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Johann Peter Lange (April 10, 1802, Sonneborn (now a part of Wuppertal) - July 9, 1884, age 82), was a German Calvinist theologian of peasant origin.

He was born at Sonneborn near Elberfeld, and studied theology at Bonn (from 1822) under K. I. Nitzsch and G. C. F. Lüheld several pastorates, and eventually (1854) settled at Bonn as professor of theology in succession to Isaac August Dorner, becoming also in 1860 counsellor to the consistory.

Lange has been called the poetical theologian par excellence: "It has been said of him that his thoughts succeed each other in such rapid and agitated waves that all calm reflection and all rational distinction become, in a manner, drowned" (F. Lichtenberger).

As a dogmatic writer he belonged to the school of Schleiermacher. His Christliche Dogmatik (5 vols, 1849-1852; new edition, 1870) "contains many fruitful and suggestive thoughts, which, however, are hidden under such a mass of bold figures and strange fancies and suffer so much from want of clearness of presentation, that they did not produce any lasting effect" (Otto Pfleiderer).
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INTRODUCTION
™ 1. Name, Connection, Object, And Authorship

The writings of Moses have reached us in a five-fold division, the several parts of which have come to be commonly known by the names given to them in the Septuagint and Vulgate. In the Hebrew the whole Pentateuch is divided, as one book, into sections (Parashiyoth) for reading in the synagogues on each Sabbath of the year, and the several books are called by the first word of the first section contained in them. Thus the present book is וַיִּקְרָא = and he called; it is also called by the Rabbins in the Talmud תּוֹרַת הַכֹּהֲנִים = Law of the Priests, and סֵפֶר תּוֹרַת קָרְבָּנוֹת = Book of the Law of offerings. In the Septuagint and Vulgate this central book of the Pentateuch is called Λευιτικὸν (βίβλιον) and Leviticus (liber) because it has to do with the duties of the priests, the sons of Levi. The Levites, as distinguished from the priests, are mentioned but once, and that incidentally, in the whole book ( Leviticus 25:32-33).

As appears from the Hebrew name, the connection of this book with the one immediately preceding is very close. The tabernacle had now been set up, and its sacred furniture arranged; the book of Exodus closes with the mention of the cloud that covered it, and the Glory of the Lord with which it was filled. Hitherto the Lord had spoken from the cloud on Sinai; now His presence was manifested in the tabernacle from which henceforth He made known His will. It is just at this point that Leviticus is divided from Exodus. The same Lord still speaks to the same people through the same mediator; but He had before spoken from the heights of Sinai, while now He speaks from the sacred tabernacle pitched among His people. At the close Leviticus is also closely connected with, and yet distinctly separated from, the book of Numbers. It embraces substantially the remaining legislation given in the neighborhood of Sinai, while Numbers opens with the military census and other matters preparatory to the march of the Israelites in the second year of the Exodus. Yet on the eve of that march a number of additional commands are given in Numbers intimately associating the two books together.

The whole period between the setting up of the tabernacle ( Exodus 40:17) and the final departure from Mt. Sinai ( Numbers 10:11) was but one month and twenty days. Much of this was occupied by the events recorded in the earlier chapters of Numbers, especially the offerings of the princes on twelve days ( Numbers 7) which must have almost immediately followed the consecration of the priests and the tabernacle ( Numbers 7:1 with Leviticus 8:10-11), and the celebration of the second Passover ( Leviticus 9:1-5) occupying seven days, and begun on the fourteenth day of the first month. All the events of Leviticus must therefore be included within less than the space of one month.

The object of the Book is apparent from its contents and the circumstances under which it was given, especially when considered in connection with the references to it in the New Testament. Jehovah, having now established the manifestation of His presence among His people, directs them how to approach Him. Primarily, this has reference, of course, to the then existing people, under their then existing circumstances; but as ages rolled away, and the people were educated to higher spiritual capacity, the spiritual meaning of these directions was more and more set forth by the prophets; until at last, when the true Sacrifice for sin had come, the typical and preparatory character of these arrangements was fully declared. Lange (Hom. in Lev. General) says “Leviticus appears to be the most peculiarly Old Testament in its character of all the Old Testament books, since Christ has entirely removed all outward sacrifices. It may certainly be rightly said that the law of sacrifice, or the ceremonial law has been abrogated by Christianity. But if the law in general, in its outward historical and literal form has been abrogated, on the other hand, in its spiritual sense, it has been fulfilled ( Galatians 2; Romans 3; Matthew 5); and so it must also be said in regard to the law of sacrifices. The sacrificial law in its idea has only been fully realized in Christianity;—in its principle fulfilled, realized, in Christ, to be realized from this as a basis, continually in the life of Christians.” In the Epistle to the Hebrews the character of the sacrificial system in general, and particularly of that part of it contained in Leviticus, is clearly set forth as at once imperfect and transitory in itself, and yet typical of, and preparatory for, “the good things to come.” A flood of light is indeed thrown back from the anti-type upon the type, and for this reason the Old Testament is always to be studied in connection with the New; yet on the other hand, the converse is also true, and Leviticus has still a most important purpose for the Christian Church in that it sets forth, albeit in type and shadow, the will of an unchangeable God in regard to all who would draw nigh to Him. Much of the New Testament, and especially of the Epistle to the Hebrews, can only be fully understood through a knowledge of Leviticus. To this general object of the book may be added the special purposes, already necessarily involved, of preserving the Israelites alike from idolatry by the multiform peculiarity of their ritual, and of saving them from indolence in their worship by the exacting character of the ceremonial. The Christian Fathers, as Eusebius, SS. Augustine, Leo, Cyril, as well as Origen and many others, speak of the book as setting forth in types and shadows the sacrifice of Christ; while many of them also, as Tertullian, SS. Clement, Jerome, Chrysostom, and others, speak of the inferior purpose just mentioned.

Of the authorship of this book there is little need to speak, because there is really no room for doubt. This is not the place to combat the opinions of those critics who, like Kalisch, hold the whole Pentateuch to have been a very late compilation from fragments of various dates, and the Mosaic system to have been one of gradual human-development. The portions assigned by Knobel to another author than the “Elohist” are Leviticus 10:16-20; Leviticus 17-20; Leviticus 23, part of Leviticus 23:2 and Leviticus 23:3, Leviticus 23:18-19; Leviticus 23:22; Leviticus 23:29-44; Leviticus 24:10-23; Leviticus 25:18-22; Leviticus, 26; but the reasons given “are too transparently unsatisfactory to need serious discussion.” Generally, it may be said that even those critics who question most earnestly the Mosaic authorship of some other portions of the Pentateuch are agreed that Leviticus must have proceeded substantially from Moses. There is really no scope in this book for the Jehovistic and Elohistic controversy; for although Knobel delights to point out the distinct portions by each writer, yet the name אֱלֹהִים never occurs in Lev. absolutely, but only with a possessive pronoun marking the Deity as peculiarly Israel’s God. (It is however once used, Leviticus 19:4, for false gods). The book contains every possible mark of contemporaneous authorship, and there are constant indications of its having been written during the life in the wilderness. The words used for the sanctuary are either טִשְׁכָּן (4times) or אֹהֵל טוֹעֵד (35 times) and never any term implying a more permanent structure. For the dwellings of the people, בֵּית in the sense of a house, is never used except in reference to the future habitation of the promised land, which is the more striking because it occurs thirty-seven times in this sense, and in all of them with express reference to the future, except Leviticus 27:14-15, where this reference is implied; מָעוֹן,זְבוּל, and נָוֶה do not occur at all; אֹהֶל tent, occurs once, while the indefinite word מוֹשָׁב is found eight times; סֻכָּה, which is neither house nor tent, but booth, occurs four times in the commands connected with the observance of the feast of tabernacles, and with especial reference to Israel’s having dwelt in booths at their first coming out from Egypt ( Leviticus 23:43). The use of all these terms is thus exactly suited to the wilderness period, but not to any other. The use of הוּא for the feminine, so frequently changed in the Samaritan to הִיא, and so pointed by the Masorets; the use of עֵדֶה for the people, so common in Exodus,, Leviticus,, Numbers, and Joshua, and so infrequent elsewhere; the usual designation of them as the children of Israel, a phrase so largely exchanged for the simple Israel in later writers; and many other marks point to the earliest period of Hebrew literature as the time of the composition of this book. The book itself repeatedly claims to record the laws which were given to Moses in Mount Sinai, or in the wilderness of Sinai ( Leviticus 7:38; Leviticus 25:1; Leviticus 26:46; Leviticus 27:34), and in one instance ( Leviticus 16:1), the time is sharply defined as after the death of Aaron’s two sons, and sometimes ( Leviticus 21:24; Leviticus 23:44) the immediate publication of the laws is mentioned. There are frequent references to the time “When ye be come into the land of Canaan” as yet in the future ( Leviticus 14:34; Leviticus 19:23; Leviticus 23:10); and laws are given for use in the wilderness, as e.g, the slaughter of all animals intended for food at the door of the tabernacle as sacrifices ( Leviticus 17:1-6), which would have been impossible to observe when the life in the camp was exchanged for that in the scattered cities of Canaan, and which was actually abrogated on the eve of the entrance into the promised land ( Deuteronomy 12:15; Deuteronomy 12:20-22). In this abrogation no mention is made of the previous law, but its existence is implied, and the change is based on the distance of their future homes. There is frequent reference in the laws to the “camp” ( Leviticus 4:12; Leviticus 4:21; Leviticus 6:11; Leviticus 13:46; Leviticus 14:3; Leviticus 14:8; Leviticus 16:26-28), so that in after times it became necessary to adopt as a rule of interpretation that this should always be understood in the law of the city in which the sanctuary stood. Throughout the book Aaron appears as the only high-priest (although this term is never used) and provision is repeatedly made for his Song of Solomon, who should be anointed, and should minister in his stead; and Aaron’s sons appear as the only priests. The Levites have not yet been appointed, nor are they ever mentioned except in one passage in reference to their cities in the future promised land ( Leviticus 25:32-33). Not to dwell further upon particulars, it may be said in a word that we have here, and here only, the full sacrificial and priestly system which is recognized as existing in the two following books of the Pentateuch, and all subsequent Hebrew literature. For an excellent summary of the evidence, see Warrington’s “When was the Pentateuch written?” (London: Christian Evidence Com. of Soc. P. C. K.).

The only passage presenting any real difficulty in regard to the date of the book is Leviticus 18:28, “That the land spue not you out also, when ye defile it, as it spued out the nations that were before you.” For the true sense of these words, see the commentary; but even taking it as it stands in the A. V, and supposing the whole exhortation, Leviticus 18:24-30, to have been added by divine direction when Moses made his final revision of the work on the plains of Moab, we can easily understand the language. Already, the conquest of the trans-Jordanic region was accomplished, and that of the rest of the land was to be immediately entered upon with the clearest promise of success. God warns the people through Moses, when all shall be done, not to follow in the ways of the Canaanites, lest they also themselves suffer as their predecessors had suffered. It is simply a case of the Lord’s speaking from the stand-point of an accomplished work, while the work was in progress, and assuredly soon to be completed. It is to be noted that in the book itself the claim to Mosaic authorship is distinctly made in the last verse of Leviticus 26, and again of the appendix, chap, 27 (comp. Numbers 36:13).

™ 2. Unity And Contents Of Leviticus

The Book of Leviticus is marked on the surface with these elements of unity: it is all centred in the newly-erected tabernacle; and only a few weeks passed away between its beginning and its close. There is necessarily much variety in so considerable a collection of laws, and something of historical narrative in connection with the immediate application of those laws; but the main purpose is everywhere apparent and controlling—the arrangements whereby a sinful people may approach, and remain in permanent communion with a holy God. This will better appear in the following table of contents. The arrangement of the book is as systematic as the nature of its contents allowed. In regard to one or two alleged instances of repetition ( Leviticus 11:39-40 compared with Leviticus 22:8, and Leviticus 19:9 with Leviticus 23:22) it is sufficient to say that they were intentional (see the commentary); and in regard to several chapters supposed to be placed out of their natural connection, (as e. g, Leviticus 12, 15,) it simply does not appear that the thread of connection in the mind of Moses was the same as in that of the critic. In fact, in the instances alleged, the great Legislator seems to have taken especial pains to break that connection which is now spoken of as the natural one, and has thus, for important reasons, separated the purification after child-birth from all other purifications which might otherwise have seemed to be of the same character. Such points will be noticed in detail in the commentary. Nevertheless, it is to be remembered that Leviticus was given at Sinai in view of an immediate and direct march to Canaan, which should have culminated in the possession of the promised land. When this had been prevented in consequence of the sin of the people, a long time—above thirty-eight years—passed away before the encampment on the plains of Moab. During this period the law was largely in abeyance, as is shown by the fact that its most imperative requirement, circumcision, was entirely omitted to the close ( Joshua 5:5-8). After this long interval, it is not unreasonable to suppose that the writings of Moses would have been revised before his death, and such clauses and exhortations added as the changed circumstances might require. These passages, however, if really written at that time, so far from being in any degree incongruous with the original work, do but fill out and emphasize its teachings.

The contents of Leviticus are arranged in the following table in such a way as to show something of the connection of its parts.

Book I.—Of approach to God. ( Leviticus 1:1-16).

First Part. (1–7) Laws of Sacrifice.

§ 1. General rules for the Sacrifices. ( Leviticus 1:1 to Leviticus 6:7).

A. Burnt offerings. Leviticus 1.

B. Oblations (Meat offerings). Leviticus 2.

C. Peace offerings. Leviticus 3.

D. Sin offerings. Lev 4:1 to Lev 5:13.

E. Trespass offerings. Leviticus 5:14 to Leviticus 6:7.

§ 2. Special instructions chiefly for the Priests. Leviticus 6:8 to Leviticus 7:38.

A. For Burnt offerings. Lev 6:8-13.

B. “Oblations (Meat offerings). Leviticus 6:14-23.

C. “Sin offerings. Lev 6:24-30.

D. “Trespass offerings. Leviticus 7:1-6.

E. “the Priests’ portion of the above. Leviticus 7:7-10.

F. “Peace offerings in their variety. Leviticus 7:11-21.

G. “the Fat and the Blood. Leviticus 7:22-27.

H. “the priests’ portion of peace offerings. Leviticus 7:28-36.

Conclusion of this Section. Leviticus 7:37-38.

Second Part. Historical. ( Leviticus 8-10).

§ 1. The Consecration of the Priests. Leviticus 8.

§ 2. Entrance of Aaron and his sons on their office. Leviticus 9.

§ 3. The sin and punishment of Nadab and Abihu. Leviticus 10.

Third Part. The Laws of Purity. ( Leviticus 11-15).

§ 1. Laws of clean and unclean food. Leviticus 11.

§ 2. Laws of purification after child-birth. Leviticus 12.

§ 3. Laws concerning Leprosy. ( Leviticus 13, 14).

A. Examination and its result. Leviticus 13:1-46.

B. Leprosy in clothing and leather. Leviticus 13:47-59.

C. Cleansing and restoration of a Leper. Leviticus 14:1-32.

D. Leprosy in a house. Leviticus 14:33-53.

E. Conclusion. Leviticus 14:54-57.

§ 4. Sexual impurities and cleansings. Leviticus 15.

Fourth Part. The Day of Atonement. Leviticus 16.

Book II.—Of continuance in communion with God. ( Leviticus 17-26).

First Part. Holiness on the part of the people. ( Leviticus 17-20).

§ 1. Holiness in regard to Food. Leviticus 17.

§ 2. Holiness of the Marriage relation. Leviticus 18.

§ 3. Holiness of Conduct towards God and man. Leviticus 19.

§ 4. Punishment for Unholiness. Leviticus 20.

Second Part. Holiness on the part of the Priests, and holiness of the Offerings. Leviticus 21, 22.

Third Part. Sanctification of Feasts. ( Leviticus 23-25).

§ 1. Of the Sabbaths and Annual Feasts. Leviticus 23.

§ 2. Of the Holy lamps and Shew-bread. Leviticus 24:1-9.

§ 3. Historical. The punishment of a Blasphemer. Leviticus 24:10-23.

§ 4. Of the Sabbatical and Jubilee years. Leviticus 25.

Fourth Part. Conclusion. Promises and Threats26. Appendix. Of vows. Leviticus 37.

™ 3. The Relation Of The Levitical Code To Heathen Usages

Widely divergent views have been held by different writers upon this subject. Spencer (De legibus Hebrœorum) was disposed to find an Egyptian origin for almost every Mosaic institution. Baehr (Symbolik des Mosaischen Cultus) has sought to disprove all connection between them. The à priori probability seems well expressed by Marsham (in Can. chron. Œgypt, p154, ed. Leips.) as quoted by Rosenmueller (Pref. in Leviticus, p5, note). “We know from Scripture that the Hebrews were for a long time inhabitants of Egypt; and we may suspect, not without reason, that they did not wholly cast off Egyptian usages, but rather that some traces of Egyptian habit remained. Many laws of Moses are from ancient customs. Whatever hindered the cultus of the true Deity, he strictly forbade. Moses abrogated most of the Egyptian rites, some he changed, some he held as indifferent, some he permitted, and even commanded.” Yet this legislation by its many additions and omissions, and the general remoulding of all that remained became, as Rosenmueller also remarks, peculiarly and distinctively Hebrew, adapted to their needs, and sharply separating them from all other people.

It can scarcely be necessary to speak of what the Mosaic law taught in common with the customs of all people at this period of the world’s history. The aim of the law was to elevate the Israelites to a higher and better standard, but gently, and as they were able to bear it. Certain essential laws were given, and these were insisted upon absolutely and with every varied form of command which could add to the emphasis. The unity of God, and His omnipotence, were taught with a distinctness which was fast fading out from the world’s recollection, and which we scarcely find elsewhere at this period, except in the book of Job, which may itself have been modified in Mosaic hands. Song of Solomon, too, the necessity of outward sacramental observances for the whole people, whereby communion with God through His Church should be maintained, were strongly insisted upon, as in circumcision and the Passover, and other sacrifices. But when we come to consider the conduct of the ordinary life, we find the universally received customs of the times not abrogated, but only restrained and checked according to the capacity of the people. All these checks and restraints were in the direction of, and looking towards, the higher standard of the morality of the Gospel, as may be seen in the law of revenge, where unlimited vengeance was restricted to a return simply equal to the injury received; in the laws of marriage, which imposed many restrictions on the freedom of divorce and of polygamy; in the laws of slavery, which so greatly mitigated the hardships of that condition. But in these, as in many other matters, their Heavenly Father dealt tenderly with His people, and “for the hardness of their hearts” suffered many things which were yet contrary to His will.

The same general principles apply to the retention among them of very much of Egyptian custom and law. It is more important to speak of these because the Israelites lived so long and in such close contact with the Egyptians from the very time of their beginning to multiply into a nation until the eve of the promulgation of the Sinaitic legislation. Particular points in which this legislation was adapted to the already acquired habits and ideas of the people, will be noticed in the commentary as occasion requires. It is only necessary here to point out on the one hand how apparent lacunœ in the Mosaic teaching may thus be explained, and on the other, how largely the Egyptian cultus itself had already been modified, in all probability, by the influence of the fathers of the Jewish people. By consideration of the former it is seen, e.g, why so little should have been said in the Mosaic writings of immortality and the future life. This doctrine was deeply engraven in the Egyptian mind, and interwoven as a fundamental principle with their whole theology and worship. It passed on to the Israelites as one of those elementary truths so universally received that it needed not to be dwelt upon. The latter is necessarily involved in more obscurity; but when we consider the terms on which Abraham was received by the monarch of Egypt; the position occupied at a later date by Jacob; the rank of Joseph, and his intermarriage with the high-priestly family; and remember at the same time that the priesthood of Egypt was still in possession of a higher and purer secret theology than was communicated to the people—we see how Israel could have accepted from the land of the Pharaohs an extent of customs, (to be purified, modified, and toned by their own Sinaitic legislation) which it might have been dangerous to receive from any other people. Yet plainly, whatever of detail may have been adopted from Egyptian sources, it was so connected and correlated in the Mosaic legislation that the whole spirit of the two systems became totally unlike.

§ 4. literature

The ancient versions are of great value in the interpretation of the technical language of the law. The Samaritan text and version (which however sometimes betray a want of familiarity in detail with the ritual as practised at Jerusalem) often give valuable readings; so also the Septuagint, the Chaldee Targums, and of later date, the Syriac and the Vulgate.

The New Testament, especially the Epistle to the Hebrews, supplies to a large extent an inspired commentary upon Leviticus. The various treatises of Philo, and the antiquities of Josephus, give also fully the ancient explanations of many single passages and views of larger sections.

