticus a 
bounded book 
or literary 
unit? 

Disaffirming:  
1. There is no reference to five books of Torah 

till after 1st cent. BCE 
2. Division of Torah into  “books” may simply 

be because of scroll size? 
3. Lev 1:1 continues straight on from narrative 

of Ex 40 
4. Leviticus is an integral part of the narrative 

arc from Gen 12 to Num 35 

 
Affirming:  
 
1. Extrinsic Evidence 

a. There are references to “books” of 
Torah from the 3rd cent. BCE, and the 
books are separate in the LXX 

b. Frequency of use clearly assumed by 
Essenes as independently authoritative 

2. Intrinsic Evidence 
a. Narrative context: Lev is unique—just 

speeches of YHWH from the tent 
sanctuary 

b. Chronological frame: Time-markers 
separate it from Ex–Num  

c. Size of Lev is 12k words vs. Ex and 
Num with 16k words, and Genesis 20k, 
so divisions NOT based on max size of 
scrolls. Also some DS scrolls appear to 
have two Torah books on one scroll  

 
There is some significant 
evidence that Leviticus is part 
of a larger narrative, so not a 
separate “book.” 
 
 
 
 
The balance of evidence tends 
to confirm Leviticus was 
indeed a bounded book, or at 
least a coherent literary unit 
within a wider anthology, and 
not just divided randomly for 
mechanical reasons (scroll 
size). 
 
KCP does not just assume 
boundedness. However, it 
projects boundedness, as it is 
framed around a journey into 
and out of the tabernacle. 



A New and Living Way—Paul Hocking 288 

d. Book-ended by literary parallels in Gen 
and Deut, and in Ex and Num  

3. Reader Reception: Most scholars consider 
the “book” as having coherence.  

KCP projects boundedness because based on 
sanctuary journey. 

4.1.2 Genre 
Consideration 
of genre 

High literary artifice, embedded in a narrative arc 
Not narrowly a law book, nor a cultic manual.  
Religious literature with instructional, liturgical, 
“scriptural” and educational purposes. 
Based on an analogy, the Tabernacle 
 

KCP displays literary artistry, 
maybe with origins in oral 
texts but now authored to a 
two-dimensional text form, a 
unique form of writing.  
Narrativised ritual, framed on 
the analogy of a sanctuary 
journey 

4.1.3 Literary 
Profile of 
Book 
Applying the 
TAPJLA 
inventory to 
the book of 
Leviticus, and 
comparing 
with KCP. 

1. KCP uses the observable literary features of 
the book in decisions about pericope 
structures. 

2. Some ancient works use repetitions as 
indicators of architecture, as does KCP 

3. KCP shows numbers of literary connections 
with the TAPJLA’s Mishnah analysis 

 
TAPJLA validates the literary 
structures of KCP because it is 
based on the same logic of 
surface-level literary 
indicators. 
TAPJLA shows the importance 
of repetitions in structure in 
related literature to KCP 

4.1.4 Repetitions 
as indicators 
of 
architecture 
 
Based on 
TAPJLA. A 
method to test 
the validity 
and reliability 
of structural 
repetitions in 
KCP. 
 

A sample of four passages analysed—two within 
single “Units” of text, and two across the whole 
book. 
1. Appointed Times in Unit XVIII (ch. 23): A 

number of repetitions are mapped onto KCP, 
and show demonstrable coherence, and also 
indicate literary purpose for numbers of 
previously identified disjunctures or 
interpolations. 

2. The Central Unit—Unit XIII (ch. 19): This 
unit is viewed as the central unit in KCP, and 
as such, would also constitute the central 
“unit” in the Torah. A number of repetitions 
are mapped in the unit, to test the validity of 
KCP. On this occasion, some elements of the 
map have also been identified by other 
scholars, increasing plausibility. 

3. Sinai: The five refs literally map onto the 
“corner” Units of KCP, forming a strong, 
book-wide inclusio when seen in two-
dimensional format.  

4. Divine Speech: 20 out of the 22 test case 
“Units” commence with the Divine Speech 
formula. The two Units without opening DS 
formulae, raise questions here. 

 
 
 
The repetitions align 
consistently with the two-
dimensional architecture 
proposed for the pericopes, 
units, rings and book in KCP 
 
The objectivity is raised with 
similar structures being 
identified in Units I and XIII 
by Luciani and Wenham. 
 
Such studies need replicating 
by others to confirm or 
otherwise. 
 

4.1.5 Text 
Linguistics 
A modern tool 
that can be 
used to study 
the cohesion 
and coherence 
of a text. 
 

1. “To the LORD”: Mapping the usage in KCP, 
confirms relationship of first unit with last 
unit in the book. The phrase is also frequent 
in Unit XVIII. 

2. The textual link of ch. 10/Unit IV and ch.  
16/Unit X supports the KCP “map.”  

3. The use of a unique indirect-speech-
command maps consistently onto key Units 
X, XVI and XIX. Statistically very unlikely 
this would occur by chance. 

 
The three text-linguistic studies 
have given statistically strong 
evidence that correlate with 
KCP, so increasing its 
plausibility. 
 
 
A more extensive set of studies 
needs to be undertaken. 
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4.1.6 Literary 
Analogies 
from 
Antiquity: 
Composition 
of Mishnah 
A  
comparative 
study based 
on TAPJLA’s 
observation 
that the 
Mishnah 
shows literary 
features 
similar to 
Leviticus. 
 

1. A thorough exposition of 4 varied chapters 
from Mishnah, including Avot and Yoma, 
showed repeated evidence of literary 
parallelism, structuring the pericopes in two 
dimensions. 

2. Repetitions frequently used as indicators of 
architecture. 

3. Apparent text disjunctures or “resumptive 
repetitions” in linear reading are usually 
indications of parallel pericopes or Units of 
text, so they have literary purpose. 

4. The identification of triads of pericopes or 
Units showing ‘introverted logic’ (thesis > 
synthesis < antithesis). 

This is wholly new published evidence—
Mishnah’s composition vis-à-vis Leviticus. 
 

Identification of comparative 
forms of composition in the 
Mishnah increases the 
plausibility of KCP for 
Leviticus. 
Independent identification of 
such devices by Hebrew Bible 
and TAPJLA scholars further 
increases plausibility. 
Repeating literary devices and 
resumptive repetitions have 
literary purpose for KCP, and 
aid the listener/reader in 
associating parallel 
pericopes/units. 
The “introversion” archetype 
used in Mishnah is also 
paralleled in KCP. 

4.1.7 Literary 
Analogies 
from 
Antiquity: 
Content 
If KCP is 
valid, then 
there should 
be evidence of 
analogous 
concepts 
being repeated 
in related 
literature of 
antiquity, 
particularly 
the journey 
into and out of 
a sanctuary. 
 

1. A survey of evidence from ANE and Hebrew 
Bible, Qumran, Hebrews, Mishnah Yoma 
and Hekhalot certainly confirmed basic 
concepts such as aspirations to enter the 
“true” celestial sanctuary, and to see the 
deity on his throne. 

2. The four analogies confirmed the “sanctuary 
journey” inwards or upwards, and there was 
the assumption of transformation before 
returning to the “real” world, but only 
Hebrews and possible allusions in Ezekiel 
and Isaiah, showed clear reference to the 
outward phase of the journey. 

3. There may be suggestion in Hekhalot 
literature of a relationship of ascent to the 
merkabah and revelation of torah by Sar 
Torah, similar to the centre in KCP. 

 
 
The sanctuary themes of 
Leviticus continue in later 
literature and are embellished. 
The inward or “ascent” journey 
to the holiest presence of God 
is dominant and common.  
YHWH’s self-revelation is the 
focus of all the analogies, and 
central in KCP.  
However, the limited emphasis 
in these texts on the outward/ 
corporate journey of 
sanctification gives limited 
support to KCP, except maybe 
in Isaiah 6 and Ezekiel, and the 
homily of Hebrews. 

4.1.8 Palaeography 
and 
Archaeology 
 
If KCP is 
valid, one 
may expect to 
find evidence 
of intentional, 
two-
dimensional 
writing in 
ANE, still 
existing in 
that format. 

1. To date, no evidence of such 2-D formatted 
texts is known (not even for Torah/Mishnah). 

2. However, secondary evidence has been 
collected that suggests such writing was 
possible in principle: 
a. Writing was characteristically done on 

hand-held tablets whilst sitting on the 
floor, and was oriented to oral rather 
than graphical culture. 

b. Much ancient writing is tabulated 
c. Egyptian hieroglyphics show literary 

repetitions in paratexts. 
d. Many examples of inverted parallelism 

in graphical form in archaeology. 
e. The Migdal Stone is vivid evidence of 

inverted parallelism and of a temple 
journey metaphor 

f. The concept of a central “hinge” to such 
images and sometimes dividing 
“motifs.” 

 
The fact that no known 
examples of 2-D-formatted 
texts exist is a negative 
argument from absence.  
However, it seems the concepts 
required for such 2-D writing 
were common in the ANE, and 
it could be that researchers 
have not been looking for this 
“paradigm” in other contexts. 
Possibly, similar literary 
devices observable on 
Egyptian hieroglyphs. 
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5.3. WIDER EMERGING CONCLUSIONS 

5.3.1. THE THESIS AFFIRMS A NEW WAY OF READING  
The thesis affirms a new way of reading the text of Leviticus, and this has 

implications for reading the other books of the Torah. This “reading” can be 

understood on a number of levels: the composition of literary units, triads, rings and 

books. 

5.3.1.1. LITERARY UNITS 

The thesis has affirmed in Leviticus and in the Mishnah that the key building block is 

the literary unit, and that these units are composed as two-dimensional constructs, 

using repeating literary correspondents to guide the reader/hearer/student. The units 

are clearly defined in the Mishnah, as it is divided into “chapters” already. However, 

in the Torah, they can only be identified using embedded literary indicators. As 

shown in the three examples in section 2.1, scholars have published other examples 

of such two-dimensional literary constructs, but it seems that there has not been a 

wider appreciation of such prose alternations in the Torah generally. Kline has laid 

out the alternating literary units for Leviticus and this thesis has subjected some of 

the units to rigorous rhetorico-critical testing. The results have served to affirm the 

composition of the units as proposed and is a significant contribution to scholarship. 

5.3.1.2. TRIADS AND RINGS 

Again, Kline’s argument that these units of text are associated at a higher level in 

Unit-Triads, based on the same kind of literary indicators, has been affirmed. These 

Unit-Triads show literary links in a “vertical” dimension—the first unit in each triad 

in the first half of the book having an “above” orientation (a God-ward perspective); 

the unit at the opposite pole having a “below” orientation (a mundane perspective); 

and the “between” unit combining a God-and-people perspective, addressing matters 

of separation, connection and distinguishing. The resulting Triads conceptualise 

theme-spheres projected onto the tabernacle journey as a metaphor and so the 

hermeneutic for any literary unit rightly includes both “dimensions,” horizontal 

(spatial-temporal) and vertical (the relationship of the divine and mundane). 
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5.3.1.3. RINGS AND BOOK 

The thesis has also affirmed that the Unit-Triads are related, in three concentric 

“rings” across the whole book. These rings present themselves as hinged around a 

single, unique, central unit (Unit XIII, ch. 19). The rings show evidence of being 

projected in dynamic sequence onto the three theme-spheres of the sanctuary (the 

court, the holy place and the holy of holies), so moving the reader into the sanctuary, 

to the holy of holies, and then outwards again, along a literary journey. The text of 

the inward journey also has an individual emphasis whereas the outward journey has 

a community/nation emphasis.  

This study has confirmed the composition as a “textual sanctuary” and as a “literary 

journey,” with many examples of impressive literary artistry, Again, the results from 

the tests affirm Milgrom’s concept in this context that “structure is theology.” Such a 

reading seems paradigmatic. This rigorous empirical testing of Kline’s proposal, that 

Leviticus has been structured as a two-dimensional, literary composition, has 

increased its plausibility and suggested a new way of reading ancient texts, certainly 

for Leviticus, the Torah and Mishnah. 

5.3.2. FORMATION OF LEVITICUS 
Another implication of such a paradigm relates to the method of formation of 

Leviticus. Most scholars accept that the Mishnah is a composition, at least as finally 

redacted, but what of Leviticus? If this study has confirmed KCP is plausible, then it 

has significant implications for the method of formation itself. Scholars have spilt a 

lot of ink de-composing the text on the basis of apparent disjunctures, repetitions and 

lexical usages, and particularly regarding the different style of the two halves of the 

book. Yet this thesis has shown that often these features can be viewed as indicators 

of cohesion and coherence in a two-dimensional composition. Also, many of the 

verbal differences between the two halves of the book seem to conform to the 

literary purpose as argued, making the dogmatic insistence on major differences 

between the P and H schools of questionable validity. 

One could still insist that there were previous sources and oral traditions, as almost 

certainly there were to some degree (Niditch, 1996; Kugel, 1999, 2012; Carr, 2016; 

Rollston, 2017), but one would also have to accept that editor(s)/redactor(s) would 

have had to play a major role in creating such a complex piece of literary art. He/they 
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have not simply stitched different sources together, inserting a few fragments here 

and there, and adding incipits where necessary, to make it hold together. He/they 

have carefully authored the opening and closing of every pericope, and the content of 

every pericope, unit and ring, such that they show “vertical” and “horizontal” 

resonance in every ring, and across the central “hinge” in the two halves of the book 

(including across putative sources). Knierim makes an astute point here regarding the 

interpretation of the extant Pentateuch: “attention to this [extant] stratum provides an 

important starting point and control mechanism for studying the Pentateuch’s 

tradition history itself” (Knierim, 1985, 394). And to quote Sprinkle, referring to 

Berlin: “synchronic poetics not only provides a different way of looking at a text in 

contrast to diachronic approaches but actually undermines standard source criticism 

by interpreting the very phenomena used by source critics to reconstruct the 

hypothetical original sources in ways not requiring such sources” (Berlin, 1983, 111–

34; Sprinkle, 1989, 305). It is salutary to hear such as David Carr, after long study of 

documented examples of transmission history and decades of reading Pentateuchal 

scholarship, concluding in a most recent article: “we know far less than we think we 

do about the formation of these texts. Put another way, I am ever more struck with 

just how fraught and difficult it is for us to know anything secure and detailed about 

the undocumented prehistory of any text” (Carr, 2016, 106). Whereas it is right and 

proper for some scholars to continue to search out plausible theories of the 

Pentateuch’s prehistory, this thesis argues that the artistic structuring (of Leviticus at 

least) has serious implications for understanding the redaction of the final form. 
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5.3.3. KLINE’S COMPOSITION PROPOSAL IS PLAUSIBLE  
Based on the literature review (ch. 3) and the wide range of empirical tests which are 

generally affirming (ch. 4), it is reasonable to conclude that Kline’s composition 

proposal (Fig. 82) is a plausible composition model for the book of Leviticus. It 

aligns well with the literary data and resolves most of the difficulties with coherence 

identified by scholars. However, to increase the validity of this conclusion, one 

would need to subject the other scholarly composition proposals to a similar range of 

tests by way of comparison.  

 

 
 

This study has also contributed value to Kline’s composition proposal by adding 

labels indicating the key aspects of the two phases of the book (Fig. 83), and also 

creating a graphic to show how the literary journey projects onto the zones of the 

tabernacle (Fig. 84). 
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FIG. 83: LEVITICUS AS A SANCTUARY JOURNEY 

 

FIG. 84: LEVITICUS PROJECTED ONTO THE SANCTUARY 
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5.3.4. SITZ IM LEBEN 
Another implication for such a paradigm relates to the Sitz im Leben. Assuming 

scholarship is correct in arguing that the author(s) of Leviticus were from the priestly 

class, then one could ask when would a priestly school compose such a text for use 

in liturgy, pedagogy and study? As discussed (§4.2.5), if it was composed whilst the 

First Temple was still standing, it would seemingly undermine the dominant role of 

the priesthood, as its reading in the temple and elsewhere would be encouraging the 

congregation of the people of Israel to enter into the “textual sanctuary” and follow 

the same (metaphorical) journey as the high priest on Yom Kippur. This seems 

highly unlikely in such a context, as it would conflict with the legislated uniqueness 

of the high priestly role. Similarly, well after the exile, when the Second Temple and 

cult was in operation, it would seem to present a similar threat to the priestly elite. 

However, during the exile, or soon after for some, when there was no temple or cult, 

one can imagine the exilic priests seeking to show the faithful remnant that there was 

a way of “scripturalising the cult,” so the exiles in a foreign land could still “enter the 

sanctuary,” could still engage in imatatio dei, and could still live the holy life in the 

land of the stranger, and maybe, by so doing, speed the new exodus, and the new 

entry into the promised land? This is certainly a plausible life-setting. 

However, evidence discussed in the Boundedness and Purpose sections (§§ 4.1.1 and 

4.2.5) suggested that the book of Leviticus was largely composed by the late First 

Temple period at least, so this implication on the Sitz im Leben seems to be in 

conflict with, and a challenge to, this argument. Of relevance here is the view of 

Mishnah Avot, as mentioned above (§4.2.5), that the oral tradition was passed down 

through the elders and prophets, some kind of “scribal class,” with little or no 

mention of priests. If this was true, then one could argue that the “scripturalisation of 

the cult” and the “democratisation of the cult” was taking place much earlier than 

imagined. Could it be that these texts were not priestly schools defending the status 

quo, but scribal-prophetic schools arguing for an esoteric purpose for the ancient 

traditions? 
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5.4. CONTRIBUTION TO RESEARCH 
At this point, it would be useful to summarise the main contributions this research 

has made to the field of scholarship. 

5.4.1. LITERATURE REVIEW 
The thesis includes a critical review of largely English-published scholarship, from 

around 1990 to the present, on the composition and suasive intent of the book of 

Leviticus. The most recent collation of bibliography on the book generally was by 

Luciani in his dissertation and later bibliographical update (Luciani, 2005b, 2010), 

but this thesis adds new focused material and perspective on the rhetoric of the book, 

its composition and suasive intent. The literature “map” is a unique summary of 

scholarship, giving clarity about consensus and discord. In particular, the review 

concludes that Kline’s composition proposal encompasses most of the compositional 

issues identified by scholars, and on that basis may be considered plausible.  

5.4.2. A NEW PERSPECTIVE ON RHETORICAL CRITICISM 
Since Muilenberg’s call to scholars in the field of biblical studies to develop a new 

kind of biblical criticism that he labelled “rhetorical criticism,” there have been 

countless studies taking up this challenge. A large number of the early studies took 

“rhetorical criticism” to be “stylistic criticism” and classified a plethora of stylistic 

forms used in the Hebrew Bible and NT. Further work extended this in the fields of 

poetry and narrative, and broadened from a focus on stylistics to genuine studies of 

composition and suasion. This thesis has reviewed these approaches and combined a 

range of newer concepts such as synchronics, rhetorical analysis, text linguistics, 

digital humanities, palaeography and triangulation, to bring a holistic approach to the 

rhetorical criticism of biblical texts. Also, based on the scholarly review of 

composition proposals, a set of Organising Principles for Rhetorical Analysis have 

been generated that could aid future studies. 

5.4.3. A LIST OF RHETORICAL CRITICAL TOOLS: TRIANGULATION 
This thesis has selected eight different rhetorical critical tools in the field of biblical 

studies. Of course, this list is not suggested as exhaustive, nor necessarily to be used 

in all such contexts, but as a demonstration of an approach that can broaden one’s 

description, analysis and appraisal of ancient literature. The wide range of tools or 

methods are all used currently by specialist scholars in particular fields, but they 
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have been marshalled here for the appraisal of a composition proposal. This 

approach to rhetorical criticism has been dubbed “triangulation” and it has 

demonstrated the rich evidence that can emerge from such a wide range of methods 

focused on a single text or scholarly work, and the way it helps to limit researcher 

bias and generalisations based on vested opinion. 

5.4.4. A MODEL EVALUATION OF ONE COMPOSITION PROPOSAL 
The thesis has used the eight methods in appraising the counter-intuitive composition 

proposal for Leviticus by Moshe Kline. Any one of the methods could be a whole 

doctoral thesis, but they have been used simply as probes into the proposal, to gather 

evidence from eight different perspectives about the validity and the reliability of the 

composition proposal. The results have been presented fully in Chapter 4, and 

summarised in this chapter, using a “traffic light” presentation, to highlight the 

evidence that affirms, affirms-with-caution or disaffirms the test case. This case 

study has value both in the appraisal of this specific case, and as a model for similar 

research in other contexts. 

5.4.5. AN APPRAISAL OF THE PARADIGM OF WRITING 
Kline has published evidence that the Torah texts, and Leviticus in particular, have 

been composed using two-dimensional literary units (different from simple 

parallelisms and inverted parallelisms). The resulting analysis of the book of 

Leviticus generates a coherent composition embracing the literary data. This thesis 

has tested the hypothesis via the eight diverse methods and demonstrated, on the 

whole, evidence that supports the hypothesis. In this way, this thesis has not just 

contributed affirmation of plausibility for the literary composition as proposed, but 

also for the literary paradigm of two-dimensional parallelism in the composition of 

the book. In other words, Kline’s composition proposal is not just a new reading of 

Leviticus but also a new paradigm of writing. He accounts for the composition of 

Leviticus because he accounts for its basis in a new paradigm of writing. Therefore, 

this thesis not only evaluates Kline’s reading of Leviticus but also his paradigm of 

writing itself. This contribution has significant implications for the future of studies 

in the Pentateuch, the Hebrew Bible and other ANE literature. 
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5.5. FURTHER RESEARCH—A NEW AND LIVING WAY 
Finally, it is clear that this thesis points the way to many relevant avenues for further 

research. One could ask: Is the compositional paradigm true for the rest of the Torah, 

not just Leviticus? Are there other books in the Hebrew Bible which show similar 

two-dimensional parallelism in their composition? Are there other texts in the ANE 

generally which seem composed on the same basis? Maybe up to this point no-one 

has actually considered other texts in this manner, and if investigated, it may be that 

there are other scribal contexts where this esoteric form of writing also existed. What 

about the Mishnah? Kline has previously made available his view of its composition 

on his chaver.com web site, in the same paradigm, but can other scholars test this 

proposal chapter by chapter, to affirm his view or otherwise? And what about the 

New Testament? Is Matthew’s Gospel based on the same design, or the Disciple’s 

Prayer, or the Fruit pericope in John 15, or any of Paul’s letters, such as Colossians? 

And what about the book To the Hebrews, as it argues for “a new and living way” 

through Jesus? Does it indeed possess this understanding because of a new and living 

way of reading the ancient form of writing in Leviticus? 

Such studies would go a long way to affirm or otherwise the significant conclusions 

in this thesis, but beyond these wider studies, assuming the Torah and Mishnah at 

least show affirmation, then what is the rhetorical significance for every unit of text 

in the Torah and for every chapter of Mishnah? How does this impact the 

hermeneutics of the pericopes and how does this differ from the interpretations given 

traditionally?  

So, A New and Living Way suggests a challenging and worthwhile journey for 

biblical studies and hermeneutics, particularly in the Torah and Mishnah, based on a 

new way of reading these ancient writings. Maybe students who go on this journey 

will experience the divine promise:  

 םֶ֔כְכֹו֣תְּב ֙יִּתְכַּלַהְתִהְו
 םיִ֑הֹלֽאֵל םֶ֖כָל יִת֥יִיָהְו
׃םָֽעְל יִ֥ל־ּויְהִּת םֶּ֖תַאְו  

I will walk among you, 
and will be your God, 

and you shall be my people. 
Lev 26:12  
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6. APPENDICES 

 

6.1. APPENDIX 1:  SURFACE LITERARY FEATURES IN THE BOOK 

 

This appendix is a database of surface-level literary features (taken broadly) in the 

book of Leviticus. It has been based on close reading of the text, and guided by 

elements from the TAPJLA inventory. However, it is a personal “reading,” and there 

are, no doubt, additional surface features observable by others, that have not been 

included here, and the way I have classified the features is also subjective. I present 

it here as a foundation for my case study, so I have an independent view of the 

significant literary features in the book, and to use this understanding in my critique 

of KCP. 

A. The Introduction 

a. Ongoing narrative—Vayyiqra— אָרְִקּיַו —waw consecutive verb, suggesting 

ongoing narrative from Exodus 

b. The subject throughout the book is largely the deity, YHWH/LORD 

(abbreviation: Y): And YHWH spoke— הָוְהי רֵּבְַדיַו  (but see “governing 

voice”, below) 

c. The object—To Moses— הֶֹשמ־לֶא —the book is largely addressed to Moses 

for action and for instruction to the people and to the priests, but see 

“governing voice” below. 

d. The governing voice however is a narrator who throughout is anonymous, 

with assumed omniscience, and who usually refers to YHWH in the third 

person. He reports the 37 divine speeches “The LORD said to Moses …” 

and reports the two narrative sections as if present. So, although the 

dominant impression one gets is that this book is made up of God’s words 

to Moses from the tent of meeting, for him to instruct the people of Israel 

in the desert, nevertheless, the actual time, situation and audience of the 

governing voice is not made clear. Scholars consider the final redaction is 

probably much later, before, during or after the exile, in this final form, 

and intended for the nation of Israel as it then was. The words are being 

projected by the anonymous author/editor/redactor as having the very 
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authority of YHWH and Moses, in order for that generation to respect 

them and take them seriously. 

e. The Context 

i. The nation of Israel is set in the context of an “exodus” journey 

from Egypt, where they had lived, to Canaan, where YHWH was 

taking them (18:2 etc.). 

ii. The Tent of Meeting in Sinai (1:2)—The LORD spoke to Moses 

“from the tent of meeting”— דֵעֹומ לֶֹהאֵמ   

1. So, there is a dramatic shift from the position of the LORD 

in the second half of Exodus, where Y came to appear on 

the top of mount Sinai. Right at the end of Exodus, when 

the tabernacle was constructed and erected, and the glory 

of the LORD came to fill the tabernacle (40:34)—  ןָנָעֶה סְַכיַו

ןָּכְׁשִּמַה תֶא אֵלָמ הֵוְהי דֹובְכּו דֵעֹומ לֶֹהא־תֶא   

2. And Moses was not able to enter the tabernacle at this 

point, for this reason (Ex 40:35) הָוְהי דֹובְכּו ןָנָעֶה ויָלָע ןַכָׁש־יִּכ 

ןָּכְׁשִּמַה־תֶא אֵלָמ  

3. Throughout the book of Leviticus then, the LORD’s 

position is assumed as still speaking from the tent of 

meeting, not just in the opening paragraph. 

B. The Dialogue Details 

a. Although the divine being is considered to be speaking to Moses directly 

and primarily, the speaking takes the form of a consistent command to 

him to speak himself the same words to the people: 

i. Usually, “to the children of Israel”—  ָּתְרַמָאְו לֵאָרְִׂשי יֵנְּב־לֶא רֵּבַּד ׃ֹרמאֵל

םֶהֵַלְא . So, YHWH spoke to Moses and he was commanded to 

speak the same words to the children of Israel. The speaking of Y 

to Moses was divine speaking, but the speaking of Moses to the 

people was in a human voice, but with the direct authority of 

YHWH.  

ii. Occasionally, YHWH speaks just: 

1. To Moses, for his own action: 6:12; 8:1–2. So, Moses is 

spoken to by YHWH in the second person singular, “you”. 
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2. To Aaron (10:8): “And YHWH spoke to Aaron: you shall 

not drink wine, you or your sons with you, when you go 

into the tent of meeting, so you do not die. A lasting 

ordinance for your generations, and to distinguish between 

the holy and profane, and between the unclean and the 

clean, and to teach sons of Israel all the decrees that 

YHWH gave to them by the hand of Moses.” 

3. To Aaron and his sons: 6:2, here, not just speak but 

“command”; 6:18 here, “speak” to them 

iii. Occasionally, Moses speaks to:  

1. The congregation, as in 8:5 

2. Aaron and his sons, as in 8:31; 9:2; 10:6, 12, 16 

3. Just to Aaron as in 10:3 

4. To Aaron’s two nephews 10:4 

iv. Once, Aaron is recorded as speaking to Moses 10:19 

b. In this early part of the book, the priests and their roles are also referred to 

in the third person, as are the people. 

c. Throughout, the narrator is speaking the words of YHWH to Moses, so 

Moses can speak them to the people, for the people to obey. The use of 

pronouns is mixed and so the division between YHWH and the people 

appears “thin”. Occasionally, it seems YHWH is literally giving Moses 

his words to speak as if it is YHWH speaking in the first person, but 

usually, he seems to be giving Moses words, which he is then to speak 

from himself to the people. 

i. In 1:2, the deity speaks to Moses in the 2nd person, “and you shall 

say to them”, and the words he tells him to say are then in the 2nd 

person plural, as if Moses is speaking on YHWH’s behalf “a man, 

when he brings from you (pl) an offering to YHWH …” 

ii. In 1:3, YHWH changes the pronouns that Moses is to use, as he 

switches to different theoretical cases: so Moses is speaking to the 

offerer in the third person—”if his offering is a burnt offering, 

from the herd, a male without defect he must offer him, at the 

entrance of the tent of meeting he must offer him, for his 

acceptance before YHWH”—  ֹוֹתא ביִרְַקי דֵעֹומ לֶֹהא חַתֶּפ־לֶא ֹוּנֶ֑ביִרְַקי
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׃הָוְהי יֵנְפִל ֹוֹנצְרִל  Notice here that it appears to be YHWH speaking 

via Moses to the people—”he must offer him” but it finishes not 

with the first person, as one would expect if the deity was using 

Moses to speak just as a mouthpiece, but with the divine name, so 

Moses is speaking to the assumed offerer about the divine in the 

third person: “for his acceptance before YHWH”. YHWH is 

giving Moses the words to speak, but for him to pass on from his 

own view point, not as a simple mouthpiece, but as one who has 

the authority to speak on YHWH’s behalf. 

iii. The LORD’s address through Moses changes to 2nd person again in 

7:23–26, then switches back to 3rd person, then back to 2nd person 

in 7:32, and then third person from then on. 

iv. There is a dramatic shift to the LORD speaking in the first person 

to Moses in 7:34 “I took the prebends from the people and I gave 

to Aaron and his sons.” Also in 14:34, the LORD speaks in the first 

person as the one causing the infection in the house in the land, 

addressing the nation in second person plural: “When you come 

into the land of Canaan, which I give you for a possession, and I 

put a leprous disease in a house in the land of your possession …” 

The following sentences switch to third person case law. 

v. Also, in 13:55, 57–58, at the close of the pericope, the acting 

priest is 3 times referred to in the second person singular “you,” 

instead of the usual third person. 

C. The Narrative Portions with Moses Acting—Narrator reporting more overtly 

a. Going into the Sanctuary—Inauguration of the Priesthood chs. 8–10 

i. Chapter 8—The Investiture of the Priests  

1. 8:5 Moses said to the assembly: This is the thing that the 

LORD commanded to do. The anonymous narrator reports 

on Moses in the third person. 

2. 8:6–9 Moses brought Aaron and his sons and he washed 

and clothed Aaron  

3. 8:10 Moses takes the anointing oil and anoints the 

tabernacle … and Aaron …  
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4. 8:13 Moses brought near the sons of Aaron and clothed 

them  

5. 8:14 then he brought near the bull of sin offering … and 

slaughtered it and took the blood and put on altar … but 

burnt the carcass outside the camp. 

6. 8:18 then he brought near the ram of the burnt offering … 

slaughtered … sprinkled the blood … and he burnt the 

whole of the ram 

7. 8:22 then he brought near the ram of ordination … 

slaughtered … took blood and put on right ear, thumb, toe 

of Aaron and sons 

8. 8:25 He took the fat and the bread and put on the right 

thigh and put on hands of Aaron and sons and waved as a 

wave offering. Then he took them from their hands and 

burned them as an ordination offering. 

9. 8:29 And he took the breast, and waved as a wave offering 

… as his share …  

10. 8:30 then Moses took from the oil and blood and sprinkled 

on Aaron and his sons and their garments 

11. 8:31 Moses speaks to Aaron and his sons: Cook and eat in 

the tabernacle 

ii. Chapter 9—The Inauguration of the Priests  

1. 9:1 On the 8th day, Moses called Aarons and his sons and 

the elders and said to Aaron: “Take for you a calf for a sin 

offering, and a ram for a burnt offering and present before 

Y.” 

2. 9:3 And to the sons of Israel, you (Aaron) say: “Take a 

goat for sin offering and a calf and lamb for burnt offering 

and a cow and a ram for fellowship offering to sacrifice 

before Y, and a grain offering mixed with oil, for today Y 

will appear to you.” 

3. 9:6 Moses said: “This is the thing that Y commanded you 

to do, so may appear to you the glory of Y.” 
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4. 9:7 and Moses said to Aaron: “Come to the altar and 

sacrifice your sin offering and your burnt offering and 

atone for you and for the people and sacrifice the offering 

of the people and atone for you and for them, just as Y 

commanded.” 

5. 9:8 And Aaron came near to the altar and slaughtered the 

calf of sin offering that is for him, and the sons of Aaron 

brought the blood to him, and he dipped his finger into the 

blood and he put on the horns of the altar and the blood he 

poured out at the base of the altar, and the fat of the sin 

offering he burned on the altar just as Y commanded 

Moses. The narrator reports on Aaron and his sons in the 

third person. 

6. 9:11 and the flesh and the hide he burned in the fire 

outside the camp, then he slaughtered the burn offering … 

sprinkled the blood … burned the pieces …  

7. 9:15 and he brought near the offering of the people, the sin 

offering … slaughtered … brought near the burnt offering 

as the ordinance … and he brought near the grain offering 

and he filled his hand and burned on the altar … and he 

slaughtered the fellowship offerings that for the people, 

sprinkled the blood … laid the fat on the breasts and 

burned on the altar. And the right breast and thigh Aaron 

waved before Y, just as he commanded Moses. 

8. 9:22 and Aaron lifted his hands toward the people and 

blessed them and he stepped down from the sacrifice, the 

sin offering, the burnt offering, the fellowship offering. 

9. The First Entry and the Glory appearing and consuming 

the offering. Again, the narrator reports on the coming of 

the LORD in third person. 

10. 9:23 And Moses and Aaron went into the tent of meeting, 

and coming out they blessed the people. 

11. 9:23b And the glory of Y appeared to all the people. And 

fire came out from the presence of the LORD and 
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consumed on the altar the burnt offering and the fat 

portions. 

12. 9:24b and the people saw and they shouted and they fell on 

their faces. The narrator reports on the people’s response, 

as if present watching. 

iii. The Second Entry and the Glory Consuming the Offering 

1. 10:1 And the sons of Aaron, Nadab and Abihu, took each 

his censer and they put fire in them and they added to it 

incense and they offered before Y unauthorised fire that 

not he commanded them. The narrator reports specifically 

on the actions of the 2 priests, as if right there with them 

every step. 

2. 10:2 And fire came out from the presence of Y and 

consumed them and they died before Y. 

3. 10:3 And Moses said to Aaron, this is what Y spoke 

saying: Among ones near me I will show myself holy, and 

in sight of all the people, I will be honoured. 

4. And Aaron was silent. 

5. 10:4 And Moses commanded to Mishael and Elzaphan 

sons of Uzziel uncle of Aaron, and he said to them, Come, 

carry your cousins from the front of the sanctuary to 

outside the camp. 

6. 10:5 and they drew near and they carried them in their 

tunics to outside the camp, just as Moses commanded. 

7. 10:6 And Moses said to Aaron and to Eleazar and to 

Ithamar his sons, your heads you must not uncover and 

your clothes you must not tear, so you do not die, and be 

angry with the whole of the community. But your relatives 

and all the house of Israel they may mourn the burnt one 

whom Y burnt. And from the entrance of the tent you must 

not leave or you will die because Y’s anointing oil is on 

you. So, they did as the word of Moses. A compliance 

report. 

8. 10:8 And Y spoke to Aaron—see above 
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9. 10:12 And Moses spoke to Aaron and his remaining sons, 

Take the grain offering left from the fire offerings of Y 

and eat without yeast beside the altar for it is most holy. 

And you are to eat it in a holy place it is your share from 

the offerings of Y for so I was commanded. But wave 

breast and elevated thigh you shall eat in a clean place 

with you family, for it is your share from the fellowship 

offerings of Israel … just as Y commanded. 

10. 10:16 And Moses also inquired about the goat of the sin 

offering and behold, it was burned so he was angry with 

the remaining sons of Aaron, saying “Why did you not eat 

the sin offering in the sanctuary area, for it is most holy, 

and he gave it to you to take away the guilt of the 

community to atone for them before Y. As the blood was 

not taken into the sanctuary you should have eaten it, just 

as I commanded. 

11. 10:19 And Aaron replied to Moses: “see today they 

sacrificed their sin offering and their burnt offering before 

Y, but these things have happened to me. If I ate the sin 

offering today, would it have been pleasing in Y’s eyes. 

12. 10:20 And Moses heard and he was satisfied in his eyes. 

b. Going out into the Camp—Blasphemer 24:10–23 

i. The son of an Israelite mother and Egyptian father 

ii. Blasphemed the name and cursed 

iii. Brought him to Moses, and put him in custody until LORD’s will 

clear 

iv. YHWH—stone him to death 

v. Eye for eye diatribe apparently from YHWH. 