Since their time the literature of Leviticus is voluminous, consisting of commentaries, of special treatises upon the subjects with which it is occupied, and of archæological investigations illustrating it. Of special treatises sufficient mention will be made in connection with the subjects to which they relate, and it is unnecessary here to particularize works of archæology. Of commentaries the following are those which have been chiefly used in the preparation of the present work: Origen: Selecta in Lev. and Hom. in Lev. Theodoret, Quœst. in Lev. Augustine, Quœst. in Lev. Biblia Max. versionum, containing the annotations of Nicolas de Lyra, Tirinus, Menochius, and Estius, Paris, 1660. Calvin, in Pentateuchum. Critici Sacri, London, 1660. Poli, Synopsis, London, 1689. Michaelis, Bibl. Hebr, Halle, 1720. Calmet, Wircesburgii, 1789. Patrick, London, 1842, and freq. Rosenmueller, Leipsic, 1824. Of more recent date, Knobel (of especial value), Leipsic, 1858. Boothroyd, Bibl. Hebr, Pontefract (no date). Barrett’s Synopsis of Criticisms. London, 1847. Kalisch, Leviticus, London, 1872. Otto von Gerlach on the Pentateuch, translated by Downing, London, 1860. Wordsworth, London, 1865. Keil and Delitzsch on the Pentateuch; (Keil), translated by Martin, Edinburgh, 1866. Murphy on Leviticus, Am. Ed, Andover, 1872. Clark, in the Speaker’s Commentary, New York, 1872. Girdlestone, Synonyms of the Old Testament, London, 1871. To which must be added, as containing much of commentary on large portions of this book, Baehr, Symbolik des Mosaischen Cultus, Heidelberg, 1837–’39, 2 te Auflage, Erster Band, Heidelberg, 1874. Outram on Sacrifices, translated by Allen, London, 1817. Hengstenberg, Die Opfer des heil. Schrift, Berlin, 1839. Kurtz on Sacrifice, Mitau, 1864. Hermann Schultz, Alttestamentliche Theologie, Frankfurt a M, 1869, 2vols. Œhler, Theologie des Alten Testaments, 2vols, Tübingen, 1873–74 (a translation is in the press of T. & T. Clark). Of Lange’s own commentary (1874) as much as possible, and it is believed everything of importance, has been introduced into this work, which was already well advanced before its publication. Such portions are always distinctly marked. In several of the chapters his commentary is given in full; in others, nearly so.

PRELIMINARY NOTE ON THE LEVITICAL SACRIFFICES

——————

Leviticus properly opens with the law of sacrifice, because this was the centre and basis of the Divine service in the newly-erected tabernacle. But since sacrifices have to do with the relations of man to God, they can only satisfactorily be considered in connection with the established facts of those relations. Of these facts three are fundamental: the original condition of man in a state of holiness and of communion with God; the fall, by which he became sinful, and thus alienated from God; and the promise, given at the very moment of man’s passing from the one state to the other. The promise was that in the future the woman’s Seed should bruise the serpent’s head—that in the long struggle between man and the power of evil, one born of woman should obtain the final victory. This promise was ever cherished by the devout in all the following ages as the anchor of their hope, and its realization, as seen at the birth of Cain and of Noah, was continually looked for. The expectation of a Deliverer, Redeemer, Messiah, became the common heritage of humanity, although as time rolled away, it tended to become faint and obscure. Therefore there came the call in Abraham of a peculiar people, in whom this hope should not only be kept alive, but, as far as possible, saved from distortion and misconception. It was distinctly the blessing of Abraham’s call, the birthright renewed to his son and grandson, and the reason for the choice and the care of a peculiar people.

From the circumstances under which this promise was given, and the way in which it is constantly treated in Revelation, it is plain that the restoration of man to full communion with God could only be brought about by the restoration of man’s holiness; it was only in obedience to the Divine will that man could obtain at-one-ment with his Maker. This might seem to be sufficiently plain as a truth of natural religion, but it was also abundantly taught in history and in Scripture. Not only was it shown by the great judgments upon transgression in the deluge, in Babel, in the overthrow of Sodom, etc, but constantly the relative and partial attainment of holiness, as in the case of Enoch, Noah, and others, was made the ground of a relatively larger bestowal of the Divine favor. Abraham’s acceptance was expressly grounded upon his faith—necessarily including those works without which faith is dead—and so with the other heroes recounted in the eleventh chapter of Hebrews. Later, Moses in his parting exhortations in Deuteronomy, constantly and strongly urges the necessity of a loving obedience springing from the heart, and this is more and more fully unfolded by the prophets from Samuel down, as the people were able to bear it.

Meantime from the first, in the case of Cain and Abel, and probably still earlier, and then among all nations as they arose, sacrifices were resorted to as a means of approach to God. From their universality, it is plain that they were looked upon as in some way helping to bring about that restoration of communion with God which should have been reached by a perfect holiness; but since man was conscious he did not possess this holiness, sacrifices were resorted to. As they never could have been offered by a sinless being, they necessarily involve confession of sin. Whether sacrifice in its origin was a Divine institution, or whether it sprang from a human consciousness of its propriety, is here immaterial. Lange takes the latter view. It speedily received the Divine sanction and command. Theoretically the sacrifice could have had no intrinsic value for the forgiveness of sin. The author of the Epistle to the Hebrews ( Leviticus 9:13; Leviticus 10:4) has abundantly shown that while sacrifices might have in themselves a certain absolute value for purposes of ceremonial purification, there was yet no congruity or correlation between the blood of bulls and goats and the removal of human sin. Hence, theoretically also, sacrifices, while they received the Divine approbation, must have been a temporary institution, in some way useful to man for the time being, but looking forward to the true atonement by the victory of the woman’s Seed over evil. Thus sacrifices are in their very nature typical; having little force in themselves, and yet appointed for the accomplishment of a result which can only be truly attained in the fulfilment of the primeval promise. How far this true nature of sacrifices may have been more or less dimly perceived by man from the outset, it is not necessary here to inquire. It is obvious that from this point of view the intrinsic value of the sacrifices was entirely a secondary matter; their whole efficacy resulted from the Divine appointment or approbation of them.

The tendency of man apart from Revelation to corruption in his ideas of God and of the means of approaching Him is nowhere more marked than in regard to sacrifice. The gods of the heathen were, for the most part, deifications of nature or her powers; they represented natural forces, and instead of originating are themselves governed by natural laws. This is true, whether their creed were polytheistic, as that of the Greeks and Romans, or pantheistic, as that of Buddhism. In Hebrew law, on the other hand, God appears “as the Creator and omnipotent Ruler of the universe, a personal Lord of an impersonal world, totally distinct from it in essence, and absolutely swaying it according to His will; but also the merciful Father of mankind.” “Therefore the sacrifices of the Hebrews have a moral or ethical, those of other nations a purely cosmical or physical character; the former tend to work upon mind and soul, the latter upon fears and interests; the one strives to elevate the offerer to the sanctity of God, the other to lower the gods to the narrowness and selfishness of man.” Kalisch. Moreover, among the heathen, God was regarded as alienated, and to be propitiated in such ways as man could devise; sacrifices were considered as having a certain satisfying power in themselves, as in some sort a quid pro quo, and as an opus operatum, independent of the moral life of the offerer. Hence as the occasion rose in importance, the value of the sacrifice was increased even to the extent of sometimes using human victims. Among the Israelites, sacrifices were known to be of God’s own appointment as a means of approach to Him. They had a shadow, indeed, of the heathen character, as offering actual compensations for certain offences against the theocratic state, but this was very secondary. Their main object was to bridge over the gulf between sinful man and a holy God. Although the law of sacrifices necessarily stands by itself, yet the same Legislator everywhere insists upon the necessity of a loving obedience to God. Hence, however costly sacrifices might be allowed, and even encouraged as Free-will, and Peace, and Thank-offerings, and more numerous victims were required at the festivals and on other occasions for burnt-offerings, the Sin-offering must (except in certain specially defined cases) be of the commonest and cheapest of the domestic animals, and even this always, as nearly as might be, of a uniform value. There was no gradation in the value of the offering in proportion to the heinousness of the offence; the atonement for all sins, whatever the degree of their gravity, was the same. Even the morning and evening sacrifice for the whole people which, although not strictly a sin-offering, yet had a somewhat propitiatory character, was still the single lamb. By this the typical nature of sacrifice as a temporary and, in itself, ineffectual means, was strongly expressed.

That the ancients had the idea of sin as a moral offence against God, has indeed been called in question; but seems too certain, at least among the Egyptians, the Hindoos, and the Israelites, to require proof. It is abundantly expressed in the book of Job. It may be well, however, to point out some of the heads of the evidence that sacrifice was regarded as a propitiation for such sin, i. e, as a means for obtaining the Divine pardon for its guilt. Prominent in this evidence is the fact just mentioned, that there was no proportion between the offence and the value of the sacrifice; since the idea of compensation was thus excluded, it remains that what was sought for was forgiveness. Calvin (in Leviticus 1.) justly remarks that the idea of reconciliation with God was connected under the old dispensation with sacrifice after a sacramental fashion, as with baptism now. Historically, this idea of sacrifice as a means of obtaining forgiveness is clearly brought out in the sacrifices of Job, both for his children in the time of his prosperity ( Job 1:5), and for his friends after his affliction ( Job 42:8). Tholuck, following Scholl, has shown (Diss. II, App. Ep. Hebr.) that the idea of such propitiation was prevalent throughout all antiquity; that clean animals were changed in their status on the express ground of their being “a sin-offering,” “an atonement,” so that the parts of them not consumed upon the altar might be eaten only by the priests, and their remains must be burned, or else the whole burned, without the camp ( Exodus 29:14; Leviticus 4:11-12; Leviticus 4:21; Leviticus 6:30; Leviticus 16:27-28, etc.); that the idea is distinctly brought out in Leviticus 17:11, and in parallel passages. “The life of the flesh is in the blood: and I have given it to you upon the altar to make an atonement for your souls;” that in the case of a murder by unknown hands ( Deuteronomy 21:9) the guilt of the crime must rest upon the whole neighborhood until the people had symbolically transferred that guilt to a victim, and this had been offered in sacrifice; and finally, that the ritual of the day of atonement necessarily involves this idea. (See on Leviticus 16) “The notion of internal atonement.… formed a distinctive feature of the theology of the Pentateuch.” Kalisch, I. p161.

On passing from these more general considerations to the particular system of the Levitical sacrifices, it needs to be constantly borne in mind that these, far from being a new institution, were in fact a special arrangement and systematizing of one of the most ancient institutions known to man. The change from the one to the other was strictly parallel to the course of divine operations in nature. The earlier is ever the more general and comprehensive; the later the more specialized both in structure and functions. At the same time the law was not merely an evolution, a normal development of Divine teaching previously received, but it was distinctly “added because of transgressions until the promised seed should come.” We must therefore be prepared to find in it especial safeguards for the chosen people against those misconceptions which became common among the heathen, and also a constant relation to its final cause and its terminus when “the Seed should come.”

It will help materially to a clear idea of the Mosaic sacrificial system if we examine the various words used for sacrifice before and under the law, having regard also to the subsequent usage of the same words and to their various translations in the ancient versions.

The earliest word that occurs is also the most general in its original sense, though under the law it acquires a strictly technical signification: מִנְחָה, given by the lexicographers as from a root not used, מָנַח=מָנָה=to distribute, to deliver, and hence to make a present of, to give. In the LXX. it is translated before the law only by the words δῶρον ( Genesis 4:4; Genesis 32:13; Genesis 32:18; Genesis 32:20-21, etc.) and θυσία ( Genesis 4:3; Genesis 4:5 only); in the law, where it occurs very frequently, only by θυσία or by the combination δῶρον θυσία, and this is the case also in Ezekiel (although twice, Leviticus 2:13; Numbers 17:9, the form is θυσίασμα), except in the single instance of σεμίδαλις, Leviticus 9:4. After the books of the law both these translations are frequently employed, and also προσφορά once ( Psalm 39:9), ξένιον three times, and frequently the Hebrew word is simply expressed in Greek letters μαναά. The Vulg. translates by munus, munusculum, oblatio, oblatio sacrificii, and sacrificium; but in the law oblatio and sacrificium are the terms commonly employed. In the A. V. meat-offering, or simply offering, is the only translation in Exodus,, Leviticus, Num. and Ezek.; but present, gift, sacrifice and oblation are used elsewhere as well as these, usually according to the sense implied by the context. The word is used outside of the law in the general sense of a propitiatory gift or tribute to any one, and hence of such a gift to God, or sacrifice in its most general sense. It is used of the offerings of both Cain and Abel, the one unbloody, the other bloody. In the prophets it is used as a word for sacrifice in general. It is used frequently in the historical books of gifts or tribute from man to man as from Jacob to Esau, to Joseph in Egypt, of the Moabites and Syrians to David, and distinctly of tribute, 2 Kings 17:3-4, etc. In the law ( Exodus,, Leviticus,, Numbers, to which must be added Ezek.) it has a strictly defined technical signification, and is applied only to the oblation (A. V. meat-offering) except in Numbers 5, where it is used (six times) of the unbloody jealousy-offering of barley. It is always therefore in the law a bloodless offering, and being nearly always an accompaniment of a bloody offering, may be regarded in its original sense of a gift to God, offered along with a sacrifice more strictly so called. In the few instances in which it stands alone it never appears as offered for the purpose of atonement. In the case of the sin-offering of flour allowed in extreme poverty ( Leviticus 5:11-13) this is expressly distinguished from the מִנְחָה in that the remainder should belong to the priest, כַּמִּנְחָה.

The word which comes next in the order of the record is עֹלָה, derived from עָלָה, to ascend, to glow, to burn. It means uniformly throughout the Old Testament: the whole burnt-sacrifice, so specifically indeed that twice ( Deuteronomy 33:10; Psalm 51:19, 21]) כָּלִיל= whole is substituted for it. In a few cases it is variously translated by the LXX. (once each ἀδικία, ἀνάβασις, ἀναφορά, six times θυσία, thirteen times κάρπωμα, three times κάρπωσις), but in the vast majority of cases by some term signifying the holocaust, ὁλοκάρπωμα (three times), ὁλοκάρπωσις (eleven times), ὁλοκάυτωμα (most frequently), ὁλοκαύτωσις (seventy-three times). In the Vulg. the only renderings are holocaustum (seldom holocautoma) and hostia, except a very few times oblatio; in the A. V, always either burnt-offering or burnt-sacrifice, which are used interchangeably, and seem to have been intended to convey the same meaning. It is first used in Genesis 8:20 for the sacrifices offered by Noah, and throughout Genesis 22. It is also used three times in Exodus ( Exodus 10:25; Leviticus 18:12; Leviticus 24:5) in relation to sacrifices previous to those of the Levitical system. In the law itself it occurs very frequently, and also in the subsequent books. It constitutes the daily morning and evening sacrifice for the congregation. It was always an animal sacrifice and was wholly consumed, except the skin, upon the altar. In signification it was the most general of all the sacrifices, and in fact was the only unspecialized bloody sacrifice of the law. It must be regarded therefore as including within itself, more or less distinctly, the idea of all other sacrifices; it was a means of approach to God in every way in which that approach could be expressed. It was not distinctly a sin-offering; yet the fact that it should be accepted for the offerer “to make atonement for him” (לְכַפֵר, Leviticus 1:4) is prominent in its ritual, and the same idea is distinctly brought out in the (probably earlier) sacrifices of Job ( Job 1:5; Job 42:8). There is a rabbinical maxim: “the burnt offering expiates the transgressions of Israel,” and this idea is fully expressed in the Targums. “The burnt-offering, as it is the most ancient, so also is it the most general and important in the Mosaic cultus, ἄριστη δ’ἐστιν ἡ ὁλόκαυτος (Philo de vict, p838).” Tholuck (Diss. II. in Hebr.). Yet Tholuck afterwards separates this sacrifice quite too absolutely from the sin-offering. The latter indeed, as specializing one feature of the burnt-offering, had a different ritual, and was without the oblation; as offered only for the expiation of sin, it carried with it to those who bore its unconsumed flesh a defilement which could not attach to the burnt-offering, since this included other ideas also within itself. But all this by no means forbids that in its general, comprehensive character, the burnt-offering should include the idea of expiation for sin which is distinctly attached to it in the law. It was often offered also as a praise or thank-offering ( 2 Samuel 7:17, etc.). As already said, it was the one comprehensive sacrifice daily offered upon the altar of the tabernacle ( Exodus 29:38-42); it was doubled on the Sabbath ( Numbers 28:9-10), and multiplied, with added victims of higher value, on the first of each month (ib. 11); and so also at the great yearly festivals (ib. 16–xxix39). So far as the burnt-offering had a specific signification of its own, its meaning is generally assumed by theologians to have been that of entire consecration to God. Such a meaning is certainly sufficiently appropriate; but is never distinctly attributed to it in the Scriptures either of the Old or New Testament. It is however constantly described in the more general sense of a means of approach to God.

זֶבַח is used not so much for any particular kind of sacrifice as for the victim for any sacrifice. It is frequently coupled with some other word determining the kind of sacrifice intended, especially זֶבַח שְׁלָמים. When not so identified, it may mean any kind of sacrifice (although most frequently used of the peace-offerings), and does not therefore require particular consideration. It occurs first in Genesis 31:54; Genesis 46:1, and is generally rendered in the LXX. and Vulg. θύσια and hostia. The verb is the technical word for slaughtering animals in sacrifice, nor is it ever used in any other sense in the Pentateuch except in Deuteronomy 12:15; Deuteronomy 12:21, where permission is given to those at a distance from the sanctuary to slay sacrificial animals simply for food. In the later books there are very few other exceptions to this usage: 1 Samuel 28:24; 2 Chronicles 18:2; Ezekiel 34:3. From this word is derived the Hebrew name for the altar, מִזְבֵחַ, not, as sometimes asserted, because sacrifices were originally slain upon the altar; but because this was the place of destination for them.

No other words for sacrifice occur until the time of the Exodus. There the various specialized forms of the Mosaic sacrifices are described; but before speaking of these the word עָשָׁה must be mentioned, which is frequently rendered (chiefly in Lev. and Num.) offer or sacrifice. It is not, however, properly a sacrificial term; but merely a word of very broad signification—like size:22 pt">ποίεω or do—which is adapted in sense to its connection. It first occurs in the meaning sacrifice in Exodus 29:36. Therefore passing by this, the earliest especial sacrificial term of the law is פֶּסַה, πάσχα, pascha, passover. It occurs first in Exodus 12:11, and frequently afterwards, although only once in Lev. ( Leviticus 23:5). The noun always means the lamb slain by the head of each house in Israel on the 14 th Nisan, and eaten by him and his family the following evening, or at least the seven days’ feast of which this was the beginning, and the characteristic feature. The history of its institution is fully given in Exodus 12. From the abundant references to it in the New Testament it was plainly designed as an especial type of Christ. It was distinctly a sacrifice, being reckoned a קָרְבָּן in Numbers 9:7; Numbers 9:13, and slain in the place of sacrifice ( Deuteronomy 16:5-6), and its blood, after the first institution, was sprinkled by the priests ( 2 Chronicles 30:16; 2 Chronicles 35:11), as affirmed by all Jewish authorities; indeed, it is in connection with the Passover that the mention of the treatment of the blood of sacrifice first occurs. It is classed by Outram among the Eucharistic sacrifices, and is assimilated to them by the fact that its flesh was eaten by the offerer and his household; but is distinguished from them in having nothing of it given to the priest. It was really a sacrifice appointed before the institution of the priesthood in which each head of the family offered, and thus it perpetuated the remembrance that, by their calling, the whole nation were a holy people, chosen “to draw near to God.” Its historic relations are always most prominent, and it was in fact the great sacrament of the covenant by which God had delivered Israel and constituted them His chosen people. Its celebration constituted the chief of the three great annual festivals, and was the only one of them having a fundamentally sacrificial character. It thus became a fit type of the new covenant and of the deliverance through Christ from the bondage of sin.

The שֶׁלֶם (from שָׁלַם) or peace-offering, is first mentioned Exodus 20:24, in reference to the future offerings of the law, but in a way that seems to imply a previous familiarity with this kind of sacrifice. It is rendered in the LXX. sometimes by εἰρηνικός, but more generally by σωτήριον, and in the Vulg. by pacificus and salutare; in the A. V. uniformly peace-offering. Under the law it was separated into three varieties: the thank, the vow, and the free-will offering. See under Leviticus 7:12. In Leviticus 7:12-13; Leviticus 7:15; Leviticus 22:29, the thank-offering has the distinct name, תּוֹדָה, which does not elsewhere occur in the law, though frequent afterwards. This variety included all the prescribed thank-offerings. The idea of propitiation was less prominent in this than in any other sacrifice, although the sprinkling of the blood—which was always propitiatory—formed a part of its ritual; but it was especially the sacrifice of communion with God, in which the blood was sprinkled and the fat burned upon the altar, certain portions given to the priests, and the rest consumed by the offerer with his family and friends in a holy sacrificial meal. In the wilderness no sacrificial animal might be used for food except it had first been offered as a sacrifice. It naturally became one of the most common of all the sacrifices, and the victims for it were sometimes provided in enormous Numbers, as at Solomon’s dedication of the temple ( 1 Kings 8:63). Peace-offerings were, for the most part, voluntary, but were also prescribed on several occasions, as at the fulfillment of the Nazarite vow ( Numbers 6:17), and are constantly expected at the great festivals. “The peace-offering was always preceded by the piacular victim, whenever any person offered both these kinds of sacrifices on the same day. Exodus 29:14; Exodus 29:22; Numbers 6:14; Numbers 6:16-17.” Outram. Although the שֶׁלֶם is not mentioned under its distinctive name before Exodus 20:24, yet it cannot be doubted that sacrifices of the same character are included in the more general term, זֶבַח, at a much earlier period (see Genesis 31:54; Exodus 10:25; Exodus 18:12), as they were certainly common at all times among the heathen. In the New Testament they are alluded to in Philippians 4:18 and Hebrews 13:15-16.