D. Some Contextual Details in the book 

a. YHWH assumes that the people will wish to come near to him in the tent 

of meeting: “a man, when he brings near from you an offering to YHWH 

…”— הָוהֽיַל ןָּבְרָק םֶּכִמ ביִרְַקי־יִּכ םָדָא םֶהֵַלְא ָּתְרַמָאְו —the important thing to 

notice here is that the verb for bring near and the noun for offering are 

both from the root ברק  so essentially about nearness. Moses has not yet 
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entered himself, but the voice of the divine is calling to him from the tent 

of meeting/appointment, and speaking to him to speak to the people, 

assuming that there is a desire to come near to him in the tent, but to 

make sure they come near in the right manner. 

b. There is a system of public judgment in operation 

i. 5:1–6 requirement to testify in a “court” setting, if a person is a 

witness to some incident 

ii. 5:4 etc.; Requirement to respond to oath עבׁש  

iii. a system of guilt and penalty is assumed םׁשא —mainly ch. 5 (17 of 

38 refs in the book)  

iv. 5:5 and legal confession  

c. 5:2 etc. There is a system of ritual uncleanness in operation הָאְמֻט . This 

includes food laws with prohibition from eating or touching certain 

“unclean” foods, and the need for those made unclean by touching to 

wash their clothes and to be unclean until evening. E.g., 11:28 

d. There is a cult established chs.8–10; 21–22 

e. ch. 13: This system requires the priest to make the judgment, especially to 

do with תַעַרָצ  “leprosy”—a spreading disease on skin, clothes or house.  

f. ch. 13 For “leprosy,” the clothes etc. must be burned with fire 

g. ch. 15 there is a law for the uncleanness arising from bodily discharges. 

h. There is a system of ritual atonement established, via the priesthood, for 

dealing with ritual uncleanness 5:6, 10, 13, 16, 18, 26; 14:10ff; etc., peak 

in ch. 16. רַפָּכ  

i. 5:7 the system of atonement is based on one’s ability to afford the 

offering, various clauses e.g. also 5:11; 12:8 

j. 5:15: a system for restitution established -תֶאְו םֵּלְַׁשי ׁשֶֹדּקַה ןִמ אָטָח רֶׁשֲא תֵאְו

ויָלָע ףֵסֹוי ֹותִׁשיִמֲח  and 5:24; 6:5 

k. There is a cult system established (chs. 8–9), including a prebend for the 

priests from the offerings of the people (ch. 2 etc.) ןֵֹהּכַל הָוהיַל הָמּורְת  7:14, 

32, 34; 10:14, 15; 22:12 

l. ch. 17: A taboo around blood-shedding, so a system to avoid it. They 

were not to do as the nations around in sacrificing to goat demons. 17:7 

And they were not to eat blood in any way. 17:10 The life of the flesh 
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was in the blood and God had given it to the nation as a means of making 

atonement. 17:11, 14. 

m. chs. 18 and 20: There is a code of practice for sexual relations—not to 

have sex with near relatives, a menstruating woman, a neighbour’s 

spouse, same sex or animals. 

n. They were forbidden to offer their children to Molech 18:21 

o. The nations in the land had polluted the land with these practices, so God 

was driving them out in judgment. 18:24f; 20:22ff 

p. Ch. 19: God calls his people to holiness, and love, and repeats most of the 

ten commandments in this list of commands. 

q. They were to love strangers as themselves, for they too were strangers in 

the land of Egypt. 19:33f 

r. There is an annual calendar of appointed festivals. Ch. 23. Including the 

weekly Sabbath. 

s. There was a system for redemption of Hebrew slaves and land, and all 

allowed to go back to land in Jubilee ch. 25, and all the people are God’s 

servants 25:42 

E. Literary devices  

a. The Dominant Device: “the LORD spoke to Moses, speak to the children 

of Israel, saying …” 

b. Case Laws 

i. Main/new case with ki: 

1. When he brings from you … 1:2 םֶּכִמ ביִרְַקי־יִּכ  5:23; 7:25 

2. Also 2:1—minchah— הָחְנִמ ןַּבְרָק ביִרְקַת־יִכ ׁשֶפֶנְו  

3. But notice 2:4, a sub-case as below, but introduced with ki 

and switching to 2nd person— ןַּבְרָק בִרְקַת יִכְו  but maybe 

because this sub-case of minchah is actually a series of 

three, so the first case is introduced with ki, and then the 

next two sub-sub-cases are introduced with im, still with 

2nd person (see below) 

4. And also, the new case of a sacrifice of fellowship in 3:1 is 

also introduced by im, which seems to break the proposed 

pattern. But it also reverts to 3rd person from this point 

(until 3:17, the summary sentence). 
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5. 4:2 “a soul, when he sins with no intention …” ־יִכ ׁשֶפֶנ

הָגָגְׁשִב אֶָטְחֶת , the same use of “nephesh” as in 2:4; 5:1, 15, 

21; 7:21 

6. Any person who eats any blood םָד־לָּכ לַֹכאי־רֶַׁשְא ׁשֶפֶנ־לָּכ  7:27 

7. 12:1 If a woman becomes pregnant …  

8. 13:2, 18, 31, 40, 42, 47, 51 … If a person has a skin 

complaint …  

ii. Sub-case commencing with “if” im:  

1. 1:3 “if his offering is a burnt-offering, from the herd …” 

רָקָּבַה־ןִמ ֹונָּבְרָק הָֹלע־םִא  

2. 1:10 “and if from the flock his offering …” ןֹאּצַה־ןִמ־םִאְו  

3. 1:14 “and if from the bird his burnt-offering …” ־ןִמ םִאְו

  ףֹועָה

4. 2:5, 7 (sub-sub case of 9biii above, also with 2nd person) 

5. 2:14 (and with 2nd person) 

6. 3:1a with the new case of a sacrifice of fellowship חֶַבז־םִאְו 

ֹונָּבְרָק םיִמָלְׁש  

7. 3:1b the specific sub-case of the sacrifice from the herd, is 

introduced with im, אּוה רָקָּבַה־ןִמ םִא   

8. 3:6, 12 

9. 4:13 sin of whole community 

10. 4:27 sin of an individual, bringing a female goat 

11. 4:32 sin of an individual bringing a female lamb 

12. 7:12, 16, 18 

13. Opposite formula—”and if not” אֹל־םִאְו  5:7, 11; 12:8; 

17:16; 25:28, 30, 54; 26:14; 27:20, 27 

14. A separate formula used: 

a. in 4:22 “when a leader sins” אֶָטְֽחֶי איִׂשָנ רֶַׁשְא   

b. in 7:20 “but the soul who eats meat from the 

sacrifice of fellowship” חֶַבּזִמ רַׂשְּב לַכֹאּת־רֶַׁשְא ׂשֶפֶּנַהְו 

םיִמֵלְּׁשַה   

15. 12:5 “and if she bears a female child … sub-case after a 

male case. 

16. 12:8 “and if she does not have enough for a lamb …  
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17. chs.13–14 many examples of “if” in these chapters on 

leprosy. 

iii. Sub-sub cases, with use of “or” ֹוא   

1. 137 occurrences in Leviticus—graph below of % hits per 

chapter by words in chapter, showing the main peaks are 

in chs. 5, 13, and 21–22. 

2. e.g., 1:10, 14; 3:6; 4:23, 28; 5:1 (bis), 2 (x4), 3, 4(bis), 6, 7, 

11, 21 (x3), 22, 23 (x3), 24; 7:16, 21 (bis) 

 

iv. Food Laws with the use of: 

1. “These are the living things which you shall eat, from all 

the animals which are on the earth: any dividing hoof and 

splitting cleft of hoof, bring up cud among the animals, her 

you may eat, but this you shall not eat …” רֶׁשֲא ָהּיַחַה תֹאז 

ּולְכֹאת אֹל ֶהז־תֶא ְךַא … ֹלּכ ׃ץֶרָאָה־לַע רֶׁשֲא הָמֵהְּבַה־לָּכִמ ּולְכֹאּת  …  

2. Followed by vav and direct object marker for all the other 

examples ־תֶאְו  or sometimes with reference to any/all ־לָכּו  

c. And this is the regulation of … תַרֹוּת תֹאזְו  6:2, 7, 18; 7:1, 11; 11:46; 12:7; 

13:59; 14:32, 57; 15:32. Not clear whether this formula is a summary 

sentence by the governing voice, or by YHWH in the closing of his 

speech. 

d. 16:1–2. There is a linking device that connects back ch. 16 with ch. 10, 

after the long section about purity laws. “The LORD spoke to Moses after 
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the death of the two sons of Aaron, when they drew near before the LORD 

and died, and YHWH said to Moses, ‘Tell to Aaron your brother that his 

not to come at any time into the Holy Place from inside the veil before the 

mercy seat which is on the ark so that he shall not die, for I will appear in 

the cloud over the mercy seat. In this way, he shall come …’” 

e. Key phrases/clauses 

i. 5:10 “According to the ordinance” טָּפְׁשִּמַּכ  also 9:16 

ii. “That person must be cut off from his people” אוהַה ׁשֶפֶּנַה הָתְרְכִנְו 

ָהיֶּמַעֵמ  7:20, 21, 25, 27; 17:4, 9, 10, 14; 18:29; 19:8; 20:3, 5, 6, 17, 

18; 22:3, 24; 23:29; 26:22, 30. 

iii. “For their/your generations” םָֹתֹרדְל  3:16; 6:11; 7:36; 10:9; 17:7; 

21:17; 22:3; 23:14, 21, 31, 41; 24:3 

iv. “For I am the LORD” or longer: “For I am the LORD your God” יִּכ 

םֶכיֵהֹלֱא הָוְהי יִנֲא  given as a reason for something. E.g., 11:44 

v. “When you come into the land of Canaan which I am giving you 

for a possession …” e.g., 14:34; 19:23; 23:10; 25:2. Clearly a 

promise and an expectation that the nation will come to possess 

the land of Canaan, and have houses and towns there. 

vi. 25:23 The land will not be sold in perpetuity, for the land is mine, 

and you are strangers and sojourners with me. The people are 

YHWH’s servants 25:42, 55. 

f. Summary/Concluding Sentences 

i. 3:17 “This is a lasting ordinance for the generations to come, 

whenever you live. You must not eat any fat or any blood.” תַקֻח 

׃ּולֵכֹאת אֹל םָּד ־לָכְו בֶלֵח־ל ָּכ םֶכיֵֹתבְׁשֹוֽמ ֹלכְּב םֶכיֵֹתֹרדְל םָלֹוע  This 2nd person 

plural could take the end of this unit (chs.1–3) back to the 

beginning, connecting with the 2nd person in 1:2. 

ii. 7:37 “This is the regulation for the burnt offering, for the grain 

offering and for the sin offering and for the guilt offering and for 

the ordination offerings and for the sacrifice of fellowship that Y 

commanded Moses on/in Mt Sinai on the day he commanded him 

the sons of Israel to bring their offerings to Y in the desert of 

Sinai.”  
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iii. 11:45 at the end of the food laws “For I am the LORD the one 

bringing you up from the land of Egypt to be to you for God, and 

you shall be holy for I am holy.” 

iv. 11:46–47: This is the law of the beast and the bird and of every 

living creature, the one moving in the water and regarding every 

creature swarming on the ground; to make a distinction between 

the unclean and the clean, and between the living thing to be eaten 

and the living thing which shall not be eaten.” 

v. 16:29–34: And it shall be a statute to you forever that in the 

seventh month, on the 10th day of the month, you shall afflict 

yourselves and shall do no work … for on this day atonement will 

be made for you to cleanse you. You shall be clean before the 

LORD from all your sins … And this shall be a statute forever for 

you, that atonement may be made for the people for Israel once in 

the year because of all their sins. 

vi. 22:31ff “so you shall keep my commandments and do them: I am 

the LORD. And you shall not profane my holy name, that I may be 

sanctified among the children of Israel. I am the LORD who 

sanctifies you, who brought you out of the land of Egypt to be 

your God. I am the LORD.” 

vii. 25:18ff There you shall do my statutes and keep my rules and 

perform them, and then you will dwell in the land securely. The 

land will yield its fruit and you will eat your fill and dwell in it 

securely. 

viii. 26:3f walk in my statutes and do them and these blessings will be 

yours …  

ix. 26:11ff I will make my dwelling among you, and my soul shall 

not abhor you. And I will walk among you and will be your God, 

and you shall be my people …  

x. 26:13 But if you will not listen to me and will not do these 

commandments …  

xi. 26:40ff But, if they confess their iniquity … then I will remember 

my covenant with Jacob, Isaac and Abraham …  
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xii. 26:46 These are the statutes, rules and laws that the LORD made 

between himself and the people of Israel on Mt Sinai through 

Moses. Also 27:34. 

xiii. Narrative connecting all the way back to Exodus 40:  

1. 9:23 And Moses and Aaron went into the tent of meeting, 

and coming out they blessed the people …  

2. 9:23b And, the glory of Y appeared to all the people. And 

fire came out from the presence of the LORD and 

consumed on the altar the burnt offering and the fat 

portions. 

3. 9:24b and the people saw and they shouted and they fell on 

their faces. 

4. The design and construction and erection of the tabernacle 

and its furniture is taken for granted, and the text projects a 

“textual sanctuary” throughout. 24:2 command the people 

to bring oil for the Lamp … outside the veil of the 

testimony, in the tent of meeting … he shall arrange the 

lamps on the lampstand of pure gold before the LORD 

regularly … you shall set the loaves in two piles on the 

table of pure gold before the LORD. 

g. Compliance Formulae 

i. “And Moses did just as the LORD commanded him” 8:4—this is 

definitely reported by the narrator, not the words of God. 

ii. “Just as Y commanded Moses” 8:9, 13, 17, 21, 29; 9:7, 10, 21 

iii. In contrast—”as the LORD had not commanded them” 10:1 

iv. 8:31–35: Moses to priests: “… just as I commanded saying Aaron 

and his sons shall eat it. And the remainder you are to burn … and 

you are not to leave the tent of meeting for 7 days until you have 

completed the days of your ordination … just as he did on this day 

Y commanded to do to atone for you. And you shall stay at the 

entrance for 7 days and you shall do the requirement of Y so you 

do not die. For thus I was commanded.” 

v. 8:36: “so Aaron and his sons did all of the things that Y 

commanded by the hand of Moses.” 
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vi. 10:5: “… just as Moses spoke (dbr).” 

vii. 10:7: “… so they did as the word of Moses” 

viii. 10:13: “… for so I was commanded.” 

ix. 10:15: “… your share … just as Y commanded.” 

x. 10:18: “… just as I commanded (Moses)” 

xi. 8:2: “And the assembly gathered at the door of the tent of 

meeting.” 

xii. 9:5: “so they took what Moses commanded to the tent of meeting 

and they came near all of the assembly, and they stood before Y.” 

xiii. 16:34: “And Aaron did as the LORD commanded Moses” (day of 

atonement). 

xiv. 23:44: “Thus Moses declared to the people of Israel the appointed 

feasts of the LORD.” 

xv. 24.23: “So Moses spoke to the people of Israel, and they brought 

out of the camp the one who had cursed and stoned him with 

stones. Thus the people did as the LORD commanded Moses.” 
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6.2. APPENDIX 2:  KLINE’S COMPOSITION PROPOSAL: UNITS 

6.2.1. APPENDIX 2A: LITERARY STRUCTURE OF UNIT XVIII 
 א1

1 The LORD spoke to Moses, saying: 
 2 Speak to the people of Israel and say to them:  
These are the appointed festivals of the LORD that you shall 
proclaim as holy convocations, my appointed festivals. 
 3 Six days shall work be done; but the seventh day is a 
sabbath of complete rest, a holy convocation; you shall do no 
work: it is a sabbath to the LORD throughout your 
settlements.  

 ב1
 4 These are the appointed festivals of the LORD, the holy convocations, 
which you shall celebrate at the time appointed for them. 
 5 In the first month, on the fourteenth day of the month, at twilight, there shall 
be a passover offering to the LORD, 
 6 and on the fifteenth day of the same month is the festival of unleavened 
bread to the LORD; seven days you shall eat unleavened bread. 
 7 On the first day you shall have a holy convocation; you shall not work at 
your occupations. 
 8 For seven days you shall present the LORD's offerings by fire; on the 
seventh day there shall be a holy convocation: you shall not work at your 
occupations. 

 א2
 9 The LORD spoke to Moses: 
 10 Speak to the people of Israel and say to them:  
When you enter the land that I am giving you and you reap its 
harvest, you shall bring the sheaf of the first fruits of your 
harvest to the priest. 
 11 He shall raise the sheaf before the LORD, that you may 
find acceptance; on the day after the sabbath the priest shall 
raise it. 
 12 On the day when you raise the sheaf, you shall offer a lamb 
a year old, without blemish, as a burnt offering to the LORD. 
 13 And the grain offering with it shall be two-tenths of an 
ephah of choice flour mixed with oil, an offering by fire of 
pleasing odor to the LORD; and the drink offering with it 
shall be of wine, one-fourth of a hin. 
 14 You shall eat no bread or parched grain or fresh ears until 
that very day, until you have brought the offering of your 
God: it is a statute forever throughout your generations in all 
your settlements.  

 ב2
15 And from the day after the sabbath, from the day on which you bring the 
sheaf of the elevation offering, you shall count off seven weeks; they shall be 
complete. 
 16 You shall count until the day after the seventh sabbath, fifty days; then you 
shall present an offering of new grain to the LORD. 
 17 You shall bring from your settlements two loaves of bread as an elevation 
offering, each made of two-tenths of an ephah; they shall be of choice flour, 
baked with leaven, as first fruits to the LORD. 
 18 You shall present with the bread seven lambs a year old without blemish, 
one young bull, and two rams; they shall be a burnt offering to the LORD, 
along with their grain offering and their drink offerings, an offering by fire of 
pleasing odor to the LORD. 
 19 You shall also offer one male goat for a sin offering, and two male lambs a 
year old as a sacrifice of well-being. 
 20 The priest shall raise them with the bread of the first fruits as an elevation 
offering before the LORD, together with the two lambs; they shall be holy to 
the LORD for the priest. 
 21 On that same day you shall make proclamation; you shall hold a holy 
convocation; you shall not work at your occupations. This is a statute forever 
in all your settlements throughout your generations. 
 22 When you reap the harvest of your land, you shall not reap to the very 
edges of your field, or gather the gleanings of your harvest; you shall leave 
them for the poor and for the alien: I am the LORD your God. 

 א3
 23 The LORD spoke to Moses, saying: 
 24 Speak to the people of Israel, saying:  
In the seventh month, on the first day of the month, you shall 
observe a day of complete rest, a holy convocation 
commemorated with trumpet blasts. 
 25 You shall not work at your occupations; and you shall 
present the LORD's offering by fire.  