חַטָּאת (from the Pihel of חָטָא) in the sense of sin occurs in Genesis 4:7 and frequently; but in the sense of sin-offering is not found before the establishment of the Levitical system. The first instance of this sense is in Exodus 29:14, after which it is very frequent both in the law and in the later books. Besides a variety of occasional translations, the usual rendering in the LXX. is ἁμαρτία, and in the Vulg. peccatum. In the A. V. it is variously translated punishment, punishment of sin, purification for sin, purifying, sinner, sin and sin-offering; but the last two are by far the most common. It is the distinctive, technical word in the law for the piacular offering for sin. For its ritual see4–5:13. The sin-offerings of which the blood was carried within the sanctuary, and whose bodies were burned without the camp, are particularly referred to in the New Testament as typical of Christ; but more general references to Him as our Sin-offering are frequent. Sin-offerings were prescribed (a) at each new moon, Numbers 28:15; (b) at each of the three great festivals, Numbers 28:22; Numbers 28:30; Numbers 29:16; Numbers 29:19; Numbers 29:22; Numbers 29:25; Numbers 29:28; Numbers 29:31; Numbers 29:34; Numbers 29:38; (c) at the feast of trumpets on the first day of the seventh month, and on the tenth day of the same, ib. 5, 11; (d) the sin-offering, κατ’ ἐξοχήν on the great day of atonement, Leviticus 16; (e) private sin-offerings, for a woman after child-birth, Leviticus 12:6; Leviticus 12:8; for the leper at his cleansing, Leviticus 14:19; Leviticus 14:22; Leviticus 14:31; for a person cleansed of an issue, Leviticus 15:15; Leviticus 15:30; for the Nazarite accidentally defiled, Numbers 6:11, and at the time of the fulfillment of his vow, ib. 14, 16; and on other special occasions, Numbers 7:16; Numbers 7:22; Numbers 7:28; Numbers 7:34; Numbers 7:40, etc.; besides the ordinary sin-offerings of Leviticus 4. The ordinary victim was a she-goat or a ewe, replaced for the high-priest or for the whole congregation by a bullock, and for a prince by a Hebrews -goat for reasons given in the commentary on Leviticus 4. In case of poverty, for the ordinary offering might be substituted turtle-doves or young pigeons, or even an offering of flour. But besides regular victims, there were various others prescribed for those exceptional occasions which from their nature required some such discrimination. Thus at Aaron’s entrance upon his sacred functions his sin-offering was a calf ( Leviticus 9:1-8); at the end of the Nazarite’s vow ( Numbers 6:14), and at the recovery of a leper able to bring this offering ( Leviticus 14:10; Leviticus 14:19), a ewe-lamb was the prescribed victim. Though not strictly sin-offerings, yet to the same general category belong the red heifer whose ashes were used for purifications ( Numbers 19:2-22), and the heifer to be slain in case of an unknown murder ( Deuteronomy 21:1-9). Yet these were all peculiar and exceptional cases, and the rule remains that the ordinary sin-offering was always the same.

קָרְבָן is first used Leviticus 1:2, occurs very frequently in Leviticus and Numbers, and is never used elsewhere except twice in Ezekiel. (With the pointing, קֻרְבַן, it is also found twice in Neh.) There are but one or two variations from the translation, δῶρον, in the LXX, and donum in the Vulg. In the A. V. it is generally translated offering, but sometimes oblation, and once ( Leviticus 27:11) sacrifice. Its meaning is perfectly clear—that which is offered (brought nigh) to God, whether as a sacrifice or as a dedicatory gift; if, however, the thing offered be a sacrificial animal, then of course it necessarily means a sacrifice. In either case, it is something given to God.

אָשָׁם, like the nearly related חַטָּאת, has the double sense of trespass or guilt and trespass-offering. It occurs once in Genesis ( Leviticus 26:10) in the former sense, but is not found in the latter earlier than Leviticus 5:6. It is frequent in Leviticus, and less so in subsequent books in both senses. In the LXX. and Vulg. it has a considerable variety of renderings; but the most frequent are LXX. πλημμέλεια, and Vulg. delictum. For the distinction between this and the sin-offering, see Leviticus 4:1 and Leviticus 5:14.

There remains, as belonging to the list of the sacrifices, the incense, for which two words are used, neither of which occur before the giving of the law. לְבוֹנָה first occurs Exodus 30:34, and is uniformly translated in the LXX. λίβανος (once, however, λιβανωτός), and in the Vulg. thus; it is always frankincense in the A. V. except in Isa. and Jer. where it is always incense. It is “a costly, sweet-smelling, pale-yellow resin, the milky exudation of a shrub” (Fuerst). קְטֹרֶת, which first occurs Exodus 25:6, on the other hand, is an incense compounded of frankincense and various sweet spices ( Exodus 30:34). It is usually translated in the LXX. and Vulg. θυμίαμα, thymiama, but sometimes σύνθεσις, compositio. In the A. V. it is rendered either incense, or sweet incense, or a few times perfume. This incense was to be burnt only within the sanctuary, twice daily on the golden altar ( Exodus 30:7-8), and also by the high-priest in the holy of holies on the day of atonement ( Leviticus 16:12-13). The frankincense was offered by the people as a part of their oblations, and was mostly burnt in the court. The burning of all incense was a strictly priestly Acts, and is constantly spoken of in the Scriptures as symbolical of prayer (e.g. Revelation 5:8; Revelation 8:3-4). Pre-eminently does it typify the intercession of the true High Priest in heaven itself.

The word אִשֶׁה=offerings made by fire, is not so much the name of a sacrifice as a description of all sacrifices burned upon the altar. It is applied to various kinds of sacrifices, Leviticus 1:9; Leviticus 2:3; Leviticus 3:5, etc. נֶסֶךְ=drink-offering is first used Genesis 35:14, and is not properly a sacrifice itself, but an accompaniment of other sacrifices. תְנוּפָה=wave-offering, and תְרוּמָה=heave-offering, refer to particular modes of presentation of certain offerings.

The animals used for victims were either “of the flock or of the herd,” or in case of poverty, doves or pigeons. These were all clean animals, and were consequently among those commonly used for food; the quadrupeds were from domestic animals, and the birds those most easy of capture. (Domestic fowls are said not to have been known before the time of Solomon.) The ease and certainty of procuring these various victims seems a more likely reason for their selection than either their tameness—which certainly does not apply to the bull—or their value as property, since the cost of procuring wild animals would usually have been far greater. The idea that these animals were especially appointed for sacrificial victims because they were held sacred among heathen nations, and particularly among the Egyptians, although often advanced, is unsatisfactory for two reasons: first, because on this ground there is no reason why the number of sacrificial animals should not have been greatly enlarged; secondly, because these very animals, for the most part, were used in sacrifice by the nations that also worshipped them. Whatever typical significance they may have had, this can hardly be considered as the reason for their selection, since in the typical language of the prophets various other animals (e.g. the lion and the eagle) are so largely used. In fact the lamb seems to be the only one of the sacrificial animals typically employed in prophecy, the dove being only an alternative victim for the poor.

The public animal-sacrifices of the Israelites may be broadly separated into three great classes, according to the prominent purpose of each. I. The Burnt-offerings, or offerings of approach to God. The main idea of these, in so far as they had any especially distinctive idea, is generally considered to have been consecration to God’s service as the necessary condition of approaching Him, and yet also including in a subordinate way the idea of expiation, without which sinful men might not draw near to God at all. This idea is represented outwardly and once for all in the Christian Church by baptism, and in its continual repetition by the various acts of worship and efforts to conform the life to Christ’s example. With the burnt-offering belonged the unbloody, eucharistic oblation, together with its incense symbolizing prayer. II. The sin-offering, in its various forms, expressly provided for the purpose of atonement. Having no inherent efficacy, this yet clearly pointed forward to the only effectual atonement made by Christ Himself upon the cross. This sacrifice, as is most clearly shown in Hebrews, being efficacious for the forgiveness of all sin, can never be repeated; yet according to Christ’s own command, we are to show forth His death until He come again in the Lord’s supper, and thus historically the great sacrament of the Christian Church points back to that which the Levitical system prefigured. The central point of both dispensations is the same, but in the one case prophetic, in the other historic. III. The Peace-offerings were the ordinary means of communion with God through an external rite, and of expressing outwardly thanksgiving for His mercies, or supplication for His favors. They are to be considered not so much as typical definitely of any one thing in the new dispensation, but rather as meeting under the old a need which is now otherwise supplied; yet still in common with all sacrifices, they serve to set forth in shadow Him “who is our peace,” and on whom feeding by faith we now have peace with God.

Besides these great classes of sacrifices, there were a multitude of others, mostly for individuals, some of which are distinctly included under one or the other of these classes, while others share the character of more than one of them, and others, like the Passover, have a character peculiar to themselves. These will be treated in their appropriate places. There is one of them which must be mentioned on account of its great importance—the red heifer—but its treatment belongs in the following book, Numbers 19:1-10. In general it may be said, that as God’s works will not conform very precisely to any human classification, since each creature is an individual entity to the Infinite, but always there will be characteristics in one group allying the genera in which it is found to some other widely se parated group so also in the works of the Divine word, we can only classify broadly and having regard to the most salient features, while, in view of less important characteristics, we might often be compelled to change the best classification that can be formed.

The vegetable sacrifices, or oblations, were correspondingly varied. These were usually accompaniments of the animal-offerings, but sometimes were independent. This was the case not only with the alternative sin-offering ( Leviticus 5:11), and the jealousy-offering ( Numbers 5:15), but also with the shew-bread, the Passover sheaf of barley and the Pentecostal wheaten loaves. Incense also was at times an independent offering. Drink-offerings appear exclusively as accompaniments of the animal sacrifices, and were of wine; but their ritual is nowhere prescribed.

The mineral kingdom was represented in the sacrifices only by the salt with which all other offerings were to be salted.

The ritual of the various sacrifices will be treated as they occur in the text. Suffice it here to say that three essential points are to be observed in all: First, that the victim should be solemnly offered to God. This, as Outram clearly shows (I. xv4), was accomplished by presenting the living victim or the oblation before the altar, and was the act of the offerer. Second, that the offerer should lay his hand upon the head of the victim thereby personally identifying himself with what he did. The exceptions to this are in the case of birds, for obvious reasons, and in the case of the Paschal lamb, instituted before the Levitical system, and when this act was unnecessary as the offerer acted himself in some sort as priest. Third, the intervention of a priest, as the mediator between God and Prayer of Manasseh, who must sprinkle the blood and burn the parts required upon the altar; and in the case of the ordinary sin-offering as well as of many of the oblations, he must himself, as the representative of God, consume the remainder.

It appears from constant Rabbinical tradition, as well as from the probability of the case, that prayer or confession on the part of the offerer always accompanied the sacrifice. Indeed, this is often spoken of in particular cases in Scripture itself, and language is there used in regard to the sacrifices which implies the universality of the custom. When the patriarchs built altars, they “called upon the name of the Lord” ( Genesis 12:8, etc.). Confession is required in connection with the sin and trespass-offerings ( Leviticus 5:5; Numbers 5:7), and especially with the great propitiation on the day of atonement ( Leviticus 16:21). A form of prayer is prescribed for the oblation of the first fruits ( Deuteronomy 26:3-10), and of the tithes (ib. 13–15). Sacrificing and calling upon God are often used as equivalent terms ( 1 Samuel 13:12; Proverbs 15:8, etc.), and the temple is indifferently called “the house of sacrifice” ( 2 Chronicles 7:12, etc.), and “the house of prayer” ( Isaiah 56:7, etc.), and frequently prayer and confession are mentioned in connection with sacrifice on particular occasions, or in a general way as showing that the one accompanied the other as a matter of course ( 1 Samuel 7:9; Job 42:8; Ezra 6:10; 1 Chronicles 21:26; 1 Chronicles 29:10-21; 2 Chronicles 30:22; Psalm 66:13-20; Psalm 116:13; Psalm 116:17, etc.). For further details of the ritual, and especially for the Rabbinical traditions on the subject, the reader is referred to Outram, Kalisch, and other special treatises on sacrifice.

Of the purpose and design of the whole sacrificial cultus, but little need be added to what has already been said. That in a theocratic state the expiatory offerings had, as an incidental object, the compensation for minor offences against that state, and the doing away with ceremonial hindrances to worship is undeniable; but that they had also a farther and higher object is plain both from the study of the Mosaic legislation itself and from their treatment throughout the New Testament, especially in the Epistle to the Hebrews. Besides their typical value, they had a powerful educational use. “As we survey the expiatory offerings of the Hebrews, which for purity stand unrivalled in the ancient world, we are bound to admit that they were pre-eminently calculated to keep alive among the nation those feelings on which all religious life depends, and from which it flows as its natural source, the feelings of human sinfulness and the conviction of the divine holiness, by the standard of which that sinfulness is to be measured; they fostered, therefore, at once humility and an ideal yearning; and they effectually counteracted that sense of self-righteousness natural indeed to the pride of Prayer of Manasseh, but utterly destructive of all noble virtues. They were well suited to secure in the directest and completest manner that singleness of life and heart which is the true end of all sacrifices. * * * Though bearing the character of vicariousness, the sin-offerings were far from encouraging an external worship by lifeless ceremonies; in themselves the spontaneous offspring of religious repentance, and thus naturally helping to nourish the same beneficent feeling, they were the strongest guarantee for a life of honesty and active virtue.” Kalisch I, p187 sq.

It Isaiah, however, to be remembered that while sacrifices were abundantly provided for him who sinned inadvertently, on the other hand no sacrifice was allowed for him who sinned “presumptuously” ( Numbers 15:30-31; Deuteronomy 17:12), that Isaiah, with deliberate and high-handed purpose; for the offender thus declared that he did not desire to be at one with God; there was in him no internal disposition to correspond with the outward act of sacrifice. Certainly nothing could show more clearly that the efficacy of sacrifice is connected with the disposition of the heart. It was natural that many of the fathers, in the strong Revelation -action of early Christianity from Judaism, should have thought the Jewish sacrifices were “instituted because the people, having been long accustomed to such modes of worship in Egypt, could scarcely have been confined to the worship of the one true God without the indulgence and introduction into their religion of those rites to which they had been long habituated and were exceedingly attached” (Justin Martyr, Irenæus, Tertullian, Theodoret, Cyril of Alexandria, as referred to by Outram). Nevertheless, they saw in them distinctly a typical reference to Christ, and Origen is elsewhere quoted as showing that this belonged to all the sacrifices because they all ceased with His sacrifice.

Lange (Dogmatik in Lev.), after showing the connection between this and the preceding book, continues: “Leviticus then is right in treating first of the sacrifice. Nothing is clearer than that the sacrifice is not herein a new, positive, Divine command, but is a ground-form, true of natural religion, which as such depends originally on a spiritual impulse. It is said of Cain and Abel, that they offered sacrifice, but not that sacrifice was commanded them. Noah in the same way sacrificed from free inclination.” [Is not something more implied in the command to take into the ark of the clean animals by sevens?] “It seems significant that only after the performance of the sacrifice is the divine satisfaction mentioned. Thus the theocratic sacrifice is the consecration of the natural sacrifice existing before. * * * This then is the meaning of the symbolic sacrifice; it is the expression of the fact that the offerer, in his sin and sinfulness, feels his need of an inward resignation and confesses it with the offering of the symbolic sacrifice and requests that the grace of God may supply his need, i. e. may lead him by the sacrificial teaching to the completion of the sacrificial offering in faith. So there lies in the idea of sacrifice, as in the law, the spring of a positive movement; and as Christ is certainly the final cause of the law as the objective requirement of sacrifice, so is He of the sacrifice as the subjective law of life. The law and the sacrifice come together inseparably in the fulfillment which the life of Jesus Christ has brought. * * * * On the various theories which concern sacrifice, compare the dictionaries, particularly Winer; also the archæological works; especially also the article by Oehler in Herzog’s Realencyclopädie, entitled Opfercultus im Alten Testament. For more detailed treatment of the subject, see also my Positive Dogmatik. * * * First of all, the legal sacrifices are indeed, in the sacrificial system of worship, themselves real satisfactions, that Isaiah, the discharge of duties and the reparation for transgressions against the social law. But the social law would be entirely arbitrary if it had no higher sense; this sense is the prayer for grace to complete it, for perfection. It does not come finally to a satisfactory end if it does not attain to the granting of the prayer, to the peace of God, to expiation. In the first particular, the sacrifice is a real performance in the court, which can be misconceived to be self-righteousness; in the second, it is a symbolic treatment of prayer as incense in the temple; in the highest particular, it is an act of the typical hope of faith, of the atonement in the holy of holies, which the priest accomplished with hazard and inward resignation of his life under the fatal effect of the sight of the majesty of God.

“These three particulars are displayed in the three different forms of sacrifice, eucharistica, impetratoria, piacularia; but so that whatever form predominates, the others are supposed with it. The trunk-root or fundamental form, however, is furnished by the burnt-offering, for which reason all sacrifices are burnt-offerings in a narrower or wider sense; all are God’s fire, God’s bread, on the altar; hence, in the first case the Fire, as the symbol of the Divine power, may consume the whole sacrifice (כָּלִיל); in the second case the Blood may signify the prevailing thought in sacrifice, as the symbol of the resignation of the soul, the life; the third case is the Holy food, the sacrificial meal, as a symbol of the consecration of life’s enjoyment in the midst of life itself. These three particulars are found fully connected in the Passover, which forms the general theocratic hallowing of the natural principle of sacrifice, and pre-supposes the symbolical new birth, i. e. the circumcision or physical cleansing. So too in reference to the curse-sacrifice: cherem.” * * *

The sacrifices “are themselves divided into pure and applied forms of worship. The pure cultus-sacrifices are divided into universal, fixed and casual. The first are the Sabbath and the Feast-day sacrifices, normal sacrifices of all Israel; the last are those occasioned by and commanded in various circumstances. Both kinds, however, are often interchanged, absolutely as antitheses of the sacrifice of destruction, the Cherem.
“1. The hallowed fundamental form of the sacrifice—the Passover.

“2. The central point of all sacrifices, the imperishable symbolical idea, the burnt-offering.

“3. On the left hand of the burnt-sacrifice we find the sin and trespass-offerings, in which also the transition-forms come into consideration (see the Exegesis); on the right hand is the prosperity or salvation-offering—in the forms of the praise-offering, the votive (the prayer) offering, and that of the simple well-being—and besides generally, the hallowed slaying and the consecration of the blood.

“4. The summit of all sacrifices, the great propitiatory sacrifice, in which the antithesis of the salvation-offering with the curse-offering is rendered especially prominent in the Hebrews -goat of the Azazel.” [But on this see the Exegetical, Leviticus 16.]

“As forms of the applied sacrifice, appear the covenant-sacrifice, the sacrifices at the consecration of the priests, the various sacrifices of purification, the central sacrifice of purification, or the ashes of the red heifer, and in antithetical position the jealousy-sacrifice and the sacrifice at the festival of a completed vow.” * * *

Lange then describes the sacrificial material and the sacrificial Acts, which are sufficiently treated in the commentary. In conclusion, he adds: “The line of the three altars, the altar of burnt-offering, the altar of incense, and the mercy-seat, is completed by still a fourth hallowed place of sacrifice without the camp, that Isaiah, the ash-heap of the red heifer, for the meaning of which Hebrews 13:13 is a passage especially to be considered. Out beyond this place lay the wilderness, also the place of death for the cherem, the curse-sacrifice.

“With the gradations of the altar, the gradations of the sprinking of the blood are parallel even to the sprinkling” [before] “the mercy-seat in the holy of holies. They stand in contrast to the gradations of the burning whose minimum appears in the meat-offering” [which was, however, in some cases wholly consumed ( Leviticus 6:22)], “and whose maximum is in the burnt-offering. In the blood is expressed the entire resignation of man to death; in the fire, the complete consuming power of God over man’s strength of life.

“In the whole matter of sacrifice the idea of communion, of the feast of fellowship, between God and man becomes prominent in many ways, and is especially represented by the table of shew-bread, and by the portions of the priests. In reference to this communion, however, Jehovah has exclusively reserved to Himself the blood and the fat, and has exclusively forbidden leaven in the offering (though not in what was presented before God for the use of the priests) and honey. But the people are represented, too, in the whole priestly communion, and receive the whole effect of their service: the blessing of Jehovah, which also rises in distinct gradations, from the absolution in the court, the light in the temple, to the vision of God in the holy of holies; and thence comes back to the people under corresponding conditions: confession, prayer, consecration by means of death (Todeswiehe). Thus also the further relations of the sacrifice are explained. The sacrifice of the heart unfolds itself in the sacrifice of the lips, in prayer, and in the sacrifices of the respective death-consecrations, or of the renunciation and dedication in vows by which the Nazarite was connected with the priests.”

In his Homiletik in Leviticus, Lange further says: “The Israelitish sacrifice is taken into the care of Jehovah, is the sanctified offering, the symbol of the internal sacrifice, the type of the future completed sacrifice, the instruction which prepared for the sacrifice of Christ and the sacrifices of Christianity. The difference between the outward and the inward sacrifice, between the symbol and the thought it expresses, is rendered definitely prominent even in the Old Testament.