 ב3
 26 The LORD spoke to Moses, saying: 
 27 Now, the tenth day of this seventh month is the day of atonement; it shall 
be a holy convocation for you: you shall deny yourselves and present the 
LORD's offering by fire; 
 28 and you shall do no work during that entire day; for it is a day of 
atonement, to make atonement on your behalf before the LORD your God. 
 29 For anyone who does not practice self-denial during that entire day shall be 
cut off from the people. 
 30 And anyone who does any work during that entire day, such a one I will 
destroy from the midst of the people. 
 31 You shall do no work: it is a statute forever throughout your generations in 
all your settlements. 
 32 It shall be to you a sabbath of complete rest, and you shall deny yourselves; 
on the ninth day of the month at evening, from evening to evening you shall 
keep your sabbath. 

 א4
 33 The LORD spoke to Moses, saying: 
 34 Speak to the people of Israel, saying:  
On the fifteenth day of this seventh month, and lasting seven 
days, there shall be the festival of booths to the LORD. 
 35 The first day shall be a holy convocation; you shall not 
work at your occupations. 
 36 Seven days you shall present the LORD's offerings by fire; 
on the eighth day you shall observe a holy convocation and 
present the LORD's offerings by fire; it is a solemn assembly; 
you shall not work at your occupations. 
 37 These are the appointed festivals of the LORD, which you 
shall celebrate as times of holy convocation, for presenting to 
the LORD offerings by fire-- burnt offerings and grain 
offerings, sacrifices and drink offerings, each on its proper 
day-- 
 38 apart from the sabbaths of the LORD, and apart from your 
gifts, and apart from all your votive offerings, and apart from 
all your freewill offerings, which you give to the LORD. 

 ב4
 39 Now, the fifteenth day of the seventh month, when you have gathered in 
the produce of the land, you shall keep the festival of the LORD, lasting seven 
days; a complete rest on the first day, and a complete rest on the eighth day. 
 40 On the first day you shall take the fruit of majestic trees, branches of palm 
trees, boughs of leafy trees, and willows of the brook; and you shall rejoice 
before the LORD your God for seven days. 
 41 You shall keep it as a festival to the LORD seven days in the year; you 
shall keep it in the seventh month as a statute forever throughout your 
generations. 
 42 You shall live in booths for seven days; all that are citizens in Israel shall 
live in booths, 
 43 so that your generations may know that I made the people of Israel live in 
booths when I brought them out of the land of Egypt: I am the LORD your 
God. 
 44 Thus Moses declared to the people of Israel the appointed festivals of the 
LORD. 
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6.2.2. APPENDIX 2B: LITERARY STRUCTURE OF CENTRAL UNIT XIII 
 א1

A. 19:1 Then the LORD spoke to Moses, saying,  
2 “speak to all the congregation of the sons of Israel and say to them, 
“You shall be holy, for I the LORD your God am holy.  

 ב1
A. 11 “You shall not steal, nor deal falsely, nor lie to 
one another.  
12 “And you shall not swear falsely by My name, so as 
to profane the name of your God; I am the LORD.  

B. 3 “Every one of you shall reverence his mother and his father, and 
you shall keep My sabbaths; I am the LORD your God.  

B. 13 “You shall not oppress your neighbor, nor rob 
[him]. The wages of a hired man are not to remain with 
you all night until morning.  
14 “You shall not curse a deaf man, nor place a 
stumbling block before the blind, but you shall revere 
your God; I am the LORD.  

C. 4 “Do not turn to idols or make for yourselves molten gods; I am the 
LORD your God.  

C. 15 “You shall do no injustice in judgment; you shall 
not be partial to the poor nor defer to the great, but you 
are to judge your neighbor fairly.  
16 “You shall not go about as a slanderer among your 
people, and you are not to act against the life of your 
neighbor; I am the LORD.  

D. 5 “Now when you offer a sacrifice of peace offerings to the LORD, 
you shall offer it so that you may be accepted.  
6 “It shall be eaten the same day you offer [it], and the next day; but 
what remains until the third day shall be burned with fire.  
7 “so if it is eaten at all on the third day, it is an offense; it will not be 
accepted.  
8 “And everyone who eats it will bear his iniquity, for he has profaned 
the holy thing of the LORD; and that person shall be cut off from his 
people.  
9 “Now when you reap the harvest of your land, you shall not reap to 
the very corners of your field, neither shall you gather the gleanings of 
your harvest.  
10 “Nor shall you glean your vineyard, nor shall you gather the fallen 
fruit of your vineyard; you shall leave them for the needy and for the 
stranger. I am the LORD your God.  

D. 17 “You shall not hate your fellow countryman in 
your heart; you may surely reprove your neighbor, but 
shall not incur sin because of him.  
18 “You shall not take vengeance, nor bear any grudge 
against the sons of your people, but you shall love your 
neighbor as yourself; I am the LORD.  
19 “You are to keep My statutes.  
 

 א2
You shall not breed 
together two kinds of 
your cattle; you shall 
not sow your field with 
two kinds of seed, nor 
wear a garment upon 
you of two kinds of 
material mixed 
together.  

 ב2
20 “Now if a man lies carnally with a woman who is a 
slave acquired for [another] man, but who has in no way 
been redeemed, nor given her freedom, there shall be an 
inquiry; they shall not, [however,] be put to death, 
because she was not free.  
21 “And he shall bring his guilt offering to the LORD to 
the doorway of the tent of meeting, a ram for a guilt 
offering. 22 “The priest shall also make atonement for 
him with the ram of the guilt offering before the LORD 
for his sin which he has committed, and the sin which he 
has committed shall be forgiven him. 

 ג2
23 “And when you enter the land and 
plant all kinds of trees for food, then you 
shall count their fruit as forbidden. Three 
years it shall be forbidden to you; [it] shall 
not be eaten.  
24 “But in the fourth year all its fruit shall 
be holy, an offering of praise to the LORD.  
25 “And in the fifth year you are to eat of 
its fruit, that its yield may increase for 
you; I am the LORD your God.  

 א3
A. 26 “You shall not eat [anything] with the blood, nor practice 
divination or soothsaying.  
27 “You shall not round off the side-growth of your heads, nor harm 
the edges of your beard.  
28 “You shall not make any cuts in your body for the dead, nor make 
any tattoo marks on yourselves:  
I am the LORD.  

 ב3
A. 32 “You shall rise up before the grayheaded, and 
honor the aged, and you shall revere your God;  
I am the LORD.  
 

B. 29 “Do not profane your daughter by making her a harlot, so that the 
land may not fall to harlotry, and the land become full of lewdness.  
30 “You shall keep My sabbaths and revere My sanctuary;  
I am the LORD.  

B. 33 “When a stranger resides with you in your land, 
you shall not do him wrong.  
34 “The stranger who resides with you shall be to you 
as the native among you, and you shall love him as 
yourself; for you were aliens in the land of Egypt:  
I am the LORD your God.  

C. 31 “Do not turn to mediums or spiritists; do not seek them out to be 
defiled by them.  
I am the LORD your God.  

C. 35 “You shall do no wrong in judgment, in 
measurement of weight, or capacity.  
36 “You shall have just balances, just weights, a just 
ephah, and a just hin: I am the LORD your God, who 
brought you out from the land of Egypt.  
37 “You shall thus observe all My statutes, and all My 
ordinances, and do them:  
I am the LORD.” "  
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6.2.3. APPENDIX 2C: THE STRUCTURE OF KCP’S TWENTY-TWO UNITS 
6.2.3.1. OCCURENCES OF THE DIVINE SPEECH FORMULA 

Figure 85 below sets out the occurences of the divine speech formula, “The LORD 

said to Moses” (LSM), in the pericopes of each of the 22 KCP Units of text. This 

analysis is another way of appraising KCP’s layout of the divine speech formula. 

The first column shows the Unit number, the second column the unit structure (Rows 

x Columns)—so 3x2 means there are 3 rows of pericopes and 2 columns of pericopes 

in the Unit (so, 6 pericopes in total). 

The next five columns show where the divine speech formula (“The LORD said to 

Moses” LSM) occurs in the “cells” (pericopes) of the units. So, LSM1 is usually 1.1, 

meaning the formula occurs in row 1 and column 1. And LSM3 with “3.3” means 

that the third time the LSM formula occurs, it is in row 3 and column 3. 

The next column shows the tally of Divine speeches in the unit (e.g., 1 or 5). 

The last column gives some brief comments about the layout of the Divine speech in 

the Units. 
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The Occurences of the Divine Speech Formula “The LORD spoke to Moses” 

(LSM) in the 22 Units of Kline’s Composition Proposal 

 

FIG. 85: THE DIVINE SPEECH FORMULA IN THE 22 KCP UNITS 

 
 

Unit Structure LSM1 LSM2 LSM3 LSM4 LSM5
No. of 
LSM Comments

Leviticus I 3X3 1.1 1 Just 1 LSM in the opening pericope. 14 out of the 22 
Units are like this

Leviticus II 3X3 1.1 3.1 3.3 3 LSM opens 3 of the 4 'corner' pericopes

Leviticus III 3X3 1.1 1.3 2.1 3.2 3.3 5 LSM in the 3 'corner' pericopes. 2 other pericopes 
making 5 - odd

Leviticus IV 2X2 1.1 (2.1B) 1 LSM opens Unit in 1.1. The DS in 2.1B, is the only 
DS to Aaron - not counted

Leviticus V 2X2 1.1 1

Leviticus VI 2X2 1.1 1

Leviticus VII 2X2 1.1 1

Leviticus VIII 3X3 2.1 3.1 2 No LSM initiating the Unit. Irregular use of the 2 DS 
formulae - see chapter

Leviticus IX 2X2 1.1 1

Leviticus X 2X3 1.1&2 2 Unique repeat of LSM in v.1 and v.2 - central 
reference 17–18 out of 36

Leviticus XI 2X3 1.1 1

Leviticus XII 3X3 1.1 1

Leviticus XIII 232 1.1 1 The hinge Unit according to KCP

Leviticus XIV 3X3 1.1 1

Leviticus XV 2X3 1.1 2.3 2 LSM in opening and closing pericopes

Leviticus XVI 2X3 1.1 2.3 2 LSM in opening and closing pericopes - these 2 Units 
are about priests

Leviticus XVII 2X2 1.1 1

Leviticus XVIII 4X2 1.1 2.1 3.1 3.2 4.1 5 LSM opens 4 rows. A short form of LSM also opens 
3.2

Leviticus XIX 2X2 1.1 2.3 2 LSM in opening and closing pericopes

Leviticus XX 323 1.1 1

Leviticus XXI 3X2 0 No LSM initiating the Unit. Unique

Leviticus XXII 2X3 1.1 1 LSM only twice in the last Unit-Triad - opening the 
top and bottom Units

Total = 36 LSM only at start of a pericope (except for unique 
one to Aaron - starting sub-pericope)
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6.2.3.2. MAP OF THE DIVINE SPEECH FORMULA 

Figure 86 shows the arrangement of the 22 KCP Units, but this time, the detail of 

each unit is also shown, with its own internal pericope “map” or weave, and the 

position of each of the divine speech formulae within that Unit.  

The first map shows the arrangement of the Units in the order they occur in the book, 

so Unit XIV is presented after Unit XIII, and so on.  

However, as explained in §3.4, the second half of the book shows signs of “inverted 

parallelism” in relation to the first half. Given this, the second map shows the units 

inverted in the second half of the book, in keeping with their theme orientation. Now 

Unit XIV, for instance, is shown as a “Below” unit, and Unit XVI as an “Above” 

unit. For some considerations, it is helpful to present all the “above” Units on the top 

row.  

The “map” for each unit is shown by the white cells, so for example, Unit I is a 3 x 3 

unit. The cells which commence with the 36 divine speech formulae (“The LORD 

said to Moses …”) within the Unit pericopes are highlighted yellow, so Unit 1 has a 

single divine speech formula in the first cell of its first row. 

For the analysis and critique of the 22 Units, based on this data, see Section 4.1.4.3. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



A New and Living Way—Paul Hocking 321 

 

FIG. 86: THE DIVINE SPEECH FORMULA MAP 

 

The Unit Themes in the Second Half of the Book are Chiastic relative to the First Half

The Units in the Second Half of the Book can be Inverted to Match the First Half of the Book
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6.3. APPENDIX 3:  TEXT OF MISHNAH COMPARATORS 

6.3.1. APPENDIX 3A: BERAKHOT 1:1–5 
Hebrew  

NB: The highlighting shows repetitions of correspondents. 

1ב 1א   

תיִרֲחַׁש . ריִַּכּיֶּׁשִמ ְּב עַמְׁש תֶא ןיִרֹוק יַתָמיֵאֵמ  (2) 
 תֶלֵכְּת ןיֵּב ,רֵמֹוא ֶרזֶעיִלֱא יִּבַר .ןָבָלְל תֶלֵכְּת ןיֵּב

הָּמַחַה ץֵנָה דַע . יִּתְרַכְל . ּהָרְמֹוגְו  

 יֵנְּב ְךֶרֶּד ןֵּכֶׁש ,תֹועָׁש ׁשֹלָׁש דַע ,רֵמֹוא ַעֻׁשֹוְהי יִּבַר
 ְךָליֵאְו ןאָּכִמ אֵרֹוּקַה .תֹועָׁש ׁשֹלָׁשְּב ֹדמֲעַל םיִכָלְמ
הָרֹוּתַב אֵרֹוּקַה םָדָאְּכ ,דיִסְפִה אֹל : 

 

 

 

תיִבְרַע . הָעָּׁשִמ ְּב עַמְׁש תֶא ןיִרֹוק יַתָמיֵאֵמ ( 1)
דַע  ףֹוס ןָתָמּורְתִּב ֹלכֱאֶל םיִסָנְכִנ םיִנֲֹהּכַהֶׁש ,

 םיִמָכֲחַו .ֶרזֶעיִלֱא יִּבַר יֵרְבִּד ,הָנֹוׁשאִרָה הָרּומְׁשַאָה
דַע  הֶלֲַעּיֶׁש רֵמֹוא לֵאיִלְמַּג ןָּבַר , תֹוצֲח . דַע  םיִרְמֹוא ,

הֶּתְׁשִּמַה תיֵּבִמ ויָנָב ּואָּבֶׁש הֶׂשֲעַמ , רַחָּׁש . ַה דּוּמַע
 אֹל םִא ,םֶהָל רַמָא .עַמְׁש תֶא ּוניִרָק אֹל ,ֹול ּורְמָא

דַבְלִּב ֹוז אֹלְו , תֹורְקִל םֶּתַא ןיִָבּיַח . רַחַּׁש , ַה דּוּמַע הָלָע
דַע  תֹוצֲח , ןָתָוְצִמ דַע   םיִמָכֲח ּורְמָאֶּׁש הַמ לָּכ אָּלֶא

םיִרָבֵאְו םיִבָלֲח רֵטְקֶה , ןָתָוְצִמ רַחָּׁש . ַה דּוּמַע הֶלֲַעּיֶׁש
דָחֶא םֹויְל םיִלָכֱאֶּנ , ַה לָכְו רַחָּׁש . ַה דּוּמַע הֶלֲַעּיֶׁש דַע 

ןֵּכ םִא , ּורְמָא הָּמָל רַחָּׁש . ַה דּוּמַע הֶלֲַעּיֶׁש דַע   ןָתָוְצִמ
הָרֵבֲעָה ןִמ םָדָאָה תֶא קיִחְרַהְל יֵדְּכ תֹוצֲח , דַע    םיִמָכֲח

2 

ו םירבד ) ָךְּבְכָׁשְבּו ) ּודְמַַעי , רַמֱאֶּנֶׁש רֶֹקּב  ַבּו ּואְרְִקיְו ּוַּטי םָדָא לָּכ , בֶרֶע  ָּב םיִרְמֹוא , יאַּמַׁש תיֵּב  ( 3)
ןֵּכ םִא , רַמֱאֶנ הָּמָל ְךֶרֶּדַב ָךְּתְכֶלְבּו . םש ) ) ֹוּכְרַדְכ אֵרֹוק םָדָא לָּכ , רַמֱאֶּנֶׁש םיִרְמֹוא , לֵּלִה תיֵב  ּו ָךֶמּוקְבּו .

 יִתִייָה יִנֲא ,ןֹופְרַט יִּבַר רַמָא .םיִדְמֹוע םָדָא יֵנְּבֶׁש הָעָׁשְבּו ,םיִבְכֹוׁש םָדָא יֵנְּבֶׁש הָעָׁשְּב ,ָךֶמּוקְבּו ָךְּבְכָׁשְבּו
ֹול ּורְמָא , בּוחָל ָתִייָה יַדְּכ םיִטְסִּלַה יֵנְּפִמ יִמְצַעְב יִּתְנַּכִסְו . יאַּמַׁש תיֵב , תֹורְקִל יִתֵּטִהְו , יֵרְבִדְּכ ְךֶרֶּדַב אָב ,

לֵּלִה תיֵב ָךְמְצַעְּב , יֵרְבִּד לַע ָּתְרַבָעֶׁש  

3ב 3א   

תֹוליֵּל . יִּבַר רַמָא ַּב ִםיַרְצִמ תַאיְִצי ןיִריְִּכזַמ ( 5)
 אֹלְו ,הָנָׁש םיִעְבִׁש ןֶבְּכ יִנֲא יֵרֲה ,ָהיְַרזֲע ןֶּב ָרזָעְלֶא

תֹוליֵּל , דַע ַּב ִםיַרְצִמ תַאיְִצי רֵמָאֵּתֶׁש יִתיִָכז
 ןַעַמְל )זט םירבד( רַמֱאֶּנֶׁש ,אָמֹוז ןֶּב ּהָׁשָרְּדֶׁש

ָךֶיּיַח יְֵמי . ְזִּת ֹלּכ ִםיַרְצִמ ץֶרֶאֵמ ָךְתאֵצ םֹוי תֶא ֹרּכ
תֹוליֵּל . םיִמָכֲחַו ַה ָךֶיּיַח יְֵמי , םיִָמּיַה . ֹלּכ ָךֶיּיַח יְֵמי ,

ָךֶיּיַח יְֵמי , ֶהּזַה םָלֹועָה . ֹלּכ ָךֶיּיַח יְֵמי , םיִרְמֹוא ,
ַחיִׁשָּמַה תֹומיִל איִבָהְל  

ָהיֶרֲחַאְל תַחַאְו ָהיֶנָפְל ִםיַּתְׁש ְךֵרָבְמ , רַחַּׁש  ַּב ( 4)
ָהיֶרֲחַאְל ִםיַּתְׁשּו ָהיֶנָפְל ִםיַּתְׁש . הָּכֻרֲא תַחַא בֶרֶע  ָבּו

 יאַּׁשַר ֹוניֵא ,ְךיִרֲאַהְל ּורְמָאֶׁש םֹוקָמ .הָרָצְק תַחַאְו
 ֹוניֵא ,ֹםּתְחַל .ְךיִרֲאַהְל יאַּׁשַר ֹוניֵא ,רֵּצַקְל .רֵּצַקְל
ֹםּתְחַל יאַּׁשַר ֹוניֵא ,ֹםּתְחַל אֹּלֶׁשְו .ֹםּתְחַל אֹּלֶׁש יאַּׁשַר  
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English 

1א 1ב   
(1) From when may one recite Shema in the evening?  
From the time when the Kohanim go in to eat their Terumah, 
until the end of the first watch—so says Rabbi Eliezer.  
And the Sages say: Until midnight.  
Rabban Gamliel says: Until the break of dawn.  
It once happened that his [Rabban Gamliel’s] sons came from a 
house of feasting. They said to him: We have not recited Shema. 
He said to them: If dawn has not broken, you are obligated to 
recite it.  
And [this is true] not only in this case; rather, in all cases where 
the Sages said that [some precept can be performed only] until 
midnight — their precepts are [still in force] until the break of 
dawn. [For example:] Burning the fats and limbs [of the 
sacrifices, on the Temple altar] — their precepts [can be 
performed] until the break of dawn. And [another example:] all 
[sacrifices] which may be eaten for one day — their precepts [of 
eating them can be performed] until the break of dawn.  
If that is so, why did the Sages say, "until midnight"? To 
distance a person from transgression. 