“Literature.—See Keil, Handbuch der biblischen Archäologie. Die gottesdienstlichen Verhältnisse der Israeliten, p47 ss. Das mosaische Opfer, p195 ss. Baehr (see above). Bramesfeld, Der alttestamentliche Gottesdienst in seiner sinndbildlichen und vorbildlichen Bedeutung. Gutersloh, 1864. Hengstenberg, Die Opfer der heil. Schrift. Berlin, 1859. Keil, Die Opfer des Alten Bundes (Guericke’s Zeitschrift, 1836, 37). Kliefoth, Die ursprüngliche Gottesdienstordnung der deutschen Kirche. 1. Bel. Schwerin, 1858. Kurtz, Der alttestamentliche Opfercultus. Mittau, 1864. Neumann, Die Opfer des Alten Bundes. Oehler, Der Opfercultus, in Herzog’s Realencyclopädie. Sartorius, Ueber den alt-und neutestamentlichen Kultus. Stuttgart, 1852. Tholuck, Das Alte Testament in Neuen Testament. Hamburg, 1849. Lisko, Das Ceremonialgesetz des Alten Testaments, seine Erfüllung im Neuen Testament. Berlin, 1842. Wangemann, Die Opfer der heiligen Schrift nach der Lehre des Alten Testaments. 2Bde. Berlin, 1866. (Worthy of especial note is the catalogue of literature, Gen. Introd. A. § 5, B, and the statement in reference to the development of the ecclesiastical idea of sacrifice, ib. §6).” Add: Philo de Victimis. Outram, De sacrificiis. London, 1677 (translated by Allen, London, 1817). Spencer, De legibus Hebrœorum, Tubingen, 1732. Maimonides, De sacrificiis, London, 1683. Cudworth, De Cœna Domini, Leyden, 1773 (Vol. II, translation of Intel. System, Andover, 1837). A. A. Sykes, Essay on the Nature, Design and Origin of Sacrifices, 1748. J. D. Michaelis, Commentaries on the Laws of Moses (translated by A. Smith, London, 1814). Rosenmueller, Excursus II. in Leviticus, Leipsic, 1824. Faber, On the Origin of Sacrifice, London, 1827. J. Davison, Inquiry into the Origin and Intent of Primitive Sacrifice (Remains). Tholuck, Diss. II. in App. to Ep. to the Heb. (Trans, by Ryland, Edinb, 1842). F. D. Maurice, The Doctrine of Sacrifice deduced from Scripture, Cambrid 4 ge, 1854. Kalisch, Leviticus, Pt. I, London, 1867. Clark, Introd. to Lev. (Speaker’s Com.), London and New York, 1872. Also further authorities cited by Conant in Smith’s Bib. Dict. Art. Leviticus, Am. Ed.
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Verses 1-17
LEVITICUS
THE THIRD BOOK OF MOSES

______________

BOOK I
OF APPROACH TO GOD

Leviticus 1-16
“FIRST DIVISION.—The sanctifying acts (or consecrations for God) to bring about typical holiness by means of various sacrifices, universally ordained for universal sin. The removal of the sinful condition incurred by inadvertence (pardonable sins בִשְׁגָגָה chaps1–16 [a. positive enactments, 1–10; b. negative, 11–16]).”—Lange.
___________________

PART I. THE LAWS OF SACRIFICE

Chaps1–7

______________

FIRST SECTION
Leviticus 1:1 to Leviticus 6:7
[Lange makes the division “Personal Sacrifices” Chapters1–5.]

A.—BURNT-OFFERINGS
Leviticus 1:1-17
1And the Lord called[FN1] unto Moses, and spake unto him out of the tabernacle[FN2] of the [omit the[FN3]] congregation, saying, 2Speak unto the children of Israel, and say unto them, If any man of you bring an offering unto the Lord,[FN4] ye shall bring your offering[FN5] of the cattle, even of the herd, and of the flock [of the cattle unto the Lord, ye shall bring your offering of the herd or of the flock].

3If his offering be a burnt sacrifice of the herd, let him offer a male without blemish: he shall offer it of his own voluntary will at the door of the tabernacle of the [omit the[FN6]] congregation before the Lord[FN7] [offer it at the door of the tabernacle of congregation for his acceptance before the Lord]. 4And he shall put his hand upon the head of the burnt offering; and it shall be accepted for him to make atonement for him 5 And he shall kill the bullock before the Lord: and the priests, Aaron’s sons, shall bring the blood, and sprinkle the blood round about upon[FN8] the altar that is by [before] the door of the tabernacle of the [omit the3]6congregation. And Hebrews 9 shall flay the burnt offering, and cut it into his pieces 7 And the sons of Aaron the priest shall put fire upon the altar, and lay the wood in order upon the fire: 8and the priests, Aaron’s sons, shall lay the parts, the head, and the fat, in order upon the wood that is on the fire which is upon the altar: 9but his inwards and his legs shall Hebrews 10 wash in water: and the priest shall burn all on the altar, to be a burnt sacrifice,[FN11] an offering made by fire, of a sweet savour unto the Lord.

10And if his offering be of the flocks,[FN12] namely, of the sheep, or of the goats, for a burnt sacrifice; he shall bring it a male without blemish.[FN13] [FN14]11And he shall kill it on the side of the altar northward before the Lord: and the priests, Aaron’s sons, 12shall sprinkle his blood round about upon7 the altar. And he[FN15] shall cut it into his pieces, with his head and his fat: and the priest shall lay them in order on the wood that is on the fire which is upon the altar: 13but he shall wash the inwards and the legs with water: and the priest shall bring it all, and burn it upon the altar: it is a burnt sacrifice, an offering made by fire, of a sweet savour unto the Lord.

14And if the burnt sacrifice for his offering to the Lord be of fowls, then he shall bring his offering of turtledoves, or of young pigeons 15 And the priest shall bring it unto the altar, and wring [pinch] off his head, and burn it on the altar; and the blood thereof shall be wrung out at [pressed out against] the side of the altar: 16and he shall pluck away his crop with his feathers [the filth thereof[FN16]], and cast it beside the altar on the east part, by the place of the ashes: 17and he shall cleave it with the wings thereof, but[FN17] shall not divide it asunder: and the priest shall burn it upon the altar, upon the wood that is upon the fire: It is a burnt sacrifice, and offering made by fire, of a sweet savour unto the Lord.

TEXTUAL AND GRAMMATICAL
Leviticus 1:1. וַיִּקְרָא in our text has the final א of smaller size than the other letters. The reason (leaving out of view Cabalistic interpretations) seems to be that suggested by Rosenmüller—that there was an ancient variation of the MSS, some having our present reading; while others, omitting the א, read וַיִּקָּר, Fut. Apoc. Niphal of קָרָה = and the Lord met (or appeared to) Moses. Comp. Numbers 23:4; Numbers 23:16.

Leviticus 1:1. אֹהֶל means strictly the covering of haircloth over the מִשְׁכָן of boards with linen curtains. Both occur together, Exodus 40:29. Both are translated in the A. V. alike by tent and by tabernacle, and both in the LXX. most frequently by σκηνή. In the original both are used to designate the structure in which the ark was placed. There is therefore no sufficient reason for changing the familiar name of Tabernacle.
Leviticus 1:1. מוֹעֵך is without the article, as always. The word is used very frequently ( Leviticus 23:2; Leviticus 23:4; Leviticus 23:37; Leviticus 23:44, etc.) of the religious festivals of the Law, of which the tabernacle was the centre, and perhaps both in the Heb. and the Chald. the “times of the festivals” is the most prominent idea of the word. Hence, as the place of assembly, the centre around which the congregation was at such times to gather, the Tabernacle came to be called אֹהֶל מוֹעֵר, as Jerusalem is called ( Isaiah 33:20) קִרְיַת מ֝. The proposal to translate Tent of meeting (Speaker’s Com, Kalisch, Murphy, and many others) as referring to God’s meeting with Moses, seems unsupported by the usage of the word, and is sustained by none of the ancient versions. (The LXX. and Vulgate take the word in the sense of covenant or law). The article, however, should be omitted. Nevertheless, Lange says “The Tabernacle is designated as the Tabernacle of the meeting. That the Israelites should assemble themselves in that place, is only the secondary result of the primary meeting with Jehovah.”

Leviticus 1:2. The Masoretic punctuation places the Athnach on לַיְהוֹה֑, and this is sustained by the Sam, Chald, LXX, Vulg, and followed by the A. V. Houbigant suggests that it should rather be placed on the next word, הַבְּהֵמָ֑ה as in the Syr. The latter sense is followed in the commentary.

Leviticus 1:1. מוֹעֵך is without the article, as always. The word is used very frequently ( Leviticus 23:2; Leviticus 23:4; Leviticus 23:37; Leviticus 23:44, etc.) of the religious festivals of the Law, of which the tabernacle was the centre, and perhaps both in the Heb. and the Chald. the “times of the festivals” is the most prominent idea of the word. Hence, as the place of assembly, the centre around which the congregation was at such times to gather, the Tabernacle came to be called אֹהֶל מוֹעֵר, as Jerusalem is called ( Isaiah 33:20) קִרְיַת מ֝. The proposal to translate Tent of meeting (Speaker’s Com, Kalisch, Murphy, and many others) as referring to God’s meeting with Moses, seems unsupported by the usage of the word, and is sustained by none of the ancient versions. (The LXX. and Vulgate take the word in the sense of covenant or law). The article, however, should be omitted. Nevertheless, Lange says “The Tabernacle is designated as the Tabernacle of the meeting. That the Israelites should assemble themselves in that place, is only the secondary result of the primary meeting with Jehovah.”

Leviticus 1:2. “Offerings” in the plural is read in the Sam, LXX, Vulg, and Syr.

Leviticus 1:3. לֶרצֹנוֹ לִפְנֵי יְהוָֹה. The translation of the A. V. is defended by Grotius, but most interpreters follow the unanimous voice of the ancient versions in giving the sense as corrected above. Comp. Exodus 28:38; Leviticus 22:20-21, etc. The A. V. varies in the translation even in the same passage, as Leviticus 22:19-21; Leviticus 22:29.

Leviticus 1:5. The sense Isaiah, upon all the sides of the altar, not on its upper surface.

Leviticus 1:6. The Sam. and LXX. by reading the verbs of this verse in the plural, apparently make the flaying and cutting up of the victim the act of the priests.

Leviticus 1:9. The Sam. and the LXX. here also, by the use of the plural, make the washing the act of the priests.

Leviticus 1:9. The Sam. followed by the LXX. and Syr, read עֹלָה הִיא=this is the burnt-offering, i.e, the law of the burnt-offerings.

Leviticus 1:10. The Sam. followed by the LXX. reads וְאִס־מִן־הַצֹּאן עלָה קָרְבָּנוֹ לַיְהוָֹה, the Sam. omitting the subsequent עֹלָה, which makes the sense clearer.

Leviticus 1:10. The Sam. adds—at the door of the tabernacle of the congregation shall he offer it.

Leviticus 1:11. The LXX. prefixes from Leviticus 1:4, καὶ ἐπιθήσει τὴν χεῖρα ἐπὶ τὴν κεφαλὴν αὐτοῦ—which is of course to be understood.

Leviticus 1:12. The Sam. (now followed both by the LXX. and the Vulg.) here again as in Leviticus 1:6; Leviticus 1:9 reads the plural.

Leviticus 1:16. בְּנצָתָהּ (Sam. תו—) is variously translated. In the LXX. and Vulg, as in the A. V, it is rendered feathers; in the Sam. Vers, however, the Chald. of Onkelos, of Jonathan, and of Jerusalem, and in the Syr, the idea is the food in the crop, or the filth connected therewith, as is expressed in the margin of the A. V. By Gesenius and Fuerst it is translated as filth or excrement in the crop; they consider it a contracted form of Part. Niph. of יָצָא. This is probably the true sense. Lange explains it “the excrement from the crop yet to be found in the body.”

Leviticus 1:17. The Sam, 15 MSS, and all the versions supply the conjunction, which must of course be understood.

EXEGETICAL AND CRITICAL
The Divine presence having now been manifested in the newly erected tabernacle ( Exodus 40:34), God according to His promise ( Exodus 25:22), there reveals Himself to Moses, and makes known through him His will to the people. As this was the place where they were to draw nigh to Him, the first commands uttered from the tabernacle relate to the means of this approach, and occupy the first sixteen chapters of Leviticus. Of these, seven are concerned with the general laws of sacrifice, of which it would appear some knowledge must have been previously communicated to Moses to make the directions of Exodus 29 intelligible to him, and also to guide him in the sacrifices offered by himself, Exodus 40:28-29; but now for the first time he is directed to proclaim these laws to the people. The law is first declared in regard to the people’s part in the offerings (1–6:7), although this involves incidentally something also of the duties of the priests; this is followed by special instructions chiefly for the priests ( Leviticus 6:8 to Leviticus 7:38), although the line cannot be so sharply drawn that this part shall not also contain something for the people. Each kind of offering is treated by itself, the first chapter being occupied with the whole burnt-offering, which must always be an animal, but might be either a quadruped (2–13), or a fowl (14–17). The former again, might be either “of the herd,” i.e, a bullock (3–9), or “of the flock.” i.e, a sheep or a goat (10–13). The directions for burnt-sacrifices are arranged under these three heads.

Leviticus 1:1 The Lord.—Jehovah is the distinctive Divine title throughout Leviticus; the names אֲדֹנָי (occurring so frequently elsewhere), שַׁךַּי, and the very common אֵל do not occur, nor even the ordinary אֱלֹהִים, except the last joined with a possessive pronoun or some other construction, to mark Him as in a peculiar sense the God of Israel.

Out of the tabernacle of congregation.—There can be no reasonable doubt that this is the newly-erected tabernacle; the attempt to prove that these laws were given from some other tent upon the slopes of Mt. Sinai by reference to Leviticus 7:38, has no foundation, as the parallelism of that ver. shows that mount is there only another expression for the place called the wilderness of Sinai.

“ Leviticus 1:2 ss. The common regulations concerning all the sacrifices. The whole motive of animal sacrifice is appropriately exhibited in the verb קָרַבto draw near; in the Hiphil to cause to draw near. The sense of the word is fully shown in Jeremiah 30:21. Sinful Prayer of Manasseh, as such, dares not draw near to Jehovah. But Jehovah forms one chosen out of His people (the Messiah) for the purpose of approach, until he draws nearest of all to Him, touches Him, yields up himself to Him, and becomes one with Him. With reverent dread Prayer of Manasseh, conscious of sin, pushes forward the guiltless animal as an offering of drawing near (Korban), as a symbol of his desire to draw near himself to Jehovah. As yet the sacrifice was not commanded in its particulars; but the general idea of sacrifice as now necessary was commanded, and in every case it must be of the cattle, either large or small, and thus of the clean domestic animals. The subsequent addition of pigeons and turtle-doves are as substitutes.” Lange.

If any man of you bring.—The sacrifices of the first three chapters were those of individuals, and were purely voluntary in so far as respects their being offered at all; when, however, the individual had determined to offer any of them, the instructions as to the selection of the victim, and the manner of offering, were minute and peremptory. The duty of the priests in regard to these offerings was simply ministerial.

Offering.—קָרְבָּן, always translated by the LXX. δῶρον, and most frequently by the Vulg. oblatio. Except in two instances in Ezek. ( Ezekiel 20:28; Ezekiel 40:43), and in two of the same consonants differently pointed in Neh. ( Nehemiah 10:34 (35); Leviticus 13:31), its use is confined to Lev. and Num. It is the technical word for an offering to the Lord, including sacrifices both bloody, as here, and unbloody as in Leviticus 2, and also dedicatory offerings for the sanctuary, as in Numbers 7.

Ye shall bring.—The Rabbins infer from this use of the plural that two or more persona might unite in the same offering. This was undoubtedly the fact; but does not seem to be the reason for the use of the plural here, which is rather required simply by the generality of the law. Comp. Leviticus 2:11-12, etc.
Of the cattle unto the Lord.—The Masoretic punctuation must here be modified in order to represent the systematic arrangement intended. See Textual Note4. The בְּהֵמָה = quadruped, is in contradistinction to the fowls of Leviticus 1:14; and the direction is that if an offering of this kind be brought, it shall be taken from the herd or the flock, not from wild animals. The word sometimes includes all quadrupeds, wild and tame ( Genesis 6:7; Exodus 9:25, etc.), but is more commonly used, according to the restriction here, of the domestic animals. It includes both the herd and the flock. The range of animals allowed for sacrifice was much narrower than that of those clean for food, and far narrower than among the heathen. See Knobel, p352. The Egyptians, among other victims, offered swine, and the Hindoos and Germans, horses.

Leviticus 1:3-9. The law of the burnt-offering of a bullock, עֹלָה = whole burnt-offering. Lange: “The names: עֹלָה the going up (in a specific sense, for all sacrifices were brought up on the altar), כָּלִיל the whole, the entirely finished, consumed, burned, holocaustum. Thus the burnt-offering, or the fire-offering in the most especial sense, which was entirely consumed in the fire, forms the central point of the whole sacrificial system.” “The New Testament antitype of the burnt-offering is expressed by Paul in Romans 12:1.” See the preliminary note on sacrifices, p12.

Leviticus 1:3. A male.—The burnt-offering, unlike the sin and peace-offering, must always be a male. The case of the cows offered in 1 Samuel 6:14, was altogether exceptional, and the red heifer ( Numbers 19:1-10) was not burned upon the altar at all.—Without blemish, LXX, ἄμωμος. The bullock, like all other victims, ( Leviticus 22:19-24) except in the case of free will offerings, must be free from bodily faults either of defect or redundancy; and it was provided that no victim obtained by the price of a dog, or of whoredom, might be offered to God ( Deuteronomy 23:18). It was the Jewish custom to appoint a priest as a special inspector of victims, to whose scrutiny every animal must be subjected before being offered.—At the door.—At the wide entrance of the court in which the great altar stood. Lange, however, considers that the door “not of the court, but of the Holy Place, is the boundary between the holy things and the region of that to be hallowed, and therefore the appropriate point for the meeting which in the name of Jehovah was obtained by the priests for the people through the sacrifice.” This presentation of the victim before the Lord was the technical offering, so essential a part of the sacrifice that it is often put for the sacrifice itself. The details of the sacrifice were so ordered that when occasion required, great multitudes of victims might be offered quickly and without confusion. After the erection of the temple, rings were fixed in the pavement, to which the victims were secured; with a sharp knife the throat was then cut at one stroke quite through the arteries and the jugular veins, so that the blood might flow rapidly into a vessel held underneath; this vessel was then (when there were many sacrifices) passed from hand to hand by a row of priests and Levites extending to the altar; meantime the flaying and cutting up of the victim was going on; on the north side of the altar there were eight stone pillars connected by three rows of beams, each bearing a row of hooks; upon these the victims were hung, the largest upon the highest hooks, the smaller upon the others. Outram I, xvi, and the authorities there cited. By such means an almost incredible number of victims are said to have been sacrificed with perfect order in a short time.—For his acceptance before the Lord.—It was the object of the burnt-offering, as of all sacrifices, to secure to the offerer the good pleasure of God. How far the burnt-offering partook of a strictly expiatory character has already been discussed in the preliminary essay; but that this, with all other voluntary offerings, sprang from a sense of need on the part of the worshipper, and a desire by some means to draw nearer to God, there can be no doubt. This expression, however, as Knobel notes, is never used in connection with the sin-offering, whose peculiar office was to obtain the pardon, rather than the gracious favor of God. Lange: “The sacrifices follow one another in a natural sequence. The burnt-offering denotes the giving up of life to God; the meat-offering, the giving up of life’s enjoyment. Both were offered for a covering for the universal sinfulness of man. Only the expiatory sacrifices relate to particular sins.”

Leviticus 1:4. And he shall put his hand upon the head.—This solemn and essential part of the ceremonial is always specified when the law is given in detail, not only in connection with the burnt-offerings, but also with the peace-offerings ( Leviticus 3:2; Leviticus 3:8; Leviticus 3:13), and the sin-offerings ( Leviticus 4:4; Leviticus 4:15; Leviticus 4:24; Leviticus 4:29; Leviticus 4:33); where in the brevity of the description it is omitted ( Leviticus 1:11, Leviticus 5:6; Leviticus 5:15; Leviticus 5:18,) it is yet to be understood. As to the significance of the Acts, a great variety of opinions has been held; by many, both of the ancients and moderns, it has been understood to symbolize the transfer of his sins from the offerer to the victim, or the substitution of the victim to die in his stead (Theodoret, Quæst. 61in Exodus, and many others). This view has countenance from the laying on of both the hands of the high-priest on the head of the scape-goat on the day of atonement ( Leviticus 16:21) for the express purpose of “putting all their sins upon the head of the goat,” that he might “bear upon him all their iniquities unto a land not inhabited;” but the ritual is here very different, and this goat was not burned upon the altar. On the other hand in the case of the blasphemer who was to be stoned ( Leviticus 24:14), all the witnesses were to lay their hands upon his head, clearly not for the purpose of transferring their sins to him. By others the act has been regarded as a surrender and dedication of the offerer’s property to God; by still others as a dedication of himself through the victim representing him; Lange: “The laying (pressing) on of the hand has the effect of substituting in a typical sense the animal to be offered for the offerer (for him לוֹ). It denotes the transferring of the individual life to the offering in a symbolical sense, not merely the giving up of this possession (as a gift) to Jehovah.” Various other views also have been advocated. None of them, however, can claim exclusively the sanction of Scripture, which prescribes the Acts, but does not define its significance. Neither do any of them rest upon evidence independent of preconceived views, and of the doctrinal interpretation of other Scriptures. This much will be generally admitted: That the act connected the offerer personally with the victim, and denoted that his sacrifice was offered solemnly and for the purpose of securing to himself that “covering” or atonement of which mention is immediately afterwards made. The connection of the two clauses shows that the laying on of the hand was directly connected with this atonement. It was certainly an expression of faith in the use of the means God had appointed for drawing near to Him, and the act may be beyond the reach of a closer analysis.

Accepted—the word is of the same root and sense as in Leviticus 1:3.

To make atonement for him.—לְבַפֵר עָלָיו. This verb is not used in the Kal. In the Piel the primary sense is to cover and hence to atone for. It is used sometimes simply with the accus. of the thing ( Psalm 65:4; Psalm 78:38; Daniel 9:24), but usually with עַל of the thing ( Psalm 79:9; Jeremiah 18:23, etc.), or of the person ( Leviticus 19:22), or with both ( Leviticus 5:18); less frequently with לְ, and more rarely with עַל of the person and מִן of the thing ( Leviticus 4:26, etc.); seldom with בְּ of the thing ( Leviticus 17:11). The phrase is used chiefly in reference to the sin and trespass-offerings ( Leviticus 4-6) and but rarely in connection with the burnt-offerings. It is here used in connection with the laying on of the hand of the offerer, not as in the case of the sin-offering ( Leviticus 4:20; Leviticus 4:26; Leviticus 4:35) and the trespass-offering ( Leviticus 5:6; Leviticus 5:10; Leviticus 5:13; Leviticus 5:18; Leviticus 6:7, etc.), with the act of the priest, although in all cases the mediatorial function of the priest was, as here, necessarily involved.

Leviticus 1:5. He shall kill.—The killing, skinning, washing and preparation of the victim, were the duty of the offerer, or, according to Outram, of some clean person appointed by him. Lange: “This is also an expression of the freewill of the sacrificer. He must indeed slay his own offering himself, just as the devout can offer his will to God only in free self-determination. Only false priests took the sacrifice by craft or force into the court, and slew it themselves, or had it slain at their command.” The functions of the priest were concerned with the presentation and sprinkling of the blood, and the burning of the victim upon the altar. In the case, however, of national offerings, the offerer’s part also was undertaken by the priests assisted by the Levites ( 2 Chronicles 29:24; 2 Chronicles 29:34), apparently not in consequence of their office, but as representatives of the whole people. So also in the case of the Passovers of Hezekiah ( 2 Chronicles 30:17) and of Josiah (ib. 2 Chronicles 35:10-11) the Levites performed these duties on behalf of the people, because many of them were disqualified by uncleanness. Hence, as appears in the ancient versions, there has arisen a difference of opinion as to the part performed by the offerer.

Kill.—שָׁחַט is a general word exactly rendered, and is frequently used for killing in sacrifice. It does not therefore need to be changed. The technical word used only for sacrifice is זָבַח, while חֵמִית = to put to death is never used in this connection.

The bullock.—בֶן בָקָר = lit, son of an ox, applied to a calf ( Leviticus 9:2) and to a mature young bull (פַּר4:3, 14).

Before the Lord—i.e, in immediate view of the place where His presence was especially manifested. Knobel (in loco) notes how the slaughtering of the victim where it might be considered ἐν ὀφθαλμοῖς τοῦ θεοῦ was provided for among the heathen.

And the priests.—With the blood began the exclusively priestly functions. In the case of very numerous sacrifices the Levites might catch the blood and pass it to the priests ( 2 Chronicles 30:16). but the “sprinkling” was always done by the priests alone.

Sprinkle.—The word זָרַק is a different one from the נָזָה (more common in the Hiphil form הִזָה) generally used of sprinkling with the finger or with hyssop, and refers to the throwing of the blood by a jerk against the sides of the altar from the מִזְרָק or bowl in which the blood of the victim was caught. Rosenmüller shows that the word cannot be translated, as some would have it. by pour. The LXX. usually, but not always, renders the former by προσχεῖν, the latter by ῤαίνειν. There seems, however, no sufficient reason for changing the translation of the A. V. The priest was to sprinkle the blood against all the sides of the altar: and this was done, according to Jewish tradition, by throwing it from the bowl successively against the opposite corners of the altar, so that it sprinkled against each of the adjoining sides. The same law held for the peace-offerings ( Leviticus 3:2; Leviticus 3:8; Leviticus 3:13; Leviticus 9:18), and trespass-offerings ( Leviticus 7:2); but not for the sin-offering ( Leviticus 4:5-7). Lange: “The blood is the symbol of the spiritual life which is given up to Jehovah (at the door of the tabernacle of the congregation) but which may not be consumed with the body of mortality by the fire of God’s appointment. As it is said that it is ‘to be brought up,’ it follows that the slaying belongs between the altar and the door of the court, where the station of the sacrificer is. That it must be poured out on the altar before the burnt-offering can be kindled, tells us plainly that no offering up of life or body is profitable unless the soul has first been given to Jehovah. But this has been given up to the God of the altar, not surrendered to the altar-fire to destroy or change.”

Before the door of the tabernacle.—The altar was in full view of the gate-way or door, as it is expressed Exodus 40:6לִפְנֵי פֶתַח.

Leviticus 1:6. He shall flay.—The offerer skinned the animal, and the skin was the perquisite of the officiating priest ( Leviticus 7:8). Kalisch, however, says that “the flaying was probably performed by a Levite under the direction of the officiating priest.” Lange says. “With the slaying the life departs, with the skin goes the old appearance of life, under the conventionally commanded division disappears also the old figure of life, in the burning disappears the substance of the body itself. Only the blood, the soul, does not disappear, but passes through the purifying process of sacrifice, and goes hence into the invisible, to God. The pouring out of the blood at the foot of the altar round about, can in no case mean ‘the convenient disposal of the blood.’ The blood goes through the sanctified earth to God.”

Cut it into his pieces—i.e, properly divide it according to custom.

Leviticus 1:7-9. The priests.—We here again come upon those essential parts of the sacrifice which could be performed by the priests alone. The direction to put fire upon the altar is understood by Knobel and others to refer only to the first sacrifice upon the newly-erected altar, as it was required afterwards ( Leviticus 6:13) that the fire should be kept always burning upon the altar; or it may be understood of so arranging the fire—when not in use, raked together—as to consume the sacrifice. The head is especially mentioned in order that the whole animal may be expressly included, since it would not be considered one of the “pieces” into which the animal was divided. The fatפֶךֶר used only in connection with burnt-offerings ( Leviticus 1:8; Leviticus 1:12; Leviticus 8:20) probably means the fat separated from the entrails and taken out to wash. Bochart, adeps a carne sejunctus. All was to be laid in order upon the wood; everything about the sacrifice must have that method and regard to propriety becoming in an act of worship. According to Jewish writers, the parts were so laid upon one another as to have the same relative positions as in the living animal. Outram I:16, § 13.

His inwards and his legs, which were to be washed, are generally understood of the lower viscera and the legs, especially the hind legs, below the knee; it is doubtful whether the washing was required for the heart, the lungs and the liver—LXX. ἐγκοίλια καὶ οἱ ποδές; Vulg, intestina et pedes. Lange: “Head and Fat. The knowledge of earth and its prosperity must first pass into the fiery death; then also the purified organs of growth, nourishment, and motion.”

Shall burn.—הִקְטִי‏‏ר = to cause to ascend in smoke, as incense. The word is used only of the burning of incense, of the sacred lamps, and of sacrifices, and is a very different one from שָּׂרַף the word for common burning, which is applied to the victims, or parts of victims burned without the camp ( Leviticus 4:12; Leviticus 4:21, etc.). It connects the bloody sacrifice with the incense, and shows that the object of the burning was not to destroy the victim, but rather, as declared just below, to cause its essence to ascend as a sweet savor unto God.

An offering made by fire.—אִשֶׁה a word applied exclusively to sacrifices (although sometimes to the parts of them eaten by the priests. Deuteronomy 18:1; Joshua 13:14), in Leviticus 24:7 applied to the incense laid upon the shew-bread. The appearance of tautology, hardly to be avoided in the translation, does not exist in the original. The word is usually associated, as here, with the phrase “a sweet savour unto the Lord” (LXX. ὀσμὴ εὐωδίας). This phrase is applied to all sacrifices, but belongs peculiarly to the burnt-offering; as the phrase to make atonement belongs peculiarly, but not exclusively, to the sin-offering. Its intent is plainly to describe the divine pleasure in the sacrifice offered. Theodoret (Quæst. 62in Ex.): “By human things he teaches Divine. As we delight in sweet odors, so he calls the sacrifice made according to the law a sweet savor. But that this is not to be taken in the naked letter is shown both by the Divine nature which is incorporeal, and by the ill smell of the burnt bones. For what can smell worse than these?” Lange: “The conception is not exhausted in the conception of a sweet, pleasant smell. As in a pictorial sense, anger is represented by the snorting of the nostrils, so the resignation of self to God and His rule is called a savor well-pleasing to the nose.”

Leviticus 1:10-13. The burnt-offering from the flock. The law here being essentially the same as for the bullock is more briefly given, except in regard to the place of slaying. The offering might be either from the sheep or goats, but the former were probably more esteemed.

Leviticus 1:11. On the side of the altar northward.—So also the table of shew-bread with the continual meat-offering stood on the north side of the holy place ( Exodus 26:35). The east side of the altar was the place for the heap of ashes on the side towards the door by which they must be carried out; the west side would have been inconvenient, being towards the holy place with the laver between; the south side had probably (as Josephus says was the case in the second temple, Bell. Jud. V:5, 6, ἀπὸ μεσημβρίαςἐπ’ αὐτὸν ἄνοδος) the ascent to the altar which must be kept clear; so that the north side alone remained. Lange: “Death is something belonging to the mysterious night, and belongs as a night-side of life, to the night-side of the earth; just as also the priestly eating of the shew-bread must be considered as a night meal.” In the same place were also to be slain the sin-offerings ( Leviticus 4:24; Leviticus 4:29; Leviticus 4:33) and the trespass-offerings ( Leviticus 7:2). There being ample room in the court for the sacrifice of the smaller victims, which also required less time in their preparation, they were killed near the altar instead of at the door. Nothing is said of the peace-offerings which, according to Mishna, might be killed in any part of the court. When not too numerous, however, they would have been more conveniently slain in the same place.

Leviticus 1:12. His head,etc.—is to be connected per zeugma with he shall cut, i.e, he shall cut it into his pieces and (sever) his head and his fat.

Leviticus 1:14-17. The burnt-offering of fowls. From Leviticus 5:7-11; Leviticus 12:8, it is probable that this offering was for those who were unable to bring the more costly offerings. It might be either of turtledoves, or of young pigeons; but only one bird was required. The turtledoves (turtur auritus) appear in vast numbers in Palestine early in April, and are easily captured; later in the season they entirely disappear. The common pigeon has been bred in the country from time immemorial, and also is found wild, at all seasons, in great abundance; but when full-grown is difficult of capture. It has, however, in the course of the year, several broods of two each, which may be easily taken on the nest. Hence, in the case of the pigeon, the mention of the age. Knobel observes that the allowing of doves or pigeons in sacrifice was quite exceptional among the ancient Orientals, and distinguished the Hebrew law from others. We have then in this a fresh instance of the especial care for the poor in the Divine law.

Leviticus 1:15. And the priest shall.—In this case the offerer’s part must be performed by the priest to prevent the loss of the small quantity of blood contained in the bird. No mention is made of the laying on of hands which was perhaps omitted on account of the diminutive size of the victim.

Pinch off his head.—מָלַק occurs only here and in v8, and its precise meaning has been much questioned. In v8 it is expressly limited by the provision that the head was not to be entirely separated from the body in the case of the bird to be eaten by the priest; in regard to the other bird (v7, 10), it was to be treated as the bird for a burnt-offering. As there is no such limitation here, as it is implied that the treatment was different from that of the bird in v8, and as the head was to be immediately burned on the altar, while something further was to be done to the body, the precept must be understood to require an entire separation of the head. So Outram, following the Mishna and other Jewish authorities. Lange, however, considers from the analogy of v8, that the head was not to be disjoined from the body. He translates מַָלק, “cleave in two, so that death is produced and the blood can flow out as from a vessel. The closely related מָלַח means apparently to tear off; the closely related פָּלַח means to cleave, cut into.” The LXX. has ἀποκνίζειν in both places. The exact sense seems best expressed by the margin of the A. V.—pinch off the head with the nail.
Pressed out against.—The small quantity of blood made it practically impossible to deal with it as in the case of the larger sacrifices. The sense of נִמְצָה וגו֝ is that the blood of the bird should be thoroughly squeezed out against the side of the altar.

Leviticus 1:16. His crop with its filth. The obscure word בְּנֹצָתָהּ has occasioned much difference of opinion; see Textual Notes. The rendering here given is ably supported at length by Rosenmüller. This was to be flung on the heap of ashes and refuse east of the altar.

Leviticus 1:17. He shall cleave.—The priest was to split the bird open, (by its wings, or by means of its outspread wings, Lange), but so as not to separate the parts; in the same way a fowl is now prepared for broiling. Lange: “The direction was given to take the place, as far as possible, of the cutting in pieces of the burnt-offering, i.e, the destruction of the figure of the body.”

A sweet savour.—The repetition of the same words as in Leviticus 1:9 and Leviticus 1:13, shows that this humbler sacrifice of the poor was acceptable equally with the more costly sacrifice of the rich.

DOCTRINAL AND ETHICAL
I. The offerings mentioned in this chapter were purely voluntary; yet when offered, the law in regard to them was strict and sharply defined. In this the Israelites- were taught a general principle of the Divine will. Whoever seeks to draw near to God must do so in the way of God’s own appointment. That worship only is acceptable to Him which is in accordance with His will. Not that which may seem most effective, not that which may be thought best adapted to man’s needs; but simply that which God approves may be offered to Him.

II. These offerings must be “perfect,” i.e, without, blemish, and the most scrupulous cleanliness was required in offering them. These requirements were of course necessary in view of the typical relation of the sacrifices to Christ; but they also taught the general principle that in his offerings to God man may not try to put off upon Him what is of inferior value—the light coin, or the scraps of unoccupied time. God is to be served with the best that man can command. And in this service regard must be had to the infinite purity and holiness of Him with whom we have to do.

III. The sacrifice might not be completed by the offerer. Prayer of Manasseh, being sinful, was unworthy to offer propitiation to God for himself. The priest must intervene for the sprinkling of the blood and the burning of the victim. In view of the peculiar virtue everywhere attributed to blood as “the life” ( Genesis 9:4, etc.), and the especial office of that “life” in connection with the disturbed relations between God and man ( Leviticus 17:10-12, etc.), and of the appointment of the priest to this duty, it is plain that he here acts in a mediatorial capacity. As Calvin (in loco) notes, “ministers of reconciliation must be sought, made competent to their high function by Divine anointing. This points to Christ not only as the Victim offered for sin, but also (as is shown at length in the Ep. to the Heb.) as Himself the Priest.” In general it establishes the principle that they only may exercise authority on God’s behalf whom He has commissioned for the purpose.

IV. In the provision for a less costly burnt-offering, we see that while in His providence God distributes unequally the means of offering to Himself, He yet provides that an equally acceptable offering shall be within the reach of all. The poor widow’s two mites were greater in His eyes than the costly gifts of the rich. The same thing is true when the propitiatory character of the offering is considered. Before God all souls are alike precious, and all equally have the opportunity of drawing near to Him.

V. In the New Testament certain words and phrases are applied to Christ which are the Septuagint translations of the technical words here and elsewhere used of the sacrifices. Thus He is called ( Ephesians 5:2) προσφορὰν καὶ θυσίαν τῷ θεῷ εἰς ὀσμὴν εὐωδίας and in Hebrews 2:17 He is said to be πιστὸς ἀρχιερεὺς τὰ πρὸς τὸν θεόν, εἰς τὸ ἱλάσκεσθαι τὰς ἁμαρτίας τοῦ λαοῦ, and in 1 John 2:2; 1 John 4:10, He is described as our ἱλασμὸς περὶ τῶνἁμαρτιῶν. It seems impossible to suppose that the Apostles could have used these expressions and others like them without intending to point to Christ as the Antitype of the sacrifices, and as actually accomplishing that which they had prefigured. From the work of Christ, therefore, in effecting reconciliation between God and Prayer of Manasseh, light is thrown back upon the function of the sacrifices; and that function once established, we may learn again from the sacrifices something of the nature of the propitiatory work of Christ.

VI. Wordsworth notes that a new Parashah, or section of the law, as read in Synagogues, begins at Leviticus 1:1, and extends to Leviticus 6:7. “The parallel Haphtarah,” or Section of the Prophets, “is Isaiah 43:21 to Isaiah 44:23, where God reproves Israel for their neglect of His worship, and promises them forgiveness of sins, and comforts the church with the pledges of divine mercy. Thus the ancient Jewish church, when listening to the law concerning offerings for sin, declared its faith in a better Covenant, and in larger outpourings of divine favor and spiritual grace in Christ.”

HOMILETICAL AND PRACTICAL
The course of God’s dealings with man always, since man’s fall, is to bring about a closer communion with Himself, as man is able to bear it. The legislation from Mt. Sinai was a great advance; but here there is a fresh advance. The Divine voice calls no longer from the Mount, but from the tabernacle in the midst of the congregation. Thus another step is taken towards God’s speaking “unto us by His Son.”

Provision is made in these three chapters for voluntary sacrifices. The definitely prescribed duties of man are always a minimum; God requires of man the absolute devotion of himself and all that he is and has; this is recognized in the law by the provision for voluntary sacrifices and free-will-offerings of every kind.

All sacrifices were types of Christ inasmuch as after His sacrifice all others ceased. Origen. No one sacrifice could express the manifoldness of that which He wrought; therefore the several aspects of His work are adumbrated by various types. In this chapter we have the whole burnt-offering, the most general and comprehensive, as the most ancient, of the sacrifices; it is therefore the one which in the most general way sets forth the sacrifice of Christ. In so far as it became specialized by the introduction of other kinds of sacrifice, it is thought to be a symbol of entire consecration. It therefore typifies the entire consecration of Christ to God, and through Him, that of His followers, according to the allusion in Romans 12:1, which probably has this sacrifice more particularly in view.

Whatever is offered to God must be perfect in its kind. The offering may be varied in value according to the ability of the offerer, for all souls are alike precious to God, and He provides that all may be able to draw near to Him. Still, from the largest to the smallest offering, none may be allowed with blemish or defect.

On each sacrifice the offerer must lay his hands: so must man identify himself with what he offers to God. Such offering is a serious and a personal matter, and one may not delegate such duty to another; but must give to it personal thought and care. Sinful man cannot directly approach the Majesty on high, before whom he stands as a sinner; he must come through a Mediator, typified of old by the priest, and He “makes atonement for him.”

As the law had but “a shadow of good things to come,” ( Hebrews 10:1), so do they who now consecrate themselves to God offer that real sacrifice which the Israelites, offering various animals under the law, did but prefigure. Theodoret.


Footnotes:
FN#1 - Leviticus 1:1. וַיִּקְרָא in our text has the final א of smaller size than the other letters. The reason (leaving out of view Cabalistic interpretations) seems to be that suggested by Rosenmüller—that there was an ancient variation of the MSS, some having our present reading; while others, omitting the א, read וַיִּקָּר, Fut. Apoc. Niphal of קָרָה = and the Lord met (or appeared to) Moses. Comp. Numbers 23:4; Numbers 23:16.

FN#2 - Leviticus 1:1. אֹהֶל means strictly the covering of haircloth over the מִשְׁכָן of boards with linen curtains. Both occur together, Exodus 40:29. Both are translated in the A. V. alike by tent and by tabernacle, and both in the LXX. most frequently by σκηνή. In the original both are used to designate the structure in which the ark was placed. There is therefore no sufficient reason for changing the familiar name of Tabernacle.
FN#3 - Leviticus 1:1. מוֹעֵך is without the article, as always. The word is used very frequently ( Leviticus 23:2; Leviticus 23:4; Leviticus 23:37; Leviticus 23:44, etc.) of the religious festivals of the Law, of which the tabernacle was the centre, and perhaps both in the Heb. and the Chald. the “times of the festivals” is the most prominent idea of the word. Hence, as the place of assembly, the centre around which the congregation was at such times to gather, the Tabernacle came to be called אֹהֶל מוֹעֵר, as Jerusalem is called ( Isaiah 33:20) קִרְיַת מ֝. The proposal to translate Tent of meeting (Speaker’s Com, Kalisch, Murphy, and many others) as referring to God’s meeting with Moses, seems unsupported by the usage of the word, and is sustained by none of the ancient versions. (The LXX. and Vulgate take the word in the sense of covenant or law). The article, however, should be omitted. Nevertheless, Lange says “The Tabernacle is designated as the Tabernacle of the meeting. That the Israelites should assemble themselves in that place, is only the secondary result of the primary meeting with Jehovah.”