(2) From when may one 
recite Shema in the morning?  
From when one can distinguish 
between Tekhelet [purple-blue wool] 
and white.  
 
Rabbi Eliezer says: [The earliest time 
for Shema is when one can 
distinguish]between Tekhelet and the 
color of leek, and one must finish 
reciting it by sunrise.  
 
Rabbi Yehoshua says: [One may 
recite Shema] until three hours [of the 
day], for such is the way of the sons of 
kings, to arise at the third hour. If one 
recites [Shema] later than this, he has 
not lost out, [but rather is] like one who 
reads the Torah. 

2 
 

(3) The school of Shammai says: In the evening all people should recline and recite [Shema], and in the 
morning they should stand, since it says [in the verse (Deut 6:7)], “And when you lie down and when you 
arise.”  
But the school of Hillel says: Each person may recite it in his usual way (posture), since it says (ibid.), 
“And when you walk on the road.” If so, why does it say “and when you lie down and when you arise”?—
[It means:] at the time when people are lying down, and at the time when people are arising.  
Said Rabbi Tarfon: “I was once traveling on the road, and I reclined to recite [Shema] in accordance with 
the view of the school of Shammai, and [by doing so] I put myself in danger of [attack by] bandits.”  
They [the other Sages] said to him: “You would have deserved to be guilty for your own fate, since you 
went against the view of the school of Hillel.” 

3א 3ב   
(4) In the morning one says two blessings 
before it [Shema] and one after it, while in 
the evening one says two blessings before 
it and two after it, a long one and a short 
one.  
Where they said to make the blessing 
long—he may not shorten it.  
[Where they said] to make the blessing 
short—he may not lengthen it.  
[Where they said] to conclude it—he is not 
permitted to omit the conclusion.  
[Where they said] not to conclude it—he is 
not permitted to conclude. 

(5) One must mention the exodus from Egypt at night.  
Rabbi Elazar ben Azaryah said: "Behold, I am like a 
seventy-year-old man, yet I could not win [the argument 
against the other sages] having the exodus from Egypt 
recited at night, until Ben Zoma derived it [from a Biblical 
source]."  
"[He derived it as follows:] It says (Deut 16:3), “In order 
that you may remember the day when you left Egypt for all 
the days of your life.”" "Now, “days of your life” means the 
days; “All the days of your life” [includes also] the nights."  
But the Sages say: "Days of your life" means the present 
world; "All the days of your life" includes also the era of 
Mashiach. 
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6.3.2. APPENDIX 3B: SANHEDRIN 1:1–6 
Hebrew 

1ב 1ג 1א   
הָׁשֹלְׁשִּב , יִּבַר יֵרְבִּד הָנָּׁשַה רּוּבִע , הָׁשֹלְׁשִּב . ׁשֶֹדחַה רּוּבִע ,

ןיִליִחְתַמ , הָׁשֹלְׁשִּב  רֵמֹוא לֵאיִלְמַּג ןֶּב ןֹועְמִׁש ןָּבַר , ריִאֵמ .
 ּורְמָּג םִאְו .הָעְבִׁשְּב ןיִרְמֹוגְו ,ןיִנְתֹונְו ןיִאְׂשֹונ הָּׁשִמֲחַבּו
תֶרֶּבֻעְמ ,הָׁשֹלְׁשִב  

ןֹועְמִׁש יִּבַר יֵרְבִּד . הָׁשֹלְׁשִּב , הָלְגֶע תַפיִרֲעַו םיִנְֵקז תַכיִמְס ,
.הָּׁשִמֲחַּב ,רֵמֹוא הָדּוְהי יִּבַרְו  

 םֵׁש איִצֹוּמַהְו הֶּתַפְמַהְו סֵנֹואָה
ריִאֵמ יִּבַר יֵרְבִּד . הָׁשֹלְׁשִּב , עַר ,

 םֵׁש איִצֹומ ,םיִרְמֹוא םיִמָכֲחַו
הָׁשֹלְׁשּו םיִרְׂשֶעְּב , עַר ,  

תֹוׁשָפְנ יֵניִד ֹוּב ֶׁשּיֶׁש יֵנְּפִמ  
הָׁשֹלְׁשִּב . יִּבַר םּוּׁשִמ תֹוּכַמ ,
ּורְמָא לאֵעָמְִׁשי , םיִרְׂשֶעְּב

. הָׁשֹלְׁשּו  

הָׁשֹלְׁשִּב . תֹונֹומָמ ֵיניִּד ,
 ,תֹולָבֲחַו תֹוֵלזְּג

הָׁשֹלְׁשִּב .  
 יֵמּולְׁשַּת ,ֶקזֶנ יִצֲחַו ֶקזֶנ
 הָעָּבְרַא יֵמּולְׁשַתְו לֶפֶכ

. הָׁשֹלְׁשִּב הָּׁשִמֲחַו ,  

2ב 2א   
הָׁשֹלְׁשּו םיִרְׂשֶעְּב , רַמֱאֶנֶׁש עָּבְרִּנַהְו ַעֵבֹורָה , הָׁשֹלְׁשּו םיִרְׂשֶעְּב . תֹוׁשָפְנ ֵיניִּד ,

 הָמֵהְּבַה תֶאְו )םש( רֵמֹואְו ,הָמֵהְּבַה תֶאְו הָּׁשִאָה תֶא ָּתְגַרָהְו )כ ארקיו(
אכ תומש ) לֵקִָּסי רֹוּׁשַה ) הָׁשֹלְׁשּו םיִרְׂשֶעְּב , רַמֱאֶּנֶׁש לָקְסִּנַה רֹוׁש , ּוֹגרֲהַּת .

 רֵמָּנַהְו ֹבּדַה ,יִרֲאָהְו בְֵאּזַה .רֹוּׁשַה תַתיִמ ְךָּכ םיִלָעְּב תַתיִמְּכ ,תָמּוי ויָלָעְּב םַגְו
רֵמֹוא ֶרזֶעיִלֱא יִּבַר , םֵדֹוּקַה לָּכ הָׁשֹלְׁשּו םיִרְׂשֶעְּב . ׁש , ןָתָתיִמ ָחָּנַהְו סָלְּדְרַּבַהְו

הָׁשֹלְׁשּו םיִרְׂשֶעְּב רֵמֹוא אָביִקֲע יִּבַר , ןָתָתיִמ הָָכז . ןָגְרָהְל ,  

הָׁשֹלְׁשִּב . יִעָבְר עַטֶנ ןיִנּואֵּמַהְו הָציִלֲחַה ,
 ,ןיִעּוְדי ויָמָּד ןיֵאֶׁש יִנֵׁש רֵׂשֲעַמּו

הָׁשֹלְׁשִּב . ןיִכָרֲעָה תֹוׁשֵּדְקֶהַה , הָׁשֹלְׁש . ִּב
הָׁשֹלְׁשִּב . הָדּוְהי יִּבַר ןיִלְטְלַּטִּמַה ,

 ,תֹועָקְרַּקַהְו .ןֵֹהּכ ןֶהֵמ דָחֶא ,רֵמֹוא
ןֶהָב אֵצֹוּיַּכ ,םָדָאְו .ןֵֹהכְו הָעְׁשִּת  

3ג 3ב  3א   
דָחֶאְו םיִעְבִׁש , לֶׁש הָּנַטְקּו  לֶׁש הְָתיָה הָלֹודְג יִרְדֶהְנַס

. הָׁשֹלְׁשּו םיִרְׂשֶע  
  
 
 
 

( רבדמב דָחֶאְו םיִעְבִׁש , רַמֱאֶּנֶׁש  לֶׁש איִהֶׁש הָלֹודְּגַל ִןיַּנִמּו
 לַע הֶֹׁשמּו ,לֵאָרְִׂשי יֵנְִקּזִמ ׁשיִא םיִעְבִׁש יִּל הָפְסֶא )אי

דָחֶאְו םיִעְבִׁש . ןֶהיֵּבַּג , יֵרֲה  
.םיִעְבִׁש ,רֵמֹוא הָדּוְהי יִּבַר  
  

( םש ה , רַמֱאֶּנֶׁש ָׁשֹלְׁשּו םיִרְׂשֶע  לֶׁש איִהֶׁש הָּנַטְּקַל ִןיַּנִמּו
 הָדֵעְו תֶטֶפֹוׁש הָדֵע ,הָדֵעָה ּוליִּצִהְו ”ֹוגְו הָדֵעָה ּוטְפָׁשְו )הל
 ,הָרָׂשֲע איִהֶׁש הָדֵעָל ִןיַּנִמּו .םיִרְׂשֶע ןאָכ יֵרֲה ,תֶלֶּצַמ
 ּואְָצי ,תֹאּזַה הָעָרָה הָדֵעָל יַתָמ דַע )די םש( רַמֱאֶּנֶׁש
  .בֵלָכְו ַעֻׁשֹוְהי
 אֹל )גכ תומש( רַמֱאֶּנֶׁש עַמְׁשַּמִמ ,הָׁשֹלְׁש דֹוע איִבָהְל ִןיַּנִמּו
 םֶהָּמִע ֶהיְהֶאֶׁש יִנֲא ַעֵמֹוׁש ,ֹתעָרְל םיִּבַר יֵרֲחַא ֶהיְהִת
 אֹל ,ֹתּטַהְל םיִּבַר יֵרֲחַא )םש( רַמֱאֶנ הָּמָל ןֵּכ םִא ,הָבֹוטְל
 יִּפ לַע הָבֹוטְל ָךְָתיָּטַה .הָעָרְל ָךְָתיָּטַה הָבֹוטְל ָךְָתיָּטַהְכ
 ,לּוקָׁש ןיִּד תיֵּב ןיֵאְו ,ִםיַנְׁש יִּפ לַע הָעָרְל ָךְָתיָּטַה ,דָחֶא

הָׁשֹלְׁשּו םיִרְׂשֶע . דָחֶא דֹוע םֶהיֵלֲע ןיִפיִסֹומ , ןאָכ יֵרֲה  
םיִרְׂשֶעְו הָאֵמ . ןיִרְדֶהְנַסְל ָהיּואְר אֵה , ְתּו ריִע  ְב אְֵהי הָּמַכְו  

תֹורָׂשֲע יֵרָׂש דֶגֶנְּכ ,םיִׁשלְׁשּו ִםיַתאָמ ,רֵמֹוא ָהיְמֶחְנ יִּבַר  

םיִטָבְּׁשַל תֹוּיִרְדֶהְנַס , ןיִׂשֹוע  ןיֵא 
 לֶׁש ןיִּד תיֵב יִּפ לַע אָּלֶא

. דָחֶאְו םיִעְבִׁש  
 
 
 

תַחַּדִּנַה , אָּלֶא ריִע  ןיִׂשֹוע  ןיֵא 
תיֵב יִּפ לַע l   לֶׁש ןיִּד םיִעְבִׁש

. דָחֶאְו  
 

 
רָפְּסַּב תַחַּדִּנַה ריִע , ןיִׂשֹוע  ןיֵאְו   

 תַחַא ןיִׂשֹוע לָבֲא ,הָׁשֹלְׁש אֹלְו
ִםיָּתְׁש ֹוא  

ןיֵא  טֶבֵּׁשַה תֶא אֹל ןִינָּד
 רֶקֶּׁשַה איִבְנ תֶא אֹלְו
 ,לֹודָּג ןֵֹהּכ תֶא אֹלְו
 ןיִּד תיֵב יִּפ לַע אָּלֶא

דָחֶאְו םיִעְבִׁש .   לֶׁש
 

ןיֵאְו  תֶמֶחְלִמְל ןיִאיִצֹומ
 יִּפ לַע אָּלֶא ,תּוׁשְרָה

 לֶׁש ןיִּד תיֵב םיִעְבִׁש
. דָחֶאְו  

 
ריִע  ָה לַע ןיִפיִסֹומ ןיֵא 

 לַע אָּלֶא ,תֹוָרזֲעָה לַעְו
 לֶׁש ןיִּד תיֵב יִּפ םיִעְבִׁש

דָחֶאְו .  
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English 

1א 1ב  1ג   
(1) A. Monetary cases [are 
judged] by three [judges].  
 
B. [Cases of] theft and personal 
injury [are judged] by three 
[judges].  
 
 
C. [Suits for] damages or half-
damages, [crimes for which 
one would] pay double, or pay 
quadruple or quintuple, [are 
judged] by three [judges].  

A. [Cases of] rape, seduction, 
and slander [are judged] by 
three [judges]—these are the 
words of Rabbi Meir.  
But the Sages say, [a case of] 
slander [is judged] by twenty-
three [judges], because this is a 
capital case. 
 
(2) B. [Cases regarding 
transgressions punishable by] 
lashing, by three.  
In the name of Rabbi Yishmael 
it was said, by twenty-three.  

A. Intercalating the month by three;  
 
B. Intercalating the year, by three,  
these are the words of Rabbi Meir.  
Rabbi Shimon ben Gamliel says,  
They begin with three, deliberate with five, and finish with 
seven. But if they finish with three, [the year] has been 
intercalated. 
 
(3) C. The laying of the hands by the elders, and the breaking of 
the neck of the calf [are performed] by three [judges], these are 
the words of Rabbi Shimon.  
But Rabbi Yehudah says, by five.  

2א 2ב   
 

A. Chalitzah (declination of levirate marriage) 
and Mi”un (rejection of youth betrothal), by three.  
B. Fourth year produce or the second tithe with unknown 
value, by three.  
 
C. [Redemption of] dedications [for the Temple], by 
three.  
 
 
D. Valuations of chattel, by three.  
Rabbi Yehudah says: one [of the judges] must be a priest. 
[Redemption of] real estate, by nine and a priest. 
Similarly, with [redemption of the value of] a man. 

(4) A. Capital cases, by twenty-three.  
 
B. Bestiality, by twenty-three,  
as it says (Leviticus 20:16) "and you shall kill the woman and the beast," 
and it says, (Leviticus 20:15) "and you shall kill the beast."  
C. An ox to be stoned, by twenty-three,  
as it is written (Exodus 21:29) "the ox shall be stoned and its owner shall 
also be put to death," as is the death of the owner, so is the death of the 
ox.  
D. The wolf and the lion, the bear and the tiger, the leopard and the snake, 
are put to death by twenty-three.  
Rabbi Eli”ezer says: Whoever is the first to kill [the animal] has 
performed a meritorious deed.  
Rabbi Akiva says: they are put to death by twenty-three. 
 

3א 3ב  3ג   
 

(5) A. They may not judge a 
tribe, or a false prophet, or a 
high priest, except by a court of 
seventy-one.  
 
 
 
 
 
B. They may not [declare] an 
optional war, except by a court 
of seventy-one.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C. They may not add [annex] 
to the city [Jerusalem] or 
[Temple] Courtyards, except 
by a court of seventy-one.  

A. They may not make a 
Sanhedrin for [individual] 
tribes, except by a court of 
seventy-one.  
 
 
 
 
 
B. They may not proclaim a 
wayward city [a city whose 
inhabitants are mostly 
idolatrous Jews], except by a 
court of seventy-one.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C. They may not make a 
wayward city on the border, 
nor may they [make] three 
wayward cities, only one or 
two. 

(6) A. The great Sanhedrin [was comprised of] seventy-one 
[judges], and a small [Sanhedrin] twenty-three [judges].  
From where [do we derive] that the great [Sanhedrin] 
[comprises] seventy-one [judges]?  
As it says, (Numbers 11:16) "gather for me seventy men from 
the elders of Israel," and Moses [set] over them, behold, [the 
number of judges adds to] seventy-one.  
Rabbi Yehudah says: seventy.  
 
B. And from where [do we derive] that a small [Sanhedrin] 
[comprises] twenty-three [judges]?  
As it says, (Numbers 35:24–25) "the assembly shall judge …  
the assembly shall deliver." The assembly judges and the 
assembly delivers—behold [the number of judges adds to] 
twenty.  
From where [do we derive] that the assembly is ten?  
As it says, (Numbers 14:27) "Until when shall I bear this wicked 
assembly." This excludes Joshua and Caleb.  
And from where [do we derive that we] add three more? This is 
implied by the [verse], as it says, (Exodus 23:2) "Do not follow 
the many to do evil." Should I learn to follow them to do good? 
If so, why does it say (Exodus 23:2) "Following the many to 
distort [justice]"—your following to do good is not like your 
following to do evil. Following to do good [i.e., acquittal] is by 
one, following to do evil [i.e., conviction] is by two. Since a 
court cannot [contain an] even [number of members], we add [to 
the number of judges] one more- behold this is twenty-three.  
C. And how many [inhabitants] must a city have before it may 
have a Sanhedrin? One hundred and twenty. Rabbi Nechemiah 
says, two hundred and thirty, [each judge] corresponding to a 
chief of a group of ten. 
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6.3.3. APPENDIX 3C: TRACTATE YOMA  
6.3.3.1.  THE LITERARY STRUCTURE 

The English translation is taken from Sepharia, 2013, Masechet Yoma. 

Kline’s assumed non-Seder text is highlighted in yellow. 

 

 

  

Chapter 1 (Pereq)   

 ג1 ב1 א1

1A. Seven days before the Day of 
Atonement, we sequester the High 
Priest from his house to the 
Palhedrin Chamber, B and we 
prepare for him another priest in his 
place, C [for] perhaps there will 
occur in him a disqualification. D. 
Rabbi Yehuda says: We even 
prepare another wife for him, E. 
[for] perhaps his wife will die; F. as 
it is said, "and he shall atone for 
himself and for his household"—G. 
his "household" is his wife. H. The 
Sages said: If so, there is no end to 
the matter. 

2. All seven days [of his 
sequestration], [the High 
Priest] casts the blood, and 
burns the incense, and cleans 
the lamps, and offers the head 
and the leg [of the continual-
offering]. All other days, if he 
wants to offer, he offers — 
for the High Priest offers a 
portion first, and takes a 
portion first. 

3. They provided for him elders from the 
elders of the [high] court who would read 
before him the order of the service [for 
Yom Kippur]. They would say to him: 
My master the High Priest, memorize the 
order of the service; perhaps you forgot 
or never learned.  

2   

On the day before Yom Kippur in 
the morning they stood him in the 
eastern gate of the Temple and 
passed before him all the bulls, 
rams and lambs [that would be used 
the next day in the service] so that 
he would recognize and be familiar 
with the service [of offering each of 
them]. 

 

4. All seven days, they would 
not prevent him from eating 
or drinking. The day before 
Yom Kippur, toward 
nightfall, they would not let 
him eat a lot, because food 
brings on sleep. 

 

5. The elders of the [high] court would 
transfer him to the elders of the 
priesthood, and they would bring him up 
to the upper chamber of the House of 
Avtinas, administer the oath to him, take 
their leave and depart. And they would 
say to him, My master, High Priest, we 
are the messengers of the beit din, and 
you are our messenger and the messenger 
of the [high] court. We make you swear, 
by He Who caused His name to dwell in 
this House, that you will not change a 
thing from what we have told you. He 
would separate from them and sob, and 
they would separate from him and sob. 

3   

6. If he was a sage, he would 
expound. If not, sages would 
expound in front of him. If he was 
accustomed to reading, he would 
read. If not, they would read in 
front of him. And from what would 
they read in front of him? From 
Job, and from Ezra, and from 
Chronicles. Zecharya ben Kabutal 
said, many times I read from Daniel 
in front of him. 

7. If he wanted to fall asleep, 
young priests would snap 
their middle fingers in front 
of him and say to him, My 
master the High Priest, stand 
up and get rid [of the fatigue] 
this once [by standing] on the 
floor. And they would engage 
with him until the time came 
for slaughtering [the morning 
sacrifice]. 

8. Every day, they would remove the 
ashes from the altar at [the time of] 
cockcrow or around that time, whether 
before or after. [But] on Yom Kippur, [it 
would be done] at midnight, and on the 
festivals, at the first watch. And 
cockcrow would never occur [on these 
occasions] before the Temple courtyard 
was filled with Israelites. 
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Chapter 2   

 ג1 ב1 א1

1. Originally, whoever wanted to remove the 
ashes from the altar would do it. And when 
there were many, they would run up the 
ramp, and whoever got to within four cubits 
[of the altar] first would win [the task of 
removing the ashes].  

If two tied, the assigner 
[of tasks] would tell [all 
of] them: “stick out your 
fingers [for the procedure 
to assign the task]." And 
what would they stick 
out? Either one or two 
[fingers], and they would 
not stick out their thumb 
in the Temple. 

2. Once, two were even as they 
ran up the ramp, and one pushed 
the other, and he fell and his leg 
broke. And when the court saw 
that this practice leads to danger, 
they decreed that the ashes would 
not be removed from the altar 
except by lottery. There were four 
lotteries there, and this was the 
first lottery. 

2   

3. The second lottery [decided] who would 
slaughter [the daily sacrifice], who would 
throw the blood [onto the altar], who would 
remove the ashes from the inner altar, who 
would remove the ashes from the candelabra, 
and who would bring the limbs to the ramp: 
the head and the [left] hind-leg, the two fore-
legs, the tail and the [right]] hind-leg, the 
chest and the throat, the two sides, the 
innards, the flour [for the accompanying 
meal-offering], the chavitim, and the wine. 
Thirteen priests were chosen in this [lottery]. 
Ben Azzai said before Rabbi Akiva in the 
name of Rabbi Yehoshua: [the animal being 
sacrificed] was offered the way that it walks. 

4. In the third lottery, new 
priests [who had never 
offered the incense] came 
and drew lots.  

The fourth [lottery] consisted of 
new priests and experienced 
priests [to determine] who would 
take the limbs from the ramp to 
the altar. 

 

3   

5. The daily whole offering was offered by 
nine, ten, eleven, or twelve [priests], no less 
and no more. How [did this proceed]? [The 
offering] itself would have nine. On Sukkot, 
one would hold a bottle of water, making ten. 
For the afternoon [offering], there were 
eleven: [the offering] itself with nine and two 
holding logs of wood. And on the Sabbath 
there were eleven: [the offering] itself by 
nine, and two [more] holding censers of 
frankincense for the lechem hapanim [show-
bread]. And on the Sabbath during Sukkot, 
one [more] would hold a bottle of water. 

 

6. A ram was offered by 
eleven [priests]: the meat 
by five, the innards, the 
flour, and the wine by two 
each. 

 

7. A bullock was offered by 
twenty four [priests]. The head 
and hind-leg: the head by one and 
the hind-leg by two. The tail and 
the [other] hind-leg: The tail by 
two and the hind-leg by two. The 
chest and the throat: the chest by 
one and the throat by three. The 
two fore-legs by two. The two 
sides by two. The innards and the 
flour and the wine by three each. 
What does this concern? A 
communal offering. But for an 
individual’s offering, if [one 
priest] wanted to offer [all of] it, 
he could. [But] the flaying and 
dismembering of both [the 
communal and individual 
sacrifices] were the same. 
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 ב1 א1

1. The supervisor said to them: Go out and see if the time for 
slaughter has come. If it had come, the one who saw it would say, 
"Morning star!" Matitia ben Shmuel says [that the supervisor 
would ask]: Is the whole east light as far as Hevron? And he would 
say, "Yes!" 

2. And why did they need [to do] thus? For on one 
occasion the light of the moon appeared and they 
assumed that dawn had broken, and they slaughtered 
the tamid [daily offering], and they [had to] take it 
out to the place of burning [because the offering was 
not offered at the proper time].  

2  

They took the High Priest down to the place of immersion. This is 
the rule in the Temple: all who move their bowels require 
immersion, & all who urinate require washing of the hands & feet. 

3. No person comes into the Temple court for service, even if he is 
already ritually pure, until he immerses. Five immersions and a 
total of ten ablutions of hands and feet are performed by the High 
Priest on this Day. All this takes place in the courtyard above the 
Beit Parvah, except for this one [upon entering the Temple 
compound, which was performed near the High Priest’s chamber 
by the south gate]. 

4. They spread out a linen sheet between him and the people. He 
stripped off [his clothes], went down and immersed himself, came 
up and dried himself. They brought him the golden garments, he 
put them on and washed his hands and feet. They brought him 
the tamid[offering]. He cut its throat and another finished [the 
slaughtering] for him. He received the blood and sprinkled it. He 
went inside to offer the morning incense, to trim the lamp, and to 
offer the head, the limbs, the chavitim and the wine. 

5. The morning incense was offered between [offering] the blood 
and the limbs. The afternoon incense was offered between 
[offering] the limbs and the wine libations.  

If the high priest was elderly or squeamish, water 
would be heated for him and poured into the cold 
water [in which he would immerse] in order to take 
the cold edge from it. 

6. They then brought him [the High Priest] to Beit 
Parvah, which was located in the Holy of the 
Temple. They spread out linen sheets to separate him 
from the people. He washed his hands and feet and 
removed his clothing. Rabbi Meir says, first he 
removed his clothing and then he washed his hands 
and feet. He went down and immersed, came out and 
dried himself. They brought him the white garments, 
he put them on and washed his hands and feet. 

7. In the morning he would wear Pelusian linen 
worth twelve maneh; at dusk, Indian linen worth 
eight hundred zuz, the words of Rabbi Meir. The 
Sages say: in the morning he would wear [garments] 
worth eighteen maneh and at dusk [garments] worth 
twelve maneh, altogether thirty maneh. These [costs] 
were [borne by] the community, and if he wanted to 
add [to them], he would add from his own [assets]. 
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8. He came to his bull and his bull was standing between 
the Ulam[entrance hall] and the altar, its head to the south and its 
face [turned] to the west. And the priest stood on the east side 
facing the west. He laid both his hands upon it and confessed. And 
thus he would say: “Please, “Hashem”! I have done wrong, I have 
transgressed, I have sinned before You, I and my house. Please, 
“Hashem”! Forgive the wrongdoings, the transgressions, the sins 
which I have committed and transgressed and sinned before You, I 
and my house, as it is written in the Torah of Moses Your servant: 
“For on this day shall atonement be made for you”," etc. [to 
cleanse you of all your sins; you shall be clean before the LORD] 
(Leviticus 16:30). And [when the people heard the four letter 
Name] they answer after him: “Blessed be the Name of His 
glorious Kingdom forever and ever”. 

9. He then went to the east of the Temple courtyard, 
to the north of the altar, the deputy High Priest at his 
right and the head of the [priestly] family 
[ministering that week] at his left. There were two 
goats and an urn was there, and in it were two lots. 
They were of boxwood and Ben Gamla made them 
of gold, and they would mention his name in praise. 
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10. Ben Katin made twelve spigots for the laver, for there had been 
before only two. He also made a mechanism for the laver, in order 
that its water should not become unfit by remaining overnight. 
King Munbaz had the handles of all the vessels used on Yom 
Kippur made of gold. His mother Helena made a golden 
candelabrum over the opening of the Temple sanctuary. She also 
made a golden tablet, on which the portion concerning the 
suspected adulteress was inscribed. Nicanor’s gates were the 
subject of miracles. And they were all mentioned in praise. 

11. And these they mentioned to their shame: Those of the 
House of Garmu did not want to teach anything about the 
preparation of the showbread. Those of the House of 
Avtinas did not want to teach anything about the 
preparation of the incense. Hugros ben Levi knew a chapter 
[concerning] the song but did not want to teach it. Ben 
Kamtzar did not want teach anyone his art of writing [the 
name of God]. Concerning the former [mentioned in the 
previous Mishnah] it is said: “The memory of the righteous 
shall be for a blessing” (Proverbs 10:7); concerning the 
others it is said: “But the name of the wicked shall rot”. 
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 ג1 ב1 א1

1. He shook the urn and brought up the two 
lots. On one was inscribed: “For Hashem,” 
and on the other: “For Azazel.” The deputy 
High Priest was at his right hand, the head of 
the [ministering] family at his left. If the lot 
“For Hashem” came up in his right hand, the 
deputy high priest would say to him: “My 
master, High Priest, raise your right hand!” 
And if the lot “for Hashem” came up in his 
left hand, the head of the [ministering] family 
would say: “My master, High Priest, raise 
your left hand!” Then he placed them on the 
two goats and said: “A sin-offering for 
Hashem!” Rabbi Ishmael said: he did not 
need to say, “a sin-offering”, but just “for 
Hashem." And they answered after him: 
“Blessed be the name of His glorious 
kingdom for ever and ever!” 

2. He bound a thread of crimson wool on the 
head of the goat which was to be sent away, 
and he placed it at the gate where it was to be 
sent away, and for the goat that was to be 
slaughtered [he placed a thread of crimson 
wool on its neck] at the place of the 
slaughtering.  

He came to his bull a second time, 
laid his two hands upon it and made 
confession. And thus he would say: 
“Please, “Hashem”! I have done 
wrong, I have transgressed, I have 
sinned before You, I and my house 
and the sons of Aaron, Your holy 
people. Please, “Hashem”! Forgive 
the wrongdoings, the transgressions, 
the sins which I have committed and 
transgressed and sinned before You, I 
and my house and the sons of Aaron, 
Your holy people, as it is written in 
the Torah of Moses Your servant: 
“For on this day shall atonement be 
made for you," etc. [to cleanse you of 
all your sins; you shall be clean 
before the LORD”] (Leviticus 16:30). 
And they answered after him: 
“Blessed be the name of His glorious 
kingdom for ever and ever!” 

3. He slaughtered it [the bull] and 
received its blood in a bowl, and he 
gave it to the one who stirs it up on 
the fourth terrace within the sanctuary 
so that it should not congeal.  

He took the coal-pan 
and went up to the top 
of the altar, cleared the 
coals to both sides, 
took out coals from 
the glowing middle [of 
the fire on the altar], 
came down and placed 
it [the coal-pan] on the 
fourth terrace in the 
Temple courtyard. 
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4. On other days he would take out [the coals] 
with a silver coal-pan, and empty it into one 
of gold, but this day he took them out with a 
golden coal-pan and in it he brought them 
[into the hekhal]. On other days he would 
take them up with a coal-pan containing 
four kavin, and empty it into one containing 
three kavin, but this day he took them out 
with one containing three kavin, and in it he 
brought them in. Rabbi Yosi says: on other 
days he would take them out with a coal-pan 
containing one se”ah [six kavin], and empty it 
into one containing three kavin, this day he 
took them out with one containing 
three kavin, and in it he brought them in.  

On other days the pan was heavy, on 
this day it was light. On other days its 
handle was short, on this day it was 
long. On other days it was of 
yellowish gold, on this day, of 
reddish gold, the words of Rabbi 
Menachem.  

On other days he 
would offer half 
a p”ras in the morning 
and half a p”rasin the 
afternoon, today he 
adds also the two 
handfuls [of incense]. 
On other days [the 
incense] was finely 
ground, but today it 
was the most finely 
ground possible. 
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5. On other days the priests would go up on 
the east side of the ramp and come down on 
the west side, but on this day the High Priest 
goes up in the middle and comes down in the 
middle. Rabbi Yehudah says: the High Priest 
always goes up in the middle and comes 
down in the middle.  

On other days the high priest washed 
his hands and feet from the laver, but 
on this day from a golden ladle. 
Rabbi Yehudah says: the High Priest 
always sanctifies his hands and feet 
from a golden ladle. 

 

6. On other days there 
were four wood-piles 
there [on the altar], but 
on this day five, the 
words of Rabbi Meir. 
Rabbi Yosi says: on 
other days three, but 
on this day four. Rabbi 
Yehudah says: on 
other days two, but on 
this day three. 
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1 

1. They brought out to him the ladle and the coal-pan, and he took two hands full [of incense] and put it into the 
ladle: a large [high priest] according to his size, a small one according to his size, and thus was its measure. 

 ב2 א2

He took the coal-pan in his right hand and the ladle in his left 
hand. He walked through the hekhal [sanctuary] until he came to 
the place between the two curtains which separated the Holy 
from the holy of holies; between them was [a space of] one cubit. 
Rabbi Yose says: there was but one curtain, as it is said: “And 
the curtain shall serve you as a partition between the Holy and 
the holy of holies” (Exodus 26:33). The outer curtain was looped 
on the south side and the inner curtain on the north side. He 
walked along between them until he reached the north side. 
When he reached the north side he turned around to the south and 
went on along the curtain, to his left, until he reached the ark. 
When he reached the ark he put the coal-pan between the two 
poles. He heaped up the incense upon the coals and the whole 
house became full with smoke. He came out by the way he 
entered and in the outer house he uttered a short prayer. He did 
not make the prayer long so as not to frighten Israel. 

2. After the ark was taken away, there was a 
stone there, from the days of the earlier 
prophets, called Shtiyah, three fingers above 
the ground, on which he would place [the 
coal-pan]. 
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3. He would take the blood from the one who was stirring it, and 
enter [again] into the place where he had entered, and stand 
[again] on the place on which he had stood, and sprinkle once 
upwards and seven times downwards, and he did not intend to 
sprinkle [simply] upwards nor downwards but rather like one 
who cracks a whip. And thus would he count: one, one and one, 
one and two, one and three, one and four, one and five, one and 
six, one and seven. Then he would go out and put it on the 
golden stand in the hekhal. 

4. They would bring him the goat. He would slaughter it and 
receive its blood in a bowl. He entered [again] into the place 
where he had entered, and stood [again] on the place on which he 
had stood, and sprinkled once upwards and seven times 
downwards, and he did not intend to sprinkle [simply] upwards 
or downwards but rather like one who cracks a whip. And thus 
would he count: one, one and one, one and two, one and three, 
one and four, one and five, one and six, one and seven. Then he 
would go out and place [the bowl] on the second stand in the 
hekhal. Rabbi Yehudah said: there was only one stand there.  

He would take the blood of the bull and put 
down the blood of the goat, and sprinkle 
from it upon the curtains facing the ark 
outside, once upwards, seven times 
downward, intending to sprinkle neither 
[simply] upwards nor downwards, but rather 
like one who cracks a whip. Thus would he 
count [as above].  

Then he would take the blood of the goat, 
and put down the blood of the bull, and 
sprinkle from it upon the curtain facing the 
ark outside once upwards, seven times 
downwards [as above]. Then he would pour 
the blood of the bull into the blood of the 
goat, emptying the full vessel into the empty 
one. 

5. “And he shall go out to the altar that is 
before the LORD” (Leviticus 16:18): that is 
the golden altar.  

4  

He then began to purify [the altar by sprinkling] in downward 
motion. From where does he begin? From the northeast horn [of 
the altar], then the northwest, then the southwest, then the 
southeast. From the place where he begins [sprinkling when 
offering] a sin-offering on the outer altar, there he completes 
[sprinkling] on the inner altar. Rabbi Eliezer says: he remained in 
his place and sprinkled. And on every horn he would sprinkle 
from below upwards, with the exception of the horn at which he 
was standing, which he would sprinkle from above downwards. 

6. Then he sprinkled the body of the altar 
seven times. And he would pour out the 
remainder of the blood at the western base of 
the outer altar. And [the remainder] on the 
outer altar he poured out at the southern 
base. Both mingled in the aqueduct and 
flowed into Nahal Kidron; and they were 
sold to gardeners as fertilizer, and are subject 
to meilah [misapprop of sanctified property]. 