FN#4 - Leviticus 1:2. The Masoretic punctuation places the Athnach on לַיְהוֹה֑, and this is sustained by the Sam, Chald, LXX, Vulg, and followed by the A. V. Houbigant suggests that it should rather be placed on the next word, הַבְּהֵמָ֑ה as in the Syr. The latter sense is followed in the commentary.

FN#5 - Leviticus 1:2. “Offerings” in the plural is read in the Sam, LXX, Vulg, and Syr.

FN#6 - Leviticus 1:1. מוֹעֵך is without the article, as always. The word is used very frequently ( Leviticus 23:2; Leviticus 23:4; Leviticus 23:37; Leviticus 23:44, etc.) of the religious festivals of the Law, of which the tabernacle was the centre, and perhaps both in the Heb. and the Chald. the “times of the festivals” is the most prominent idea of the word. Hence, as the place of assembly, the centre around which the congregation was at such times to gather, the Tabernacle came to be called אֹהֶל מוֹעֵר, as Jerusalem is called ( Isaiah 33:20) קִרְיַת מ֝. The proposal to translate Tent of meeting (Speaker’s Com, Kalisch, Murphy, and many others) as referring to God’s meeting with Moses, seems unsupported by the usage of the word, and is sustained by none of the ancient versions. (The LXX. and Vulgate take the word in the sense of covenant or law). The article, however, should be omitted. Nevertheless, Lange says “The Tabernacle is designated as the Tabernacle of the meeting. That the Israelites should assemble themselves in that place, is only the secondary result of the primary meeting with Jehovah.”

FN#7 - Leviticus 1:3. לֶרצֹנוֹ לִפְנֵי יְהוָֹה. The translation of the A. V. is defended by Grotius, but most interpreters follow the unanimous voice of the ancient versions in giving the sense as corrected above. Comp. Exodus 28:38; Leviticus 22:20-21, etc. The A. V. varies in the translation even in the same passage, as Leviticus 22:19-21; Leviticus 22:29.

FN#8 - Leviticus 1:5. The sense Isaiah, upon all the sides of the altar, not on its upper surface.

FN#9 - Leviticus 1:6. The Sam. and LXX. by reading the verbs of this verse in the plural, apparently make the flaying and cutting up of the victim the act of the priests.

FN#10 - Leviticus 1:9. The Sam. and the LXX. here also, by the use of the plural, make the washing the act of the priests.

FN#11 - Leviticus 1:9. The Sam. followed by the LXX. and Syr, read עֹלָה הִיא=this is the burnt-offering, i.e, the law of the burnt-offerings.

FN#12 - Leviticus 1:10. The Sam. followed by the LXX. reads וְאִס־מִן־הַצֹּאן עלָה קָרְבָּנוֹ לַיְהוָֹה, the Sam. omitting the subsequent עֹלָה, which makes the sense clearer.

FN#13 - Leviticus 1:10. The Sam. adds—at the door of the tabernacle of the congregation shall he offer it.

FN#14 - Leviticus 1:11. The LXX. prefixes from Leviticus 1:4, καὶ ἐπιθήσει τὴν χεῖρα ἐπὶ τὴν κεφαλὴν αὐτοῦ—which is of course to be understood.

FN#15 - Leviticus 1:12. The Sam. (now followed both by the LXX. and the Vulg.) here again as in Leviticus 1:6; Leviticus 1:9 reads the plural.

FN#16 - Leviticus 1:16. בְּנצָתָהּ (Sam. תו—) is variously translated. In the LXX. and Vulg, as in the A. V, it is rendered feathers; in the Sam. Vers, however, the Chald. of Onkelos, of Jonathan, and of Jerusalem, and in the Syr, the idea is the food in the crop, or the filth connected therewith, as is expressed in the margin of the A. V. By Gesenius and Fuerst it is translated as filth or excrement in the crop; they consider it a contracted form of Part. Niph. of יָצָא. This is probably the true sense. Lange explains it “the excrement from the crop yet to be found in the body.”

FN#17 - Leviticus 1:17. The Sam, 15 MSS, and all the versions supply the conjunction, which must of course be understood.

02 Chapter 2 
Verses 1-16
B.—OBLATIONS (MEAT-OFFERINGS)
Leviticus 2:1-16
1And when any [a soul,[FN1]] will offer a meat-offering [an offering of an oblation[FN2]] unto the Lord, his offering shall be of fine flour; and he shall pour oil upon it, and put frankincense thereon:[FN3] 2and he shall bring it to Aaron’s sons the priests: and he shall take thereout his handful of the flour thereof, and of the oil thereof, with[FN4] all the frankincense thereof; and the priest shall burn the memorial of it upon the altar, to be an offering made by fire, of a sweet savour unto the Lord: 3and the remnant of the meat-offering [oblation2] shall be Aaron’s and his sons’: it is a thing most holy of the offerings of the Lord made by fire.

4And if thou bring an oblation of a meat-offering [an offering of an oblation2] baken in the oven, it shall be unleavened cakes of fine flour mingled with oil, or unleavened wafers anointed with oil 5 And if thy oblation be a meat-offering [offering be an oblation2] baken in a pan, it shall be of fine flour unleavened, mingled 6 with oil. Thou shalt[FN5] part it in pieces, and pour oil thereon: it[FN6] is a meat-offering7[an oblation2]. And if thy oblation be a meat-offering [offering be an oblation2] baken in the frying-pan [boiled in the pot[FN7]], it shall be made of fine flour with oil 8 And thou shalt bring the meat-offering [oblation2] that is made of these things unto the Lord: and when it is presented unto the priest, he shall bring[FN8] it unto the altar 9 And the priest shall take from the meat-offering [oblation2] a memorial thereof, and shall burn it upon the altar: it is an offering made by fire, of a sweet savour unto the Lord 10 And that which is left of the meat-offering [oblation2] shall be Aaron’s and his sons’: it is a thing most holy of the offerings of the Lord made 11 by fire. No meat-offering [oblation2], which ye shall bring unto the Lord, shall be made with leaven: for ye shall burn no leaven, nor any honey, in any offering of the Lord made by fire 12 As for the oblation [As an[FN9]offering2] of the first-fruits, ye shall offer them unto the Lord: but they shall not be burnt on the altar for a sweet savour 13 And every oblation of thy meat-offering [offering of thy oblation2] shalt thou season with salt; neither shalt thou suffer the salt of the covenant of thy God to be lacking from thy meat-offering [oblation2]: with all thine offerings thou shalt offer salt 14 And if thou offer a meat-offering [an oblation2] of thy [the] first-fruits unto the Lord, thou shalt offer for the meat-offering [an oblation2] of thy first-fruits, green ears of corn [grain[FN10]] dried [roasted[FN11]] by the fire, even corn15[grain10] beaten out of full ears. And thou shalt put oil upon it, and lay frankincense thereon: it[FN12] is a meat-offering [an oblation2]. 16And the priest shall burn the memorial of it, part of the beaten corn [grain10] thereof, and part of the oil thereof, with all the frankincense thereof: it is an offering made by fire unto the Lord.

TEXTUAL AND GRAMMATICAL
Leviticus 2:1. נֶפֶשׁ.—As this word is generally rendered a soul in the A. V, especially in the similar places, Leviticus 4:2; Leviticus 5:1-2; Leviticus 5:4; Leviticus 5:15; Leviticus 5:17; Leviticus 6:2, etc, it seems better to preserve as far as may he uniformity of translation.

Leviticus 2:1. The words here translated in the A. V. meat-offering are the same as those rendered in Leviticus 2:4 an oblation of a meat-offering. In this technical language of the law it is certainly desirable to preserve a strict consistency of translation, even if it must sometimes cause an appearance of tautology. The word קָרְבָּן will therefore be rendered throughout offering; gift might be in itself considered a better translation; but as it is already rendered offering twenty-nine times in Leviticus, and almost universally (with only two exceptions) in Numbers, less change is required to make that translation uniform. On the other hand מִנְהָה is already always in Lev. meat-offering in the A. V, and generally so in Num.; but the sense of meat has so generally changed since that version was made, that the term had better be replaced. In this book therefore it will be always rendered oblation, as it is in the Vulg. very frequently oblatio.
Leviticus 2:1. The Sam. and LXX. add oblation Esther, i. e, this is the law of the oblation.

Leviticus 2:2. With: for a similar construction of עַל, see Exodus 12:8.

Leviticus 2:6. פָּתוֹת; on this use of the Infin. abs. comp. Exodus 13:3; Exodus 20:8.

Leviticus 2:6. The ancient form הוא is here changed in ten MSS. and in the Sam. to the later היא.

Leviticus 2:7. מַרְחֶשֶׁת, derived (Gesenius, Fuerst) from רָחַשׁ, to boil up, and interpreted by Maimonides, Knobel, Keil and others of a pot or kettle for boiling;—“a deep vessel suitable for boiling flour and other substances thoroughly.” Kalisch.

Leviticus 2:8. “נגשׁ in Hiph. is here used as the enhanced, second power of קרב in Hiph. as in Jeremiah 30:21.” Lange.

Leviticus 2:12. The A. V. is singularly unfortunate; this clause plainly refers to the leaven and honey of Leviticus 2:11.

Leviticus 2:14. Corn is in this country so generally understood of maize that it seems better to substitute the more general word.

Leviticus 2:14. Dried does not sufficiently give the sense of קָלוּי=roasted.
Leviticus 2:15. Eighteen MSS. and the Sam here again, as in Leviticus 2:6, read היא.

EXEGETICAL AND CRITICAL
The oblation, or meat-offering, naturally follows next after the burnt-offering, because it was usually an accompaniment of that offering. That it was invariably so has been often maintained (Outram, Bähr, Kurtz, etc.), and indeed it was always offered, and also a drink-offering, with most of the other sacrifices ( Numbers 15:2-13); but from this chapter with Leviticus 6:14, and with Numbers 5:15, it appears that the oblation might be offered separately, although the reasons given for this by Kalisch need not be admitted. It is also associated with the burnt-offering in the generality of its signification as opposed to the more special offerings which follow. Lange: “It signifies not so much resignation as giving, or a return, in the sense of childlike thankfulness, resignation of the support of life, of the enjoyment of life. Its motive is not through a divine demand as the performance of a duty or a debt, but through an instinctive desire of communion with Jehovah. Hence it is here indeed the soul, נֶפֶשׁ, that brings the sacrifice, not the אָדָם as in the burnt-offering; and in spite of the grammatical equivalence of both expressions, we must not obliterate this distinction.” The word מִנְחָה itself originally means a present with which one seeks to obtain the favor of a superior ( Genesis 32:21-22; Genesis 43:11; Genesis 43:15, etc.); then κατ̓ έξοχήν, what is presented to God, a sacrifice. At first it was used alike of the bloody and the unbloody sacrifice ( Genesis 4:3-4); but under the law it is restricted absolutely to bloodless offerings. The full expression, as in Leviticus 2:1; Leviticus 2:4, is מִנְחָה קָרְבָּן, LXX. δῶρον θνσία, although often either δῶρον or θυσία alone. Besides the kinds of oblation mentioned here, there were others, as the shew-bread and the jealousy-offering. With those enumerated in this chapter salt was always to be used ( Leviticus 2:13) and oil ( Leviticus 2:1; Leviticus 2:4-7; Leviticus 2:15); and with those of flour and grain, incense also ( Leviticus 2:1; Leviticus 2:15).

Only a handful of these oblations was to be burnt upon the altar, the rest being eaten by the priests in “a holy place.” The oblation of unprepared flour or of flour simply mingled with oil ( Leviticus 7:10) was the common property of the priests ( Leviticus 2:3); while that which was cooked belonged to the officiating priest ( Leviticus 7:9-10).

“While the bloody sacrifice is to be purified of its unclean portions, the unbloody sacrifice is to be enriched by the addition of oil, incense and salt; i.e. the enjoyment of life becomes enriched and preserved clean through spirit and through prayer, and especially through the salt of the covenant—through the hard spiritual discipline which keeps pure the divine fellowship. In its nature the “meat-offering” [oblation] is closely related to the salvation (or peace) offering; yet the latter has reference to the enjoyment or desire of uncommon prosperity, while the former relates to the enjoyment of usual and quiet existence. The meat-offering culminates in the shew-bread ( Exodus 25:30; Leviticus 24:5).” Lange. “In all these cases the sacred character of the offering was conveyed not only by the admixture of oil, the type of holiness and sanctification, the addition of frankincense, the emblem of devotion, and the use of salt, the agent of preservation, and therefore called ‘the salt of the covenant;’ but more decidedly still by the rigid prohibition of honey and leaven, representing fermentation and corruption, by the portion devoted to God and burnt in His honor as a ‘memorial’ to bring the worshipper to His gracious remembrance, and lastly by the injunction to leave to the priests the remainder as most holy.” Kalisch.

Three kinds of oblation are here mentioned, the second of which had three varieties: I. Fine flour with frankincense ( Leviticus 2:1-3); II. Cakes or pastry: (a) of unleavened cakes mixed with oil and baked in an oven ( Leviticus 2:4), or (b) of thin cakes, also unleavened, baked and then broken up and oil poured over them ( Leviticus 2:5-6), or (c) of fine flour boiled in oil ( Leviticus 2:7); the directions common to all these varieties occupy Leviticus 2:8-10, while those concerning all oblations are in Leviticus 2:11-13; III. Parched kernels of the first-fruits of grain with frankincense.

I. The first kind of oblation. Leviticus 2:1-3.

Leviticus 2:1. A soul=a person, any one of either sex.

Fine flour—סֹלֶת, a word of uncertain derivation, but clearly meaning fine flour, whether as separated from the bran, or as sifted from the coarser particles. The Syr. here renders puram, and in Genesis 18:6 it is put in apposition with סְאִים קֶמַח. It is probable that this flour was generally of wheat (see Exodus 29:2), and the LXX. always translate it σεμίδαλις. The Vulg. has similia.סֹלֶח does not occur in connection with the jealousy-oblation of barley, Numbers 5:15.

Put frankincense thereto.—The incense was not mixed with the flour and oil, but so added that it might be wholly removed with the “handful” which was taken to be burned with the incense upon the altar. Frankincense was “a costly, sweet-smelling, pale yellow resin, the milky exudation of a shrub, used for sacred fumigations” (Fuerst), and also for purposes of royal luxury ( Song of Solomon 3:6). It is considered to have been a product of Southwestern Arabia. Its use in the oblations presented with the animal sacrifices must have been important. Maimonides (More Neboch, lib. III, c46): Elegitque ad eam thus, propter bonitatem odoris fumi ipsius in illis locis, ubi fœtor est ex carnibus combustis.
Leviticus 2:2. And he shall take.—The A. V. like the Heb. leaves the antecedent of the pronoun somewhat uncertain; but the Targ. Onkelos and the Vulg. are undoubtedly right in referring it to the priest, see Leviticus 6:15, and comp. also Leviticus 5:12. The transfer of the handful from the offerer to the priest who was to burn it would have been inconvenient.

Handful.—Plainly what the hand could hold, and not, as the Rabbins have it, with the thumb and little finger closed, leaving three fingers open.

Memorial.—אַזְכָרָה, applied only to that part of the oblation which was burnt upon the altar ( Leviticus 2:9; Leviticus 2:16; Leviticus 6:15), to the corresponding part of the sin-offering of flour ( Leviticus 5:12), of the jealousy-offering ( Numbers 5:26), and also to the frankincense placed upon the shew-bread ( Leviticus 24:7), which last was also burnt upon the altar. The LXX. render by μνημόσυνον, and the figurative application of that word to the prayers and alms of Cornelius ( Acts 10:4) throws light upon the significance of the oblation.

An offering made by fire, of a sweet savour unto the Lord.—The same expression as is applied to the burnt-offering, Leviticus 1:9; Leviticus 1:13; Leviticus 1:17.

Leviticus 2:3. And the remnant,etc.—So far as the offerer was concerned, the oblation was as wholly given to the Lord as the burnt-offering; nothing of it was restored to him. There was a difference in the method by which it was given: the burnt-offering was wholly burned except the skin, which was given to the priest; the oblation had only an handful burned, together with all the incense, and the bulk of it was consumed by the priests.

A thing most holy.—קֹדִשׁ קָדָשִׁים, lit. holy of holies. This term is applied to all sacrificial gifts which were wholly devoted to God, yet of which a part was given to Him by being given to His priests. It is not applied to the burnt-offerings, nor to the priestly oblations ( Leviticus 6:19-23), nor to any other sacrifices which were wholly consumed upon the altar. All sacrifices were holy, and the phrase most holy is not to mark those to which it is applied as holier than the others; but is used only in regard to those which, having been wholly devoted, might possibly be perverted to other uses. Thus it is used of the oblations ( Leviticus 2:3; Leviticus 2:10; Leviticus 6:17; Leviticus 10:12) of such of the sin and trespass-offerings as were not burned without the camp ( Leviticus 6:25; Leviticus 6:29; Leviticus 7:1; Leviticus 7:6; Leviticus 10:17; Leviticus 14:13; Numbers 18:9), and of the shew-bread ( Leviticus 24:9). Its use is similar when applied to other things than sacrifices; thus, Exodus 40:10, it is used of the altar in contradistinction to the tabernacle which is called holy ( Leviticus 2:9), because the altar was thus to be guarded from the touch of the people, while there was no danger in regard to the tabernacle proper, since they were forbidden to enter it at all (comp. Exodus 29:37); so the term is applied to the sacred incense ( Exodus 30:36), and to all objects devoted by vow, whether man or beast or field ( Leviticus 27:28). The parts of all “most holy” sacrifices which were not placed upon the altar must be eaten by the priests themselves in “a holy place” ( Leviticus 6:26; Leviticus 7:6; Leviticus 10:17, etc.); and this “holy place”—not the sanctuary itself—is more particularly described ( Leviticus 6:26) as “in the court of the tabernacle of the congregation,” and “beside the altar” ( Leviticus 10:12). Whereas the priests’ portion of other sacrifices might be eaten with their families in any “clean place” ( Leviticus 10:14).

II. The second kind of oblation. Leviticus 2:4-13.

This included several varieties of cakes or pastry all prepared from fine flour and with oil, but without frankincense.

(a) The first variety, Leviticus 2:4.

Leviticus 2:4. Baken in the oven.—תַּנּוּר is an oven of any kind, but must here mean a portable oven, or rather a large earthen pot or jar, such as is still in use in the East for baking cakes, such as is mentioned in Leviticus 11:35 as capable of being broken; this was heated by a fire inside.

Cakes.—חַלּוֹת from חָלַל =to be perforated. A thick kind of cake pierced with holes after the fashion of our bakers’ biscuit. These were mixed up with oil before baking.

Wafers—from רָקַק= to beat or spread out thin, This denotes a kind of cake well described by wafer. It is often cooked by the Arabs on the outside of the same vessel in which the חַלּוֹת are baked at the same time. The oil was applied to these after they were baked.

(b) The second variety, Leviticus 2:5-6.

Leviticus 2:5. In a pan.—ַעל־הַמַּחֲבַת. Authorities differ as to whether this is to be understood as in the text of the A. V. of a frying-pan, or as in the margin of a flat plate. The LXX. render τήγανον which seems to be equally perpetuated in the iron frying-pans of the Cabyles of Africa, and the earthen plates of the Bedouins of the East, both being called tajen. The distinction of this variety of oblation from the former will be more marked if we may understand it of fried cakes, according to the translation of the A. V. in 1 Chronicles 23:29. This was both to be made up with oil, and to have oil poured on it after it was cooked and broken into pieces.

(c) The third variety, Leviticus 2:7.

Leviticus 2:7. Boiled in a pot.—This is another variety made up with oil and boiled, perhaps also boiled in oil. Lange notes that with each successive advance in the form of the oblation “the addition of the oil seems to rise, as if the varying grade of spiritual life was distinguished by the consecration of life’s enjoyment. (See Keil, Knobel, 363.) But throughout the oil of the Spirit is the peculiar or appropriate vital essence of the offering, especially in the burnt-offering and the thank-offering, and above all in the sacrifice of the priests.”

Directions common to both these varieties of oblation. Leviticus 2:8-10. These scarcely differ from the directions in Leviticus 2:2-3, except in the omission of incense which was not used with the cooked oblation. The הֵרִים מִן in Leviticus 2:9 has the same sense with the קָמַץ מִן of Leviticus 2:2 (comp. Leviticus 3:3 with Leviticus 4:8; Leviticus 4:31; Leviticus 4:35; Leviticus 4:10 with Leviticus 4:31; Leviticus 4:35), and means simply to lift off the part to be burned. It does not denote, as the Rabbins and others assert, any special waving ceremony.

Leviticus 2:11-13. General directions concerning all oblations.