5 

7. Concerning every act of Yom Kippur mentioned in the prescribed order [in the Mishnah]: if he performed one [later] act 
before an [earlier] one, it is as if it had not been done at all. If he dealt with the blood of the goat before the blood of the bull, he 
must start over again, and sprinkle the blood of the goat after the blood of the bull. If before he had finished the sprinklings 
within [the holy of holies] the blood was poured out, he must bring other blood, and start over again and sprinkle again within 
[the holy of holies]. Similarly, in the hekhal and at the golden altar, since they are each a separate act of atonement. Rabbi 
Elazar and Rabbi Shimon say: wherever he stopped, there he may begin again. 
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 ג1 ב1 א1

1. The two [sacrificial] goats of Yom 
Kippur, it is a mitzvah that they be equal 
in appearance, height, value and be 
bought at the same time. But even if they 
are not equal, they are kosher. If one was 
bought one day, and another the next 
day, they are kosher. If one [of the goats] 
dies, if it dies before the lots were drawn, 
a partner for the second should be 
bought. If it dies after the lots were 
drawn, then another pair [of goats] 
should be brought and lots drawn over 
them as before, and [the one drawing 
lots] should say, if [the goat that was 
intended] for Hashem died, "Let the one 
for which the lot “for Hashem” is drawn 
be established in its place." And if [the 
goat that was intended for] Azazel died, 
"Let the one for which the lot "for 
Azazel" is drawn be established in its 
place." The second [remaining goat] is 
left to graze until it develops a blemish, 
and then is sold, and its monetary value 
[is used to buy] free-will offerings, for 
we do not leave a communal chattat [sin] 
offering to die. Rabbi Yehuda says, We 
leave it to die. Rabbi Yehuda also said, if 
[the goat for Hashem’s] blood spilled 
[before it could be sprinkled], the goat 
sent [to Azazel] is left to die [and another 
pair are brought]. If the goat sent [to 
Azazel] has died [first], then the blood 
[of the goat for Hashem] must be poured 
out [i.e., discarded, and another pair are 
brought]. 

2. [The High Priest] would 
come to the goat for 
Azazel and place his two 
hands on it, and confess. 
And this is what he would 
say: "Please God, we, 
Your people the House of 
Israel, have committed 
wrongdoing, transgressed, 
and sinned before You. 
Please God, please forgive 
the wrongdoing, 
transgressions and sins 
that we, Your people the 
House of Israel, have 
committed, transgressed, 
and sinned before You. As 
it is written in the Torah of 
Moses Your servant 
(Leviticus 16:30), “On this 
day, you will be forgiven 
and cleansed from all your 
sins—before Hashem you 
will be cleansed.”" Then, 
the priests and the people 
standing in the courtyard, 
when they heard the 
explicit Name from the 
mouth of the High Priest, 
would bend their knees, 
bow down and fall on their 
faces, and they would say, 
"Blessed be the Honored 
Name of His Sovereignty 
forever." 

3. They turned over [the goat sent to 
Azazel] to the person leading it [out 
to the wilderness]. Anyone could lead 
the goat out; however, the leading 
priests fixed a procedure [that a priest 
would lead it out] and would not 
allow a Yisrael [Jew not a member of 
the tribe of Levi] to lead it out. Rabbi 
Yose says, It once happened that 
Arsala led it out and he was a Yisrael. 

4. They made a special ramp for him 
[who led the goat out], because of the 
Babylonians who used to pull at his 
hair, and say to him, Take [our sins] 
and go quickly, take [our sins] and go 
quickly. The leading citizens of 
Jerusalem would accompany him to 
the first booth. There were ten booths 
from Jerusalem to Tzuk [the cliff to 
which the goat was taken], a distance 
of ninety ris [2/15 of a mil], seven and 
a half risper mil [two thousand cubits, 
for a total distance of twelve milin]. 

5. At every booth, they would say to 
him, Here is food and water. And they 
would accompany him from one 
booth to the next, except for the last 
one, since the escort would not go 
with him all the way to the cliff, but 
rather, he would watch his actions 
from a distance. 
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6. What did he do [when he reached the cliff]? 
He divided the thread of the crimson wool, 
tied half to the rock, and tied the other half 
between its horns, and he pushed it from 
behind. It went rolling down, and before it 
reached half-way downhill, it was dashed to 
pieces. He returned and sat in the last booth 
until it became dark. And at what point did his 
garments become impure? From the moment 
he left the walls of Jerusalem. Rabbi Shimon 
says: from the moment he pushed it off the 
cliff. 

 

7. He [the High Priest] would 
go to the bull and the goat for 
the burnt offering [after 
sending off the goat to 
Azazel]. He would split [their 
carcasses] and remove their 
fats, place them on a tray and 
offer them on the altar. He 
reassembled the carcasses and 
took them out to the place of 
burning. And at what point 
would his clothing become 
impure? From the moment he 
went outside the walls of the 
Temple court. Rabbi Shimon 
says: From the moment the 
fire took hold in the majority 
[of the carcasses]. 

 

8. They would say to the High Priest: The 
goat [for Azazel] has reached the 
wilderness. And how did they know that 
the goat had reached the wilderness? They 
used to set up towers and wave signal 
cloths, and thus they would know that the 
goat had reached the wilderness. Rabbi 
Yehuda says: But did they not have an 
obvious sign? The distance from Jerusalem 
to the place where the goat was pushed 
[off the cliff] was three milin. They could 
thus walk a mil, return a mil, and wait the 
amount of time it would take to walk 
a mil, and thus, they would know that the 
goat had reached the wilderness. Rabbi 
Yishmael says: But did they not also have 
another sign? They had a strip of crimson 
wool tied to the door of the hekhal, and 
when the goat reached the wilderness, the 
crimson wool turned white, as it is written, 
"Though your sins be as scarlet, they shall 
be as white as snow" (Isaiah 1:18). 
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1 

1. The High Priest then came to read [the Torah portion for the day]. He could read either wearing 
linen garments, or his own white robe.  

 ג2 ב2 א2

The synagogue attendant 
would take the Torah scroll, 
and hand it to the head of the 
synagogue, and the head of 
the synagogue would hand it 
to the assistant [High Priest] 
and the assistant would hand 
it over to the High Priest. The 
High Priest would stand, and 
receive it, and read "After the 
death" (Leviticus 16:1–34) 
and "On the tenth" (Leviticus 
23:26–36). Then he would 
roll up the scroll, hold it close 
to his bosom, and say, "More 
than that which I have read 
before you, is written here." 
He would then recite by heart 
“On the tenth day" (Numbers 
29:7–11). He recites over it 
eight blessings: for the Torah, 
for the Temple Service, for 
thanksgiving, for the 
forgiveness of sins, and for 
the Temple separately, and for 
Israel separately, and for 
Jerusalem separately, for the 
priests separately, and for the 
rest of the prayer. 

2. The one who sees the High 
Priest while he is reading does 
not see the bull and he-goat 
that are burned, and the one 
seeing the bull and the he-goat 
being burned does not see the 
High Priest while he is 
reading. Not because it is 
prohibited to do so, but 
because the distance between 
the two areas was great, and 
both rituals were performed 
simultaneously. 

 

3. If he read in the garments of 
linen, he would then wash his 
hands and feet, undress, and go 
down to immerse. He came up, 
and dried himself, while they 
brought him his gold vestments. 
He dressed and then washed his 
hands and feet. He then went out 
and offered his ram, and the 
people’s ram, and the seven 
unblemished one-year-old male 
sheep; these are the words of 
Rabbi Eliezer. Rabbi Akiva 
says: They were brought with 
the morning Tamid offering, as 
well as the bull for a burnt-
offering. But the he-goat which 
is done outside was brought with 
the afternoon Tamid offering. 
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4. He washed his hands and 
feet, undressed, and went 
down and immersed. He came 
up, and dried himself. Then 
they brought him his white 
garments, and he dressed and 
washed his hands and feet. He 
went inside to remove the 
ladle and coal-pan, 

He washed his hands and feet, 
undressed, went down, 
immersed, came up, and dried 
himself. Then, they brought 
him his gold garments, he 
dressed, washed his hands and 
feet, and went into the 
sanctuary to burn the 
afternoon incense and light the 
lamps.  

He washed his hands and feet, 
and undressed. They then 
brought his personal garments. 
He got dressed, and they would 
go with him to his residence. 
And he would make a feast for 
those close to him, for having 
exited the Holy [of Holies] in 
peace. 

4 

5. The High Priest served in eight vestments, and the ordinary priest in four. The ordinary priest 
wore a tunic, pants, hat, and belt. The High Priest added to these the breastplate, the efod [apron], 
robe, and tsits[forehead plate]. They were only allowed to question the urim vetumim [oracular 
device carried in the breastplate] while wearing these eight vestments. The urim vetumim was only 
questioned on behalf of the king, court, or someone the community requires [for leadership]. 
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 ג1 ב1 א1

1. On Yom Kippur, it is forbidden 
to eat, to drink, to wash, to anoint, 
and to wear leather shoes and to 
have sexual relations. The King and 
the bride may wash their faces, and 
the newly delivered mother may 
wear leather shoes: the words of 
Rabbi Eliezer; and the Sages 
prohibit this. 

 

2. One who eats food to the 
size of a large date, that is, the 
date with the kernel, or drinks 
a mouthful, is guilty. All 
kinds of food combine for the 
size of the date, and all 
liquids for the mouthful; but 
food and drink do not 
combine in the computation. 

 

3. If one eats and drinks on a single 
occasion of obliviousness, he is liable 
to one sin-offering; if he has eaten 
and [also] done work, he is liable to 
two [separate] sin-offerings; if he has 
eaten food which is not suitable for 
consumption, or has drunk liquids 
which are not suitable for drinking, or 
brine or fish-brine, he is exempt 
[from bringing a sin-offering]. 
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4. We do not force small children to 
fast on Yom Kippur. Rather, we 
train them a year or two before 
[they reach the age of being subject 
to the commandments] so that they 
will become accustomed to 
[performing] the commandments. 

5. We feed a pregnant woman who 
smells [and craves food], even 
unkosher [food] until she recovers.  

 

We feed a sick person on the 
advice of an expert [doctor]. 
And if there is not an expert 
there, we feed him on his own 
word, until he says enough. 

6. If one is seized with a 
pathological craving [for 
food], he is to be fed even 
with unkosher food, until he 
recovers.  

 

A person who is bitten by a mad dog 
must not be fed any of the dog’s 
liver, but Rabbi Matya ben Charash 
permits it. Moreover, Rabbi Matya 
ben Charash said, If a person has a 
sore throat, it is permitted to put 
medicines into his mouth on the 
Sabbath, because of possible danger 
to his life, and whatever threatens to 
endanger life supersedes [the 
observance of] the Sabbath. 

7. If debris falls and it is unknown 
whether any person is buried [under 
it] or not; or whether he is dead or 
alive, or whether he is a gentile or a 
Jew, we remove the debris from him 
on the Sabbath; if he be found alive, 
we extricate him, but if he is dead, we 
leave him. 
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8. The sin-offering and guilt-
offering atone [for sin]. Death and 
Yom Kippur atone with repentance. 
Repentance atones for minor 
transgressions of positive or 
negative commandments; for grave 
transgressions, it obtains a respite 
until Yom Kippur completes the 
atonement. 

9. One who says, "I will sin, and 
then repent, I will sin [again], and 
then repent," will not receive an 
opportunity to repent; [for one who 
says] "I will sin, and Yom Kipur 
will atone," Yom Kippur will not 
atone.  

Yom Kippur atones for 
transgressions between a 
person and God, but for a 
transgression against one’s 
neighbor, Yom Kipur cannot 
atone, until he appeases his 
neighbor. Thus R. Eleazar ben 
Azariah expounds the text, 
"From all your sins before the 
LORD shall ye be clean": For 
transgressions between a 
person and God, Yom Kippur 
atones, for transgressions 
against one’s neighbor, Yom 
Kippur cannot atone, until he 
appeases his neighbor.  

R. Akiva says, Happy are you, Israel! 
Before whom are you purified, and 
who purifies you [of your 
transgressions]? Your Father Who is 
in heaven. For it is said, "Then will I 
sprinkle clean water upon you, and ye 
shall be clean"; and it is also said, 
"The ritual bath [literally. Hope] of 
Israel is the LORD "; even as a ritual 
bath purifies the unclean, so does the 
Holy One, Blessed be He, purify 
Israel. 
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6.3.3.2. SEDER HAYOM—HEBREW 

 םויה רדס הכרדכ הנשמה אמוי תכסמ

א1  
A ג קרפ הליבטה תיבל לודג ןהכ ודירוה   

םויב וב שדקמו לודג ןהכ לבוט ןישודק הרשעו תוליבט שמח   
דבלב וזמ ץוח הורפה תיב לע שדקב ןלכו  
גפתסנו הלע לבטו דרי טשפ םעה ןיבל וניב ץובלש ןידס וסרפ )ד(  
וילגרו וידי שדקו שבלו בהז ידגב ול ואיבה  

B וקרזו םדה תא לבק ודי לע הטיחש רחא קרמו וצרק דימתה תא ול ואיבה   
תורנה תא ביטהלו רחשלש תרטק ריטקהל סנכנ  
ןייה תאו ןיתבחה תאו םירבאה תאו שארה תא בירקהלו  
םירבאל םדה ןיב הברק התיה רחשלש תרטק )ה(  
םיכסנל םירבא ןיב םיברעה ןיבלש  

ב1  
A  ןימח ול ןימחמ סינטסא וא ןקז לודג ןהכ היה םא 

ןתנצ גופתש ידכ ןינוצה ךותל ןיליטמו  
התיה שדקבו הורפה תיבל והואיבה )ו(  ץובלש ןידס וסרפ 

טשפו וילגרו וידי שדק םעה ןיבל וניב  
וילגרו וידי שדק טשפ רמוא ריאמ יבר  
גפתסנו הלע לבטו דרי  
וילגרו וידי שדקו שבל ןבל ידגב ול ואיבה  

B הנמ רשע םינשלש ןיסולפ שבול היה רחשב )ז(   ןיבו 
זוז תואמ הנומשלש ןיודנה םיברעה  
ריאמ יבר ירבד  
הנמ רשע הנומשלש שבול היה רחשב םירמוא םימכחו  
הנמ םישלש לכה הנמ רשע םינשלש םיברעה ןיבו  
ולשמ ףיסומ ףיסוהל הצר םאו רובצלשמ ולא  

א2  
ורפ לצא ול אב )ח(  
 ושאר חבזמלו םלואה ןיב דמוע היה ורפו
ברעמל וינפו םורדל  
ברעמל וינפו חרזמב דמוע ןהכהו  
רמוא היה ךכו הדותמו וילע וידי יתש ךמוסו  
 ינא ךינפל יתאטח יתעשפ יתיוע םשה אנא
יתיבו  
םיאטחלו םיעשפלו תונועל אנ רפכ םשה אנא  
יתיבו ינא ךינפל יתאטחשו יתעשפשו יתיועש  
 רפכי הזה םויב יכ ךדבע השמ תרותב בותככ
וגו םכילע ” 
 ותוכלמ דובכ םש ךורב וירחא ןינוע ןהו
דעו םלועל  

ב2  
חבזמה ןופצל הרזעה חרזמל ול אב )ט(  
ולאמשמ בא תיב שארו ונימימ ןגסה  
םש התיה יפלקו םיריעש ינש םשו  
ויה עורכשאלש תולרוג ינש הבו  
תולרוג ינש הלעהו יפלקב ףרט )א( ד קרפ  
לזאזעל וילע בותכ דחאו םשל וילע בותכ דחא  
ולאמשמ בא תיב שארו ונימימ ןגסה  
ול רמוא ןגסה ונימיב הלע םשלש םא   

ךנימי הבגה לודג ןהכ ישיא  הלע םשלש םאו 
ולאמשב  
ךלאמש הבגה לודג ןהכ ישיא ול רמוא בא תיב שאר  
תאטח ”הל רמואו םיריעשה ינש לע ןנתנ  
 אלא תאטח רמול ךירצ היה אל רמוא לאעמשי יבר
הל ” 
דעו םלועל ותוכלמ דובכ םש ךורב וירחא ןינוע ןהו  
חלתשמה ריעש שארב תירוהזלש ןושל רשק )ב(  
ותטיחש תיב דגנכ טחשנלו וחולש תיב דגנכ ודימעהו  

ג2  
הינש ורפ לצא ול אב  
הדותמו וילע וידי יתש ךמוסו  
רמוא היה ךכו  

םשה אנא  יתאטח יתעשפ יתיוע 
ךינפל  
ךישודק םע ןרהא ינבו יתיבו ינא  

םשה אנא  םיעשפלו תונועל אנ רפכ 
םיאטחלו  
ךינפל יתאטחשו יתעשפשו יתיועש  
ךישודק םע ןרהא ינבו יתיבו ינא  
ךדבע השמ תרותב בותככ  
םכילע רפכי הזה םויב יכ  
םכיתאטח לכמ םכתא רהטל  
ורהטת ”ה ינפל  
וירחא ןינוע ןהו  
דעו םלועל ותוכלמ דובכ םש ךורב  

 א3

A   ומד תא קרזמב לבקו וטחש )ג( 
 דבורה לע וב סרממ אוהש ימל ונתנו
  לכיהבש יעיברה
שרקי אלש ידכ  

B  הנפו חבזמה שארל הלעו התחמה תא לטנ 
 תולכעמה ןמ התוחו ךליאו ךליא םילחג
  תוימינפה
הרזעבש יעיברה דבורה לע החינהו דריו  
 התחמה תאו ףכה תא ול ואיצוה )א( ה קרפ
וינפח אלמ ןפחו   
 יפל ןטקהו ולדג יפל לודגה ףכה ךותל ןתנו
  ונטק
התדמ התיה ךכו  
  ולאמשב ףכה תאו ונימיב התחמה תא לטנ
 יתש ןיבל עיגמש דע לכיהב ךלהמ היה
  תוכרפה
 םישדקה שדק ןיבו שדקה ןיב תולידבמה
המא ןהינבו  
 תחא תכרפ אלא םש התיה אל רמוא יסוי יבר
 ןיב םכל תכרפה הלידבהו רמאנש דבלב
םישדקה שדק ןיבו שדקה  
 ןמ תימינפהו םורדה ןמ הפורפ התיה הנוציחה
ןופצה  
  ןופצל עיגמש דע ןהיניב ךלהמ
  םורדל וינפ ךפוה ןופצל עיגה
 עיגמ אוהש דע תכרפה םע ולאמשל ךלהמ
ןוראל  
  םידבה ינש ןיב התחמה תא ןתונ ןוראל עיגה

 ב3
A   וב סרממ היהש יממ םדה תא לטנ )ג( 

  דמעש םוקמב דמעו סנכנש םוקמל סנכנ
ונממ הזהו   הטמל עבשו הלעמל תחא 

 אלא הטמל אלו הלעמל אל תוזהל ןוכתמ היה אלו
ףילצמכ היה  
 תחא םיתשו תחא תחאו תחא תחא הנומ היה ךכו
  שלשו
עבשו תחא ששו תחא שמחו תחא עבראו תחא  
לכיהבש בהזה ןכ לע וחינהו אצי  

B  תא קרזמב לבקו וטחש ריעשה תא ול ואיבה )ד( 
ומד  
  דמעש םוקמב דמעו סנכנש םוקמל סנכנ
הטמל עבשו הלעמל תחא ונממ הזהו  
 אלא הטמל אלו הלעמל אל תוזהל ןוכתמ היה אלו
ףילצמכ  
 תחא םיתשו תחא תחאו תחא תחא הנומ היה ךכו
  שלשו
עבשו תחא ששו תחא שמחו תחא עבראו תחא  
לכיהב היהש ינשה ןכ לע וחינהו אצי  
דבלב דחא ןכ אלא םש היה אל רמוא הדוהי יבר  

C   ריעשה םד חינהו רפה םד לטנ 
ץוחבמ ןוראה דגנכש תכרפה לע ונממ הזהו  
  הטמל עבשו הלעמל תחא
 אלא הטמל אלו הלעמל אל תוזהל ןוכתמ היה אלו
ףילצמכ  
 תחא םיתשו תחא תחאו תחא תחא הנומ היה ךכו
  שלשו
עבשו תחא ששו תחא שמחו תחא עבראו תחא  

 ג3
A  ריעשה םד ךותל רפה םד הרע 

  ןקירב אלמה תא ןתנו
B  ינפל רשא חבזמה לא אציו )ה( 

  בהזה חבזמ הז ”ה
  דרויו אטחמ ליחתה
  ליחתמ אוה ןכיהמ
 תינופצ תינופצ תיחרזמ ןרקמ
  תיברעמ
תיחרזמ תימורד תימורד תיברעמ  
 לע תאטחב ליחתמ אוהש םוקמ
  ןוציחה חבזמ
ימינפה חבזמ לע רמוג היה םשמ  
 היה ומוקמב רמוא רזעילא יבר
אטחמו דמוע  
 הלעמל הטמלמ ןתונ היה ןלכ לעו
  וינפל התיהש וזמ ץוח
הטמל הלעמלמ ןתונ היה הילעש  

C  עבש חבזמלש ורהט לע הזה )ו( 
םימעפ  
 דוסי לע ךפוש היה םדה ירישו 
  ןוציחה חבזמלש יברעמ
 לע ךפוש היה ןוציחה חבזמלשו
  ימורד דוסי
 ןיאצויו המאב ןיברעתמ ולאו ולא
  ןורדק לחנל
ןהב ןילעומו לבזל ןיננגל ןירכמנו  



 335 

 לכ אלמתנו םילחגה יבג לע תרטקה תא רבצ
ןשע ולכ תיבה  
 הלפת ללפתמו ותסינכ תיב ךרדב ול אבו אצי
 ותלפתב ךיראמ היה אלו ןוציחה תיבב הרצק
  לארשי תא תיעבהל אלש

C  תומימ םש התיה ןבא ןוראה לטנשמ )ב( 
  תארקנ התיה היתשו םינושארה םיאיבנ
תועבצא שלש ץראה ןמ ההובג  

ןתונ היה הילעו   

D רפה םד חינהו ריעשה םד לטנ   
ץוחבמ ןוראה דגנכש תכרפה לע ונממ הזהו  
הטמל עבשו הלעמל תחא  
 אלא הטמל אלו הלעמל אל תוזהל ןוכתמ היה אלו
ףילצמכ  
 תחא םיתשו תחא תחאו תחא תחא הנומ היה ךכו
שלשו  
עבשו תחא ששו תחא שמחו תחא עבראו תחא  

א4  
חלתשמה ריעש לצא ול אב )ב( ו קרפ  
הדותמו וילע וידי יתש ךמוסו  
רמוא היה ךכו  
 תיב ךמע ךינפל ואטח ועשפ ווע םשה אנא
לארשי  
םיאטחלו םיעשפלו תונועל אנ רפכ םשב אנא  
 תיב ךמע ךינפל ואטחשו ועשפשו וועש
לארשי  
רמאל ךדבע השמ תרותב בותככ  
םכתא רהטל םכילע רפכי הזה םויב יכ  
ורהטת ”ה ינפל םכיתאטח לכמ  
 ויהשכ הרזעב םידמועה םעהו םינהכהו 
שרפמה םש םיעמוש  
לודג ןהכ יפמ אצוי אוהש  
םיוחתשמו םיערוכ ויה  
םירמואו םהינפ לע םילפונו  
דעו םלועל ותוכלמ דובכ םש ךורב  

ב4  
רפה לצא ול אב )ז(   

ןיפרשנה ריעשה לצאו   
ןהירומא תא איצוהו ןערק  
חבזמה יבג לע ןריטקהו סיגמב ןנתנ  
הפרשה תיבל ןאיצוהו תועלקמב ןעלק  
רבדמל ריעש עיגה לודג ןהכל ול ורמא )ח(   

ג4  
תורקל לודג ןהכ ול אב )א( ז קרפ  
ארוק ץוב ידגבב תורקל הצר םא  
  ולשמ ןבל תילטצאב ארוק אל םאו
 ונתונו הרות רפס לטונ תסנכה ןזח
תסנכה שארל  
 ןגסהו ןגסל ונתונ תסנכה שארו
לודג ןהכל ונתונ  
  לבקמו דמוע לודג ןהכו
 ךאו תומ ירחא )ארוקו דמוע( ארוקו
רושעב  
 וקיחב החינמו הרותה תא ללוגו
רמואו  
 בותכ םכינפל יתארקשהממ רתוי
ןאכ  
 ארוק םידוקפה שמוחבש רושעבו
הפ לע  
תוכרב הנומש הילע ךרבמו  
 לעו הדובעה לעו הרותה לע
  ןועה תליחמ לעו האדוהה
 לארשי לעו ומצע ינפב שדקמה לעו
ןמצע ינפב  
)המצע ינפב םלשורי לעו(  
 ראש לעו ןמצע ינפב םינהכה לעו
הלפתה  

א5  
גפתסנו הלע לבטו דרי טשפ וילגרו וידי שדק ארוק ץוב ידגבב םא )ג(  
וילגרו וידי שדקו שבלו בהז ידגב ול ואיבה  
הנש ינב םימימת םישבכ תעבש תאו םעה ליא תאו וליא תא השעו אציו  
רזעילא יבר ירבד  
ןיברק ויה רחשלש דימת םע רמוא אביקע יבר  
  םיברעה ןיבלש דימת םע ןיברק ויה ץוחב השענה ריעשו הלועה רפו
גפתסנו הלעו לבטו דריו טשפו וילגרו וידי שדק )ד(  
 תאו ףכה תא איצוהל סנכנ וילגרו וידי שדקו שבלו ןבל ידגב ול ואיבה
התחמה  

ב5  
גפתסנו הלע לבטו דריו טשפו וילגרו וידי שדק  
וילגרו וידי שדקו שבלו בהז ידגב ול ואיבה  
םיברעה ןיבלש תרטקה תא ריטקהל סנכנו  
טשפו וילגרו וידי שדקו תורנה תא ביטהלו  
שבלו ומצע ידגב ול ואיבה  
ותיב דע ותוא ןיולמו  

ויבהואל השוע היה בוט םויו שדקה ןמ םולשב אציש העשב   
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6.3.3.3. SEDER HAYOM—ENGLISH 

Masechet Yoma with Non-Seder Omitted 
1A 1B 

Ch. 3 Row 2 

A. They took the High Priest down to the place of immersion. 

B. Five immersions and a total of ten ablutions of hands and feet 
are performed by the High Priest on this Day. All this takes place 
in the courtyard above the Beit Parvah, except for this one [upon 
entering the Temple compound, which was performed near the 
High Priest’s chamber by the south gate]. 

4. They spread out a linen sheet between him and the people. He 
stripped off [his clothes], went down and immersed himself, came 
up and dried himself. They brought him the golden garments, he 
put them on and washed his hands and feet. They brought him 
the tamid [offering]. He cut its throat and another finished [the 
slaughtering] for him. He received the blood and sprinkled it. He 
went inside to offer the morning incense, to trim the lamp, and to 
offer the head, the limbs, the chavitim (flat bread cakes) and the 
wine. 

5. The morning incense was offered between [offering] the blood 
and the limbs. The afternoon incense was offered between 
[offering] the limbs and the wine libations. 

 

If the High Priest was elderly or squeamish, water 
would be heated for him and poured into the cold 
water [in which he would immerse] in order to take the 
cold edge from it. 

6. They then brought him [the High Priest] to Beit 
Parvah, which was located in the Holy of the Temple. 
They spread out linen sheets to separate him from the 
people. He washed his hands and feet and removed his 
clothing. Rabbi Meir says, first he removed his 
clothing and then he washed his hands and feet. He 
went down and immersed, came out and dried himself. 
They brought him the white garments, he put them on 
and washed his hands and feet. 

7. In the morning he would wear Pelusian linen worth 
twelve maneh; at dusk, Indian linen worth eight 
hundred zuz, the words of Rabbi Meir. The Sages say: 
in the morning, he would wear [garments] worth 
eighteen maneh and at dusk [garments] worth 
twelve maneh, altogether thirty maneh. These [costs] 
were [borne by] the community, and if he wanted to 
add [to them], he would add from his own [assets]. 

2A 2B 2C 

8. He came to his bull and his bull 
was standing between the Ulam 
[entrance hall] and the altar, its head 
to the south and its face [turned] to 
the west. And the priest stood on the 
east side facing the west. He laid 
both his hands upon it and confessed. 
And thus, he would say: “Please, 
“Hashem”! I have done wrong, I 
have transgressed, I have sinned 
before You, I and my house. Please, 
“Hashem”! Forgive the 
wrongdoings, the transgressions, the 
sins which I have committed and 
transgressed and sinned before You, 
I and my house, as it is written in the 
Torah of Moses Your servant: “For 
on this day shall atonement be made 
for you”," etc. [to cleanse you of all 
your sins; you shall be clean before 
the LORD] (Leviticus 16:30). And 
[when the people heard the four-
letter Name] they answer after him: 
“Blessed be the Name of His 
glorious Kingdom forever and ever”. 

9. He then went to the east of the Temple 
courtyard, to the north of the altar, the deputy High 
Priest at his right and the head of the [priestly] 
family [ministering that week] at his left. There 
were two goats and an urn was there, and in it were 
two lots. They were of boxwood. 

ch. 4. 1A. 

1. He shook the urn and brought up the two lots. 
On one was inscribed: “For Hashem,” and on the 
other: “For Azazel.” The deputy High Priest was at 
his right hand, the head of the [ministering] family 
at his left. If the lot “For Hashem” came up in his 
right hand, the deputy high priest would say to 
him: “My master, High Priest, raise your right 
hand!” And if the lot “for Hashem” came up in his 
left hand, the head of the [ministering] family 
would say: “My master, High Priest, raise your left 
hand!” Then he placed them on the two goats and 
said: “A sin-offering for Hashem!” Rabbi Ishmael 
said: he did not need to say, “a sin-offering”, but 
just “for Hashem." And they answered after him: 
“Blessed be the name of His glorious kingdom for 
ever and ever!” 

2. He bound a thread of crimson wool on the head 
of the goat which was to be sent away, and he 
placed it at the gate where it was to be sent away, 
and for the goat that was to be slaughtered [he 
placed a thread of crimson wool on its neck] at the 
place of the slaughtering.  

ch. 4 R1B 

He came to his bull a second 
time, laid his two hands upon 
it and made confession. And 
thus, he would say: “Please, 
“Hashem”! I have done 
wrong, I have transgressed, I 
have sinned before You, I 
and my house and the sons 
of Aaron, Your holy people. 
Please, “Hashem”! Forgive 
the wrongdoings, the 
transgressions, the sins 
which I have committed and 
transgressed and sinned 
before You, I and my house 
and the sons of Aaron, Your 
holy people, as it is written 
in the Torah of Moses Your 
servant: “For on this day 
shall atonement be made for 
you," etc. [to cleanse you of 
all your sins; you shall be 
clean before the LORD”] 
(Leviticus 16:30). And they 
answered after him: “Blessed 
be the name of His glorious 
kingdom for ever and ever!” 
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3A 3B 3C 

3. He slaughtered it 
[the bull] and received 
its blood in a bowl, 
and he gave it to the 
one who stirs it up on 
the fourth terrace 
within the sanctuary 
so that it should not 
congeal.  

 

He took the coal-pan 
and went up to the top 
of the altar, cleared 
the coals to both 
sides, took out coals 
from the glowing 
middle [of the fire on 
the altar], came down 
and placed it [the 
coal-pan] on the 
fourth terrace in the 
Temple courtyard. 

 

3. He would take the blood from the one 
who was stirring it, and enter [again] into the 
place where he had entered, and stand [again] 
on the place on which he had stood, and 
sprinkle once upwards and seven times 
downwards, and he did not intend to sprinkle 
[simply] upwards nor downwards but rather 
like one who cracks a whip. And thus, would 
he count: one, one and one, one and two, one 
and three, one and four, one and five, one and 
six, one and seven. Then he would go out and 
put it on the golden stand in the hekhal. 

4. They would bring him the goat. He would 
slaughter it and receive its blood in a bowl. He 
entered [again] into the place where he had 
entered, and stood [again] on the place on 
which he had stood, and sprinkled once 
upwards and seven times downwards, and he 
did not intend to sprinkle [simply] upwards or 
downwards but rather like one who cracks a 
whip. And thus, would he count: one, one and 
one, one and two, one and three, one and four, 
one and five, one and six, one and seven. Then 
he would go out and place [the bowl] on the 
second stand in the hekhal. Rabbi Yehudah 
said: there was only one stand there.  

ch. 5 3B 

He would take the blood of the bull and put 
down the blood of the goat, and sprinkle from 
it upon the curtains facing the ark outside, 
once upwards, seven times downward, 
intending to sprinkle neither [simply] upwards 
nor downwards, but rather like one who cracks 
a whip. Thus would he count [as above].  

Then he would take the blood of the goat, and 
put down the blood of the bull, and sprinkle 
from it upon the curtain facing the ark outside 
once upwards, seven times downwards [as 
above].  

 

 

Then he would pour the blood of the 
bull into the blood of the goat, 
emptying the full vessel into the 
empty one. 

5. “And he shall go out to the altar 
that is before the LORD” (Leviticus 
16:18): that is the golden altar.  

Ch5 4A 

He then began to purify [the altar by 
sprinkling] in downward motion. 
From where does he begin? From 
the northeast horn [of the altar], then 
the northwest, then the southwest, 
then the southeast. From the place 
where he begins [sprinkling when 
offering] a sin-offering on the outer 
altar, there he completes 
[sprinkling] on the inner altar. Rabbi 
Eliezer says: he remained in his 
place and sprinkled. And on every 
horn, he would sprinkle from below 
upwards, with the exception of the 
horn at which he was standing, 
which he would sprinkle from 
above downwards. 

ch. 5 4B 

6. Then he sprinkled the body of 
the altar seven times. And he would 
pour out the remainder of the blood 
at the western base of the outer altar. 
And [the remainder of the blood 
sprinkled] on the outer altar he 
poured out at the southern base. 
Both mingled in the aqueduct and 
flowed into Nahal Kidron; and they 
were sold to gardeners as fertilizer, 
and are subject to meilah  

[misappropriation of sanctified 
property]. 
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4A 4B 4C 

ch. 6 1B 

2. [The High Priest] would come 
to the goat for Azazel and place 
his two hands on it, and confess. 
And this is what he would say: 
"Please God, we, Your people the 
House of Israel, have committed 
wrongdoing, transgressed, and 
sinned before You. Please God, 
please forgive the wrongdoing, 
transgressions and sins that we, 
Your people the House of Israel, 
have committed, transgressed, and 
sinned before You. As it is written 
in the Torah of Moses Your 
servant (Leviticus 16:30), “On 
this day, you will be forgiven and 
cleansed from all your sins—
before Hashem you will be 
cleansed.”" Then, the priests and 
the people standing in the 
courtyard, when they heard the 
explicit Name from the mouth of 
the High Priest, would bend their 
knees, bow down and fall on their 
faces, and they would say, 
"Blessed be the Honored Name of 
His Sovereignty forever." 

 

ch. 6 2b 

7. He [the High Priest] would 
go to the bull and the goat for 
the burnt offering [after sending 
off the goat to Azazel]. He 
would split [their carcasses] and 
remove their fats, place them on 
a tray and offer them on the 
altar. He reassembled the 
carcasses and took them out to 
the place of burning. And at 
what point would his clothing 
become impure? From the 
moment he went outside the 
walls of the Temple court. 
Rabbi Shimon says: From the 
moment the fire took hold in 
the majority [of the carcasses]. 

2C 

8. They would say to the High 
Priest: The goat [for Azazel] 
has reached the wilderness.  

 

 

Ch7 1 

1. The High Priest then came to read 
[the Torah portion for the day]. He 
could read either wearing linen 
garments, or his own white robe. 

2A 

The synagogue attendant would take 
the Torah scroll, and hand it to the 
head of the synagogue, and the head of 
the synagogue would hand it to the 
assistant [High Priest] and the assistant 
would hand it over to the High Priest. 
The High Priest would stand, and 
receive it, and read "After the death" 
(Leviticus 16:1–34) and "On the tenth" 
(Leviticus 23:26–36). Then he would 
roll up the scroll, hold it close to his 
bosom, and say, "More than that which 
I have read before you, is written 
here." He would then recite by heart 
“On the tenth day" (Numbers 29:7–
11). He recites over it eight blessings: 
for the Torah, for the Temple Service, 
for thanksgiving, for the forgiveness of 
sins, and for the Temple separately, 
and for Israel separately, and for 
Jerusalem separately, for the priests 
separately, and for the rest of the 
prayer. 

5A 5B 

ch. 7 2C 

3. If he reads in the garments of linen, he would then 
wash his hands and feet, undress, and go down to 
immerse. He came up, and dried himself, while they 
brought him his gold vestments. He dressed and then 
washed his hands and feet. He then went out and 
offered his ram, and the people’s ram, and the seven 
unblemished one-year-old male sheep; these are the 
words of Rabbi Eliezer. Rabbi Akiva says: They 
were brought with the morning Tamid offering, as 
well as the bull for a burnt-offering. But the he-goat 
which is done outside was brought with the 
afternoon Tamid offering. 

3A 

4. He washed his hands and feet, undressed, and went 
down and immersed. He came up, and dried himself. 
Then they brought him his white garments, and he 
dressed and washed his hands and feet. He went 
inside to remove the ladle and coal-pan, 

ch. 7 3b and c 

He washed his hands and feet, undressed, went down, 
immersed, came up, and dried himself. Then, they 
brought him his gold garments, he dressed, washed his 
hands and feet, and went into the sanctuary to burn the 
afternoon incense and light the lamps. 

He washed his hands and feet, and undressed. They 
then brought his personal garments. He got dressed, 
and they would go with him to his residence. And he 
would make a feast for those close to him, for having 
exited the Holy [of Holies] in peace. 
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