Ye shall burn no leaven, nor any honey.—These were strictly prohibited as offerings to be laid upon the altar, but not for those offered to God by being given to His priests; thus they are allowed in Leviticus 2:12. Leavened bread is also required in the peace-offering to be used as a heave-offering ( Leviticus 7:13-14), and in the Pentecostal loaves to be waved before the Lord ( Leviticus 23:17; Leviticus 23:20), and honey is expressly enumerated among the first-fruits offered under Hezekiah ( 2 Chronicles 31:5). The reason for the exclusion of these from the altar was undoubtedly their fermenting property (for honey was anciently used in the preparation of vinegar, Plin. Nat. Hist. xi15; xxi48); fermentation has ever been recognized “as an apt symbol of the working of corruption in the human heart” (Clark) both in Scripture ( Luke 12:1; 1 Corinthians 5:8; Galatians 5:9), and among the ancients generally (Aul. Gell. Noct. Att. x15), and hence was unsuitable for the altar of Jehovah, although as abundantly shown by Bochart (Hieroz. Ed. Rosen. III, p 394 sq.) continually offered to the heathen deities. Honey was also by the ancient interpreters generally connected with the deliciæ carnis so destructive of the spiritual life. “The leaven signifies an incongruous fellowship with the world, easily becoming contagious, which must be excluded from the priestly fellowship with Jehovah. The honey, on the other hand, signified in contrast with the leaven, the dainty enjoyment of children, or especially infants ( Isaiah 7:15), and was no food for the communion of priestly men with Jehovah.” Lange.

Leviticus 2:12. As an offering.—The sense is plainly that while leaven, i.e. anything made with leaven, and honey might not be burned upon the altar, they were yet allowable as offerings of first-fruits to be consumed by the priests.

Leviticus 2:13. This verse gives directions applicable to all oblations, and in fact to all sacrifices. The salt of the covenant of thy God.—A covenant of salt is a perpetual covenant, Numbers 18:19; 2 Chronicles 13:5; and this expression is said to be still in use among the Arabs at this day. Salt in its unalterable and preserving property is the opposite of leaven and of honey. Its symbolical meaning is therefore plain; the purifying and preserving principle must never be wanting from any offering made in covenant-relation with God.

With all thine offerings.—From the connection of this clause it might, with Knobel, be taken as applicable only to oblations; but as salt was used with all offerings ( Ezekiel 43:24 : Mark 9:49), not only among the Hebrews, but other nations also (Plin. Nat. Hist. xxxi41 insacris ... nulla conficiuntur sine mola salsa), and as on account of this universally recognized usage no other direction is anywhere given about it in the law, it seems better to take the words as a parenthetical clause meant to apply to all offerings of every kind.

III. The third kind of oblation. Leviticus 2:14-16. This kind of oblation is separated from the others probably because it was not like them offered in connection with the bloody sacrifices, but by itself, like the same kind of offering mentioned in Numbers 18:12-13. That offering, however, was obligatory, while this was voluntary. Lange, however, considers that “this direction looks back to Leviticus 2:12, completing it. It is true that the leavened loaves of the first-fruits might not be brought to the sacrificial fire; but it is not on that account to be said that in general the first-fruits were not to be offered. Accordingly the form is now prescribed.” These precepts are of course to be understood of private and voluntary oblations of first-fruits; both the time (on the morrow after the Passover-Sabbath, Leviticus 23:11) and the material (barley—for this only was ripe at that time) of the public and required oblation grain were prescribed.

Leviticus 2:14. Green ears of grain.—Ears freshly gathered of the maturing grain scarcely yet quite ripe. Stalks of wheat with the ears, gathered before they are entirely ripe, roasted by the fire, and the kernels of grain then beaten out, is still a favorite food in the East.

Leviticus 2:15-16. Oil and frankincense were to be added, and the oblation treated as that in Leviticus 2:2-3.

DOCTRINAL AND ETHICAL
I. As the burnt-offerings were of such domestic animals as were used for food, and yet not from every kind of them; so the oblations were of certain kinds of farinaceous food in common use—not indeed of all kinds, but of a sufficient variety to place the material of the offering always within easy reach. Both kinds of offerings, which were entirely voluntary, were thus made easily accessible to the people, and they were taught that the things of the daily life were to be sanctified by offerings to God. As the perfect animal was required for the burnt-offering, so the fine flour was demanded for the oblation; that which is given to God is to be of the best man has.

II. That which is once absolutely given to God may not afterwards be turned aside to any other use. However voluntary the gift, when it has once been stamped “most holy,” it belongs to Him alone. The principle is recognized in the N. T. in the case of Ananias and Sapphira. Yet what is given to God must often, as in the oblation, be largely consumed by those who minister on His behalf, and by secondary instrumentalities generally. This is recognized by St. Paul in 1 Corinthians 9:13-14, and must necessarily be true of the great mass of the gifts in the Christian Church given to God for the upholding and advancement of His kingdom on earth.

III. In the exclusion from the oblation of all ferment and the requirement of the salt of purity and preservation is plainly taught that approach to God must be free from contamination of “the leaven of hypocrisy,” and must have in it both purity and steadfastness.

IV. In the oblation, recognizing as a whole that man gives back to God of that which God has given to him, the use of the oil seems to have a more special significance. As an article of food it meant also what was meant by the fine flour; but inasmuch as oil is constantly in Scripture the emblem of Divine grace given through the Spirit, it was perhaps intended by its use in the oblation to signify also the acknowledgment that spiritual gifts are from God and belong to Him.

V. Much of the ritual of the oblation is applied in the N. T. to Christian duties and affections, sometimes in what is common to this with other offerings, sometimes in what belonged to this alone. Several such passages have already been pointed out; others may be added: Matthew 16:6, Beware of the leaven of the Pharisees and Sadducees: Mark 9:49-50, Every sacrifice shall be salted with salt.….Have salt in yourselves, and have peace one with another; 1 Corinthians 5:7-8; Colossians 4:6, Let your speech be always with grace, seasoned with salt; Hebrews 13:15, through Christ, Let us offer the sacrifice of praise to God continually, that Isaiah, the fruit of our lips giving thanks to His name.

HOMILETICAL AND PRACTICAL
The oblation to God, though unbloody and among the least of the sacrifices, must still be the best of its kind, of fine flour. It must have upon it the oil of an act of the Spirit, and the sweet frankincense of prayer. That it may be truly a gift to God, and acceptable, it is only necessary that a mere handful of it be actually burned upon His altar; the rest is still a gift to Him, although consumed by those who minister in His service. “It is joined with the burnt-offering like blessing with faithful discharge of duty.” Lange.

Every variety of food, fit for the altar, must be sanctified by an oblation. We ever ask: “Give us this day our daily bread,” and receiving it, we are called upon to acknowledge the Giver by giving to Him an offering of that which is His own. Even the leaven and the honey, which, from their fermenting properties, may not go upon the altar, may yet be offered as first-fruits. There is none of God’s gifts which we may use ourselves, with which we may not show our gratitude to the Giver.

In the worship of God “we may not adopt our own inventions, though they may be sweet and delicious as honey to our own palates.… Honey is good in its proper place, and heaven itself is typified by ‘a land flowing with milk and honey’ ( Exodus 3:8; Exodus 13:5); but if God forbids it, we must abstain from it, or we shall not come to that heavenly Canaan.” Wordsworth.

That seasoning of salt, which the apostle requires for our conversation ( Colossians 4:6), may not be wanting from our gifts to God. They are not to be insipid, but having “that freshness and vital briskness which characterizes the Spirit’s presence and work.” Alford.

Of first-fruits especially is an oblation to be brought. Not only should we give to God as He blesses us all along; but especially with each new harvest received from His bounty should a first portion be laid aside for His service.


Footnotes:
FN#1 - Leviticus 2:1. נֶפֶשׁ.—As this word is generally rendered a soul in the A. V, especially in the similar places, Leviticus 4:2; Leviticus 5:1-2; Leviticus 5:4; Leviticus 5:15; Leviticus 5:17; Leviticus 6:2, etc, it seems better to preserve as far as may he uniformity of translation.

FN#2 - Leviticus 2:1. The words here translated in the A. V. meat-offering are the same as those rendered in Leviticus 2:4 an oblation of a meat-offering. In this technical language of the law it is certainly desirable to preserve a strict consistency of translation, even if it must sometimes cause an appearance of tautology. The word קָרְבָּן will therefore be rendered throughout offering; gift might be in itself considered a better translation; but as it is already rendered offering twenty-nine times in Leviticus, and almost universally (with only two exceptions) in Numbers, less change is required to make that translation uniform. On the other hand מִנְהָה is already always in Lev. meat-offering in the A. V, and generally so in Num.; but the sense of meat has so generally changed since that version was made, that the term had better be replaced. In this book therefore it will be always rendered oblation, as it is in the Vulg. very frequently oblatio.
FN#3 - Leviticus 2:1. The Sam. and LXX. add oblation Esther, i. e, this is the law of the oblation.

FN#4 - Leviticus 2:2. With: for a similar construction of עַל, see Exodus 12:8.

FN#5 - Leviticus 2:6. פָּתוֹת; on this use of the Infin. abs. comp. Exodus 13:3; Exodus 20:8.

FN#6 - Leviticus 2:6. The ancient form הוא is here changed in ten MSS. and in the Sam. to the later היא.

FN#7 - Leviticus 2:7. מַרְחֶשֶׁת, derived (Gesenius, Fuerst) from רָחַשׁ, to boil up, and interpreted by Maimonides, Knobel, Keil and others of a pot or kettle for boiling;—“a deep vessel suitable for boiling flour and other substances thoroughly.” Kalisch.

FN#8 - Leviticus 2:8. “נגשׁ in Hiph. is here used as the enhanced, second power of קרב in Hiph. as in Jeremiah 30:21.” Lange.

FN#9 - Leviticus 2:12. The A. V. is singularly unfortunate; this clause plainly refers to the leaven and honey of Leviticus 2:11.

FN#10 - Leviticus 2:14. Corn is in this country so generally understood of maize that it seems better to substitute the more general word.

FN#11 - Leviticus 2:14. Dried does not sufficiently give the sense of קָלוּי=roasted.
FN#12 - Leviticus 2:15. Eighteen MSS. and the Sam here again, as in Leviticus 2:6, read היא.

03 Chapter 3 
Verses 1-17
C.—PEACE-OFFERINGS
Leviticus 3:1-17
1And if his oblation [offering[FN1]] be a sacrifice of peace-offering, if he offer it of the herd; whether it be a male or female, he shall offer it without blemish before the Lord 2 And he shall lay his hand upon the head of his offering, and kill it at the door of the tabernacle of the [om. the[FN2]] congregation: and Aaron’s sons the priests shall sprinkle the blood upon the altar round about 3 And he shall offer of the sacrifice of the peace-offering an offering made by fire unto the Lord; the fat that covereth the inwards, and all the fat that is upon the inwards, 4and the two kidneys, and the fat that is on them, which is by the flanks, and the caul above the liver, with [on[FN3]] the kidneys, it shall he take away 5 And Aaron’s sons[FN4] shall burn it on the altar upon the burnt-sacrifice, which is upon the wood that is on the fire: it is an offering made by fire, of a sweet savour unto the Lord.

6And if his offering for a sacrifice of peace-offering unto the Lord be of the flock; male or female, he shall offer it without blemish 7 If he offer a lamb [sheep[FN5]] for his offering, then shall he offer it before the Lord 8 And he shall lay his hand upon the head of his offering, and kill it before[FN6] the tabernacle of the [om. the2] congregation: and Aaron’s sons shall sprinkle the blood thereof round about upon the altar 9 And he shall offer of the sacrifice of the peace-offering an offering made by fire unto the Lord; the fat thereof, and the whole rump [fat tail[FN7]], it shall he take off hard by the back-bone: and the fat that covereth the inwards, and all the fat that is upon the inwards, 10and the two kidneys, and the fat that is upon them, which is by the flanks, and the caul above the liver, with [on3] the kidneys, it shall he take away 11 And the priest shall burn it upon the altar: it is the food of the offering made by fire[FN8] unto the Lord.

12, And if his offering be a goat, then he shall offer it before the Lord 13 And he shall lay his hand upon the head of it, and kill it before the tabernacle of the [om. the2] congregation: and the sons of Aaron shall sprinkle the blood thereof upon the altar round about 14 And he shall offer thereof his offering, even an offering made by fire unto the Lord; the fat that covereth the inwards, and all the fat that is upon the inwards, 15and the two kidneys, and the fat that is upon them, which is by the flanks, and the caul above the liver, with [on3] the kidneys, it shall he take away 16 And the priest shall burn them upon the altar: it is the food of the offering made by fire for a sweet savour: all the fat is the Lord’s [as food of an offering made by fire for a sweet savour, shall all the fat be the Lord’s[FN9]]. 17It shall be a perpetual statute for your generations throughout all your dwellings, that ye eat neither fat nor blood.

TEXTUAL AND GRAMMATICAL
Leviticus 3:1. קָרְבָּן=offering, as in Leviticus 2.

Leviticus 3:2. See on Leviticus 1:3, Text. Note3.

Leviticus 3:4. ַעל must here be translated on, not with, since the kidneys have just been mentioned.

Leviticus 3:5. The Sam, LXX. and one MS. add the priests. So also the LXX. and one MS. in Leviticus 3:8, and the Sam. and LXX. in Leviticus 3:13.

Leviticus 3:7. כֶּבֶשׂ=כֶּשֶׂב, according to Bochart (Hieroz. I:33), a sheep of intermediate age between the טָלֶה=lamb and the אִַיִל of three years old. It Isaiah, however, often applied to the sheep of one year in which case the age is mentioned, as Leviticus 14:10; Numbers 7:15; Numbers 7:17; Numbers 7:21, etc. In Proverbs 27:26 it is described as yielding wool. In the A. V. the form כֶּבֶשׂ is uniformly rendered lamb, except in Exodus 12:5, while the other form is translated sheep nine times, and lamb four times. There is no ground for this distinction.

Leviticus 3:8. The locality for killing the victim is made more definite by the insertion in one MS. and in the Syr.: “before the Lord at the door of.” The LXX. makes the same insertion in Leviticus 3:13.

Leviticus 3:9. אַלְיָה, according to all interpreters the fat tail of the ovis laticaudata, a variety common in Arabia and Syria, but in modern Palestine said to be the only variety. The tail is described as of rich marrowy fat, of the width of the hind quarters, and often trailing on the ground. The word occurs only in this connection ( Exodus 29:22; Leviticus 7:3; Leviticus 8:25; Leviticus 9:19), and is rendered by all the ancient versions, except the LXX. (ὀσφύς), tail. So also Jos. Ant. iii9, 2.

Leviticus 3:11. The sense is expressed by the addition in 2 MSS. and in the LXX. of the words from Leviticus 1:9; Leviticus 1:13; Leviticus 1:17, רֵיחַ־נִחוֹחַ (=a sweet-smelling savor.)

Leviticus 3:16. The A. V. seems unnecessarily complicated, as there are but two clauses in this verse. After “savour” the Sam, LXX, and some MSS. add “to the Lord.”

EXEGETICAL AND CRITICAL
The peace-offering, like the offerings of the preceding chapters, is spoken of as already in common use, and the law is given for its proper regulation. The offerings of this, as of the previous chapters, were voluntary. The peace-offering differed from the oblation in being animal, and from the burnt-offering in not being wholly consumed, but after a small portion had been burned, and a portion given to the priest, the remainder reverted to the offerer for a sacrificial meal ( Leviticus 7:11-21); a further difference is in that the burnt-offerings were only male, the peace-offerings either male or female; and still further, doves were not allowed in the peace-offerings, because they were too small for the necessary division, and for the sacrificial feast.

The full form זֶבַח שְׁלָמִים used here, is nearly always employed in Leviticus; but the peace-offering is probably intended by the simple וֶכַח of Leviticus 23:37 ( Leviticus 7:16-17 does not, and Leviticus 17:8 may not mean peace-offering), and it certainly is by שְׁלָמִים in Leviticus 9:22. The latter, as the determining word, is frequently used elsewhere alone, as Exodus 20:24; Exodus 32:6; Deuteronomy 27:7; Joshua 8:31, etc. The word is variously derived, and has various shades of signification attached to it: (1) Thank-offering, Gesenius, Fürst, Luther, Rosenmüller, Winer, Bähr, etc,θυσία χαριστηρία, Jos. Ant. iii9, 2; (2) Meat-offering, Zunz; (3) Salvation-offering,σωτήριον, LXX. most frequently (i.e. in the Pent, Joshua,, Judges, Chron, Ezra, Amos), Philo; (4) Peace-offering,size:24 pt">εἰρηνικός, LXX. (in Samuel, Kings, Prov.), Aq, Sym, Theod, Vulg, A. V. The last two senses are very similar; the first seems less appropriate, partly because the strictly thank-offering appears as a special variety of this more general class ( Leviticus 7:11-12); partly because the שְׁלָמִים were offered not only in thanks for benefits received, but also in times of distress and in supplication for the divine help ( Judges 20:26; Judges 21:4; 1 Samuel 13:9; 2 Samuel 24:25). Outram says: Sacrificia salutaria in sacris literis shelamim dicta, ut quæ semper de rebus prosperis fieri solerent, impetratis utique aut impetrandis. Lange brings together the several meanings in the name Heilsopfer, salvation or saving offering “in the common sense of blessing or prosperity-offering.” In English the already accepted peace-offering seems to express sufficiently the same sense, and is therefore retained. The law ( Leviticus 7:12-16) distinguishes three kinds of peace-offerings—thanksgiving, vow and free-will offerings; the only difference in their ritual being in the length of time during which their flesh might be eaten.

The peace-offerings are not called “most holy” like the oblation, but only “holy,” and the priests’ portion might be eaten by their families in any “clean place” ( Leviticus 7:31 with Leviticus 10:14; Leviticus 23:20). The portion which reverted to the offerer to be eaten as a sacrificial feast might be partaken of only by those who were legally “clean” ( Leviticus 7:20-21). The peace-offerings were prescribed on a variety of occasions, and as they were the necessary offerings of sacrificial feasts, and hence of all solemn national rejoicings, they were the most common of all sacrifices. From Numbers 15 it appears that, like the burnt-offering, they were always accompanied by the meat and the drink-offering.—Lange: “The peace-offering refers to prosperity as Jehovah’s free gift in past, present, and future. As regards the past, it is a simple praise and thank-offering (an Eben Ezer, Amos 5:22). In reference to a happy present, it is a contentment, joy, or feast-offering. As it relates to a future to be realized, to an experience of salvation yet to come, to a deliverance or an exhibition of mercy that is prayed for with a vow, it is a votive offering. The prescriptions in regard to the various kinds are different. Here it is said, that the animal to be slain may be either male or female, only it must be without blemish. In Leviticus 7:15 sq. nothing of the praise-offering might be left over until the next day, whereas the vow, or free-will offering might be eaten also on the next day, but not on the third day.” Lange then points out that in the case of those vow, or free-will offerings which were to be burnt-offerings, a male was required, Leviticus 22:19, without blemish. “Even an abnormal formation of the victim, too long or too short legs of the animal [ Leviticus 7:22-23] was enough to make it unsuitable for the vow-offering, but still not for the free-will offering. So every kind of prosperity was to be hallowed to the Lord.”[FN10]
Sacrificial feasts were at least as old as the time of Jacob ( Genesis 31:54), and became common among all nations; but the distinctive name of peace-offering first appears when Moses came down with the law from Mt. Sinai ( Exodus 24:5). The thing signified, however, must have been already familiar to the people, for the word recurs in connection with the idolatrous sacrifice of Aaron when Moses had again gone up into the Mount ( Exodus 32:6).

Two kinds of victims were allowable: of the “herd,” or of the “flock.”

Leviticus 3:1-5. The peace-offering of the herd, i.e. a bullock or a cow.

Leviticus 3:1. The victim both in this and in the other kind ( Leviticus 3:6) might be of either sex. According to Herodotus, this was directly contrary to the Egyptian law, which forbade offering the female in sacrifice: θηλείας οὐ σφι ἔξεστι θύειν ( Leviticus 2:41). As in the case of other offerings, the victim must be “without blemish.” There was ordinarily no restriction of age, although in some special cases yearling lambs are mentioned ( Leviticus 23:19; Numbers 7:17).

Leviticus 3:2. The laying on of the offerer’s hand and the sprinkling of the blood by the priest are the same as in the case of the burnt-offering; hence no signification can be attached to these acts in the one case which will not apply in the other also, except of course in so far as an act of essentially the same meaning might be somewhat modified by its connections.

Leviticus 3:3-4. There were four parts to be burned upon the altar: (1) the fat that covereth the inwards,i.e. the large net, omentum, Joshua 3:9; Joshua 3:2, ἐπίπλους, caul, or adipose membrane found in mammals attached to the stomach and spreading over the bowels, and which in the ruminants abounds with fat; (2) all the fat which is upon the inwards,i.e. the fat attached to the intestines, and which could be peeled off; (3) the two kidneys, and the fat that is on them, which is by the flanks, or loins, i.e. the kidneys and all the fat connected with them; the kidneys are the only thing to be burned except the fat; (4) the smaller net, omentum minus, or caul above the liver, which stretches on one side to the region of the kidneys, hence on the kidneys,עַל = by them, not with them, they having been just before mentioned. The word יֹתֶרֶת occurs only in Ex. (twice) and Lev. (nine times) always in connection with כָּבַד=the liver; it is described as above or upon the liver, and hence is not to be understood, as has often been done, of the liver itself, or of a part of it. These four include all the separable fat in the inside of the animal (and in addition to these was the fat tail in the case of the sheep), so that, Leviticus 3:16, they are called “all the fat,” so also Leviticus 4:8; Leviticus 4:19; Leviticus 4:26; Leviticus 4:31; Leviticus 4:35; Leviticus 7:3.

Leviticus 3:5. Aaron’s sons shall burn.—The burning on the altar, and the sprinkling of the blood ( Leviticus 3:2), being the acts by which the sacrifice was especially offered to God, were always and in all sacrifices the priestly function.

Upon the burnt sacrifice.—This rendering is quite correct, and is in accordance with the ancient versions. The sense given by Knobel “according to” or “in the manner of the burnt-offering” is inadmissible. על may sometimes bear this sense ( Exodus 12:51; Psalm 110:4); but it is rare, and not likely to be the meaning here. As a matter of fact, peace-offerings ordinarily followed especial burnt-offerings, and always the daily burnt-offering, which would so seldom have been entirely consumed when the peace-offering was offered, that the fat might naturally be described as placed upon it.

Leviticus 3:6-16. The peace-offerings of sheep or goats.

The ritual for the second kind of peace-offering is the same as for the first; it is repeated in case the victim should be a sheep ( Leviticus 3:6-11), and in case it should be a goat ( Leviticus 3:12-16). Only in the case of the sheep, on the principle of burning all the separable fat, the tail (see Textual, Leviticus 3:9) must also be laid upon the altar.

Leviticus 3:11. (Comp. Leviticus 3:16.) The food of the offering made by fire unto the Lord.—This is a common expression applied to sacrifices generally (“my bread,” Numbers 28:2; “Bread of God,” ch. Leviticus 21:6; Leviticus 21:8; Leviticus 21:17; Leviticus 21:21-22; Leviticus 22:25); yet especially mentioned only in connection with the peace-offerings. It is used only of the portions of the victim burned upon the altar, and is expressly distinguished from the portion eaten by the priests ( Leviticus 21:22). By a natural figure, the whole victim being food, the part of it given to Jehovah by burning upon the altar is called the food of Jehovah, and shows the communion between Him and the worshipper brought about by the sacrifice. It is not necessary, however, to realize this figure by attributing to the Hebrews the thought—belonging to the later heathen—that God actually required food; such a notion was foreign to their whole theology.

Leviticus 3:16. All the fat—i.e, all that has been enumerated—all the separable fat of the victim.

Leviticus 3:17. Throughout all your dwellings.—This applies to the life in the wilderness when all sacrificial animals slain for food were required to be offered as peace-offerings before the Lord ( Leviticus 17:3-7); whether it applies also to the subsequent life in the land of promise, when this restriction was to be removed ( Deuteronomy 12:15; Deuteronomy 14:22-23; Deuteronomy 15:22-23), has been much debated. In the passages removing that restriction, mention is made only of the blood which must be poured out, and in the Song of Moses ( Deuteronomy 32:14), the “fat of lambs” is especially mentioned among the blessings to be enjoyed.

Ye shall eat neither fat nor blood.—The prohibition of the separable fat (חֶלֶב in contradistinction to the מִשְׁמָן or שֶׁמֶן the fat mixed with the flesh which might be eaten, Nehemiah 8:10) for food springs immediately from the fact that it was especially consecrated to God, and therefore not to be used by man. If we seek the reason of this consecration it is not to be sought on hygienic grounds (Rosenmüller), but rather in its connection with the animal economy. As blood is described as “the life” of the animal, so is the fat a stored-up source of life, drawn upon for sustaining life whenever, in deficiency of food or other exigency, it is required. It thus stands more nearly related in function to the blood, and became naturally the appropriate portion for the altar. Its proper development was also a mark of perfection in the animal. It is further to be borne in mind that the fat was considered the choice portion, and hence the word was figuratively used of excellence ( Genesis 27:28; Genesis 45:18, etc.) and thus the fat, as the best, was reserved for God’s portion. The prohibition is repeated with still stronger emphasis, Leviticus 7:23-25. but with the exception that the fat of animals dying of themselves may be applied to other uses ( Leviticus 3:24). It has always been understood by the Jews that the prohibition respects only the fat of animals that might be offered in sacrifice. Comp. Leviticus 7:23.

Nothing is here said of the disposal of the flesh of the victim, the law of this being given in detail, Leviticus 7:11-36.

DOCTRINAL AND ETHICAL
I. As all vegetable food was sanctified by the oblation, so all animal food was by the peace offering. In the wilderness this was literally carried out by the presenting of all animals fit for sacrifice as offerings, sprinkling their blood and burning their fat upon the altar; later, when in Palestine this became impossible on account of the distances, the idea was kept up in the prohibition of the blood for food. The general principle thus expressed for all time is that God’s gifts to man are to be acknowledged as from Him, and due return made to Him, or otherwise they are profaned.

II. In the expression “Food of the Lord,” although figurative, we recognize the idea of communion between God and Prayer of Manasseh, expressed by a part of the sacrifice burned on the altar, and called by this name, while another part was eaten by the offerer at the sacrificial feast. Similarly the Eucharist is spoken of in 1 Corinthians 10:21 as the “Lord’s table.” In this respect the peace-offering under the old dispensation signified the same thing as the Eucharist under the new—the communion of the devout worshipper with God. It was eminently a feast of love towards God and man; the worshipper communicated with God by feasting on the sacrifice offered to Him, and by the portion eaten by the priests as His representatives, and with man by feasting with his friends on the remainder. It is happily described by Wordsworth as “an Eucharist coupled with an offertory.”

III. All sacrifices were necessarily typical of Christ, and each of them had in this respect its peculiar significance; with the peace-offering He is especially connected by the prophecy of Isaiah ( Isaiah 53:5) “the chastisement of our peace was upon Him,” and by the frequent application of this word to Him and to His sacrifice in the New Testament, ( Romans 5:1; Ephesians 2:14-16; Colossians 1:20, etc.).

HOMILETICAL AND PRACTICAL
“The Peace-offering is the expression of the feeling that man might receive or ask only a pure prosperity from God, and might offer it to Him again.” Lange. In this offering “God, the Master and Judges, was merged in God, the Benefactor and Rescuer” Kalisch. In the feasting of the offerer with his friends upon the flesh of the sacrifice was expressed clearly the idea of communion with God; yet even in this offering, the blood must be sprinkled upon the altar;—in the nearest approach of sinful man to God, there must still be propitiation.

In the peace-offering any sacrificial animal, of either sex, and of any age was allowable; God gives man the largest latitude of choice in the ways of expressing his gratitude. He also sanctifies as a means of communion with Him whatever He has appointed as the means of approaching Him in any way. The Christian may commune with God in work, in prayer, in sacraments, in study of His word.

In this sacrifice the fat was burnt upon the altar, and certain choice parts given to the priests to be eaten with their families; so in our thanksgivings, first let the Giver of all good be recognized, and the best of all be given back to Him; and then let a portion be given also to those who maintain His service, that the main part which remains may be enjoyed by us with a holy joy.

The sacrifice for sin (see Leviticus 4) was limited to that which was prescribed, nothing more was allowed; the peace-offerings might be unlimited in number and in value: so man now may seek forgiveness only in the way God has provided,—he can add nothing to its efficacy; but to the expression of his thankfulness, and to his desire for communion with God, no bounds are set. He may go as far as he can, and his offerings will be looked upon with approbation as “a sweet savor unto the Lord.”

The feast upon the sacrifice of peace-offerings might include all the members of the offerer’s family. Thus was the joyous family feast, like every other human relation and condition, brought by the Levitical law into relation with duties to God, and sanctified by His blessing and by symbolical communion with Him.

A true sacrifice of praise is offered by those who glorify God in their lives. This constitutes the Christian peace-offering of communion with God in its highest form—that of thanksgiving for His inestimable benefits showed forth in a sincere obedience to His commands. Origen.


Footnotes: 
FN#1 - Leviticus 3:1. קָרְבָּן=offering, as in Leviticus 2.

FN#2 - Leviticus 3:2. See on Leviticus 1:3, Text. Note3.

FN#3 - Leviticus 3:4. ַעל must here be translated on, not with, since the kidneys have just been mentioned.

FN#4 - Leviticus 3:5. The Sam, LXX. and one MS. add the priests. So also the LXX. and one MS. in Leviticus 3:8, and the Sam. and LXX. in Leviticus 3:13.

FN#5 - Leviticus 3:7. כֶּבֶשׂ=כֶּשֶׂב, according to Bochart (Hieroz. I:33), a sheep of intermediate age between the טָלֶה=lamb and the אִַיִל of three years old. It Isaiah, however, often applied to the sheep of one year in which case the age is mentioned, as Leviticus 14:10; Numbers 7:15; Numbers 7:17; Numbers 7:21, etc. In Proverbs 27:26 it is described as yielding wool. In the A. V. the form כֶּבֶשׂ is uniformly rendered lamb, except in Exodus 12:5, while the other form is translated sheep nine times, and lamb four times. There is no ground for this distinction.

FN#6 - Leviticus 3:8. The locality for killing the victim is made more definite by the insertion in one MS. and in the Syr.: “before the Lord at the door of.” The LXX. makes the same insertion in Leviticus 3:13.

FN#7 - Leviticus 3:9. אַלְיָה, according to all interpreters the fat tail of the ovis laticaudata, a variety common in Arabia and Syria, but in modern Palestine said to be the only variety. The tail is described as of rich marrowy fat, of the width of the hind quarters, and often trailing on the ground. The word occurs only in this connection ( Exodus 29:22; Leviticus 7:3; Leviticus 8:25; Leviticus 9:19), and is rendered by all the ancient versions, except the LXX. (ὀσφύς), tail. So also Jos. Ant. iii9, 2.

FN#8 - Leviticus 3:11. The sense is expressed by the addition in 2 MSS. and in the LXX. of the words from Leviticus 1:9; Leviticus 1:13; Leviticus 1:17, רֵיחַ־נִחוֹחַ (=a sweet-smelling savor.)

FN#9 - Leviticus 3:16. The A. V. seems unnecessarily complicated, as there are but two clauses in this verse. After “savour” the Sam, LXX, and some MSS. add “to the Lord.”

FN#10 - In regard to the question whether the peace-offering embraces also the supplicatory offering, Lange says: “It is understood that the vows themselves were supplications, from which the accompanying offering might also be called a supplicatory offering; but a peculiar supplicatory offering to strengthen the supplication would have been prejudicial to the freedom of the divine hearing. It shows a fine distinction that the free praise and thank-offerings (Thoda), which were preceded by no vows, were exalted above the vow-offerings and free-will offerings, inasmuch as these latter might be accompanied by a selfish feeling.”

04 Chapter 4 
Verses 1-13
D.—SIN OFFERINGS
Leviticus 4:1 to Leviticus 5:13
1And the Lord, spake unto Moses, saying, 2Speak unto the children of Israel, saying, If a soul shall sin through ignorance [inadvertence[FN1]] against any of the commandments of the Lord concerning things which ought not to be done, and shall do [omit against[FN2]] any of them:

3If the priest that is anointed do sin according to the sin of the people [to the guilt of the people[FN3]]; then let him bring for his sin, which he hath sinned, a young bullock without blemish unto the Lord for a sin offering 4 And he shall bring the bullock unto the door of the tabernacle of the [omit the] congregation before the Lord; and shall lay his hand upon the bullock’s head, and kill the bullock before the Lord 5 And the priest that is anointed[FN4] shall take of the bullock’s blood, and bring it to the tabernacle of the [omit the] congregation: 6and the priest shall dip his finger in the blood, and sprinkle of the blood seven times before the Lord, before the vail of the sanctuary 7 And the priest shall put some of the blood[FN5] upon the horns of the altar of sweet incense before the Lord, which is in the tabernacle of the [omit the] congregation; and shall pour all the [other] blood of the bullock at the bottom of the altar of the burnt offering, which is at the door of the tabernacle of the [omit the] congregation 8 And he shall take off from it all the fat of the bullock for the sin offering; the fat that covereth the[FN6] inwards, and all the fat that is upon the inwards, 9and the two kidneys, and the fat that is upon them, which is by the flanks, and the caul above the liver, with [on[FN7]] the kidneys, it shall hetake away, 10as it was taken off from the bullock of the sacrifice of peace offerings; and the priest shall burn them upon the altar of the burnt offering 11 And the skin of the bullock, and all his flesh, with his head, and with his legs, and his inwards, and his dung, 12even the whole bullock shall Hebrews 8 carry forth without the camp unto a clean place, where the ashes are poured out, and burn him on the wood with fire: where the ashes are poured out shall he be burnt.

13And if the whole congregation[FN9] of Israel sin [err[FN10]] through ignorance [inadvertence1], and the thing be hid[FN11] from the eyes of the assembly,8 and they have done somewhat against any of the commandments of the Lord concerning things which should not be done, and are guilty; 14when the sin, which they have sinned against it, is known, then the congregation shall offer a young bullock[FN12] for the sin [a sin offering[FN13]] and bring him before the[FN14] tabernacle of the [omit the] congregation 15 And the elders of the congregation shall lay their hands upon the head of the bullock before the Lord: and the bullock shall be killed [one shall kill the bullock[FN15]] before the Lord 16 And the priest that is anointed shall bring of the bullock’s blood to the tabernacle of the [omit the] congregation: 17and the priest shall dip his finger in some of the blood, and sprinkle it[FN16] seven times before the Lord even before the vail 18 And he shall put some of the blood upon the horns of the altar[FN17] which is before the Lord, that is in the tabernacle of the [omit the] congregation, and shall pour out all the [other] blood at the bottom of the altar of the burnt offering, which is at the door of the tabernacle of the [omit the] congregation 19 And he shall take all his fat from him, and burn it upon the altar 20 And he shall do with the bullock as he did with the bullock for a [the[FN18]] sin offering, so shall he do with this: and the priest shall make an atonement for them, and it shall be forgiven them 21 And he shall carry forth the bullock without the camp, and burn him as he burned the first bullock: it[FN19] is a sin offering for the congregation.

22When a ruler [prince[FN20]] hath sinned, and done somewhat through ignorance [inadvertence[FN21]] against any of the commandments of the Lord his God concerning 23 things which should not be done, and is guilty; or if [if perhaps[FN22]] his sin, wherein he hath sinned, come to his knowledge; he shall bring his offering, a kid [a buck[FN23]] of the goats, a male without blemish: 24and he shall lay his hand upon the head of the goat, and kill[FN24] it in the place where they kill the burnt offering before the Lord: it is a sin-offering 25 And the priest shall take of the blood of the sin offering with his finger, and put it upon the horns of the altar of burnt offering, and shall pour out[FN25] his blood at the bottom of the altar of burnt offering 26 And he shall burn all his fat upon the altar, as the fat of the sacrifice of peace offerings: and the priest shall make an atonement for him as concerning his sin, and it shall be forgiven him.

27And if any one of the common people [any soul of the people of the land[FN26]] sin through ignorance [inadvertence1] while he doeth somewhat against any of the commandments 28 of the Lord concerning things which ought not to be done, and be guilty; or if [if perhaps20] his sin, which he hath sinned, come to his knowledge: then he shall bring his offering, a kid of the goats [a she-goat[FN27]] a female without blemish, for his sin which he hath sinned 29 And he shall lay his hand upon the head of the sin offering, and slay the sin offering in the place of the burnt offering 30 And the priest shall take of the blood thereof with his finger, and put it upon the horns of the altar of burnt offering, and shall pour out all the [other] blood thereof at the bottom of the altar.[FN28] 31And he shall take away all the fat thereof, as the fat is taken away from off the sacrifice of peace offerings; and the priest shall burn it upon the altar for a sweet savour unto the Lord; and the priest shall make an atonement for him, and it shall be forgiven him.

32And if he bring a lamb [a sheep[FN29]] for a sin offering, he shall bring it a female without blemish 33 And he shall lay his hand upon the head of the sin-offering, and slay it for a sin offering in the place where they kill the burnt offering 34 And the priest shall take of the blood of the sin offering with his finger, and put it upon the horns of the altar of burnt offering, and shall pour out all the [other] blood thereof at the bottom of the altar: 35and he shall take away all the fat thereof, as the fat of the lamb [sheep[FN30]] is taken away from the sacrifice of the peace offerings; and the priest shall burn them upon the altar, according to [upon28] the offerings made by fire unto the Lord: and the priest shall make an atonement for his sin that he hath committed, and it shall be forgiven him.

Genesis 5:1. And if a soul sin, and hear [in that he hear[FN31]] the voice of swearing [adjuration[FN32]], and is a witness, whether he hath seen or known of it; if he do not 2 utter it, then he shall bear his iniquity. Or if[FN33] a soul touch any unclean thing, whether it be a carcase of an unclean beast,[FN34] or a carcase of unclean cattle, or the carcase of unclean creeping things, and if it be hidden from him; he also shall be unclean, and guilty 3 Or if he touch the uncleanness of Prayer of Manasseh, whatsoever uncleanness it be that a man shall be defiled withal, and it be hid from him; when he knoweth of it, then he shall be guilty 4 Or if a soul swear, pronouncing [speaking idly[FN35]] with his lips to do evil, or to do good, whatsoever it be that a man shall pronounce [speak idly32] with an oath, and it be hid from him; when he knoweth of it, then he shall be guilty in one of these 5 And it shall be, when he shall be guilty[FN36] in one of these things, that he shall confess that he hath sinned in that thing: 6and he shall bring his trespass offering [bring for his trespass[FN37]] unto the Lord, for his sin which he hath sinned, a female from the flock, a lamb or a kid of the goats [a sheep 27 or a she-goat[FN38]], for a sin offering; and the priest shall make an atonement for him concerning his sin.

7And if he be not able[FN39] to bring a lamb [sheep27], then he shall bring for his trespass, which he hath committed, two turtledoves, or two young pigeons, unto the Lord; one for a sin offering, and the other for a burnt offering 8 And he shall bring them unto the priest, who shall offer that which is for the sin offering first, and wring [pinch] off his head from his neck, but shall not divide it asunder: 9and he shall sprinkle of the blood of the sin offering upon the side of the altar; and the rest of the blood shall be wrung [pressed[FN40]] out at the bottom of the altar: it is a sin offering.[FN41] 10And he shall offer the second for a burnt offering, according to the manner [ordinance]: and the priest shall make an atonement for him for his sin which he hath sinned, and it shall be forgiven him.

11But if he be not able to bring two turtledoves, or two young pigeons, then he that sinned shall bring for his offering the tenth part of an ephah of fine flour for a sin offering: he shall put no oil upon it, neither shall he put any frankincense thereon: for it is a sin offering 3712 Then shall he bring it to the priest, and the priest shall take his handful of it, even a memorial thereof, and burn it on the altar, according to [upon[FN42]] the offerings made by fire unto the Lord: it is a sin offering 3713 And the priest shall make an atonement for him as touching his sin that he hath sinned in one of these, and it shall be forgiven him: and the remnant shall be the priest’s, as a meat offering [an oblation[FN43]].

TEXTUAL AND GRAMMATICAL
Leviticus 4:2. בִּשְׁגָגָה from שָׁגָא = שָׁגָה = שָׁגַג = to totter to and fro, to wander, to go wrong. It includes not only sinning unawares, through ignorance ( Leviticus 4:13; Leviticus 4:22; Leviticus 4:27; Leviticus 5:17), or carelessness, and want of consideration ( Leviticus 5:1; Leviticus 5:4); but also unintentional sins (like that of manslaughter without malice, Numbers 35:11; Numbers 35:15; Numbers 35:22), and therefore sins arising from human infirmity in contradistinction to intentional and defiant sins—sins “with a high hand”—for which no sacrifice was allowable ( Numbers 15:27-31). The LXX. ἀκουσίως, the Targ. Onk. (also Ben Uz. and Jerus.) בְּשָׁלוּ = through error, so also the Syr. The old Italic has imprudenter. Aquila reads ἐν ἀγνοίᾳ, and it was perhaps by a literal translation of this that the Vulg. came to read per ignorantiam, which has been perpetuated in the A. V.; but in Hellenistic Greek ἀγνοία and ἀγνοήμα. ( Hebrews 9:7) bear rather the sense given above. See Schleus. Lex. in LXX. Through going astray might better express the meaning, except that it does not sufficiently bring out the distinction as in the animus of the sinner.

Leviticus 4:2. מֵאַחַת מֵהֵנָּה. The A. V. has supplied against, as in the former clause, where the construction is the same; but there it is required, and here worse than useless to the sense. It should be omitted as in nearly all the ancient versions. The מִן in both clauses is to be taken partitively.

Leviticus 4:3. לְאַשְׁמַת Prop. inf. const. Kal, and there used as a noun = to bring guilt upon. So most of the ancient versions and the modern expositors generally.

Leviticus 4:5. To anointed the LXX. and Sam. Vers. add whose hand is consecrated. The Sam. text has a similar addition.

Leviticus 4:7. The Sam. and8 MSS. prefix the article to דָּם, while the Sam, 3MSS, and Vulg, omit the bullock.
Leviticus 4:8. עַל־הַקֶּרֶב. This is translated in the A. V. and in the ancient versions as if it were אֵתָ־ה֟ as in Leviticus 3:14. So it must be translated, and such is actually the reading in the Sam. and many MSS.

Leviticus 4:12. The Sam. and LXX. here have the plural. Of course the high-priest did not do this with his own hands, but is said to do that which he caused to be done, according to common usage of all languages.

Leviticus 4:9. On. See Leviticus 3:4, Textual Note3.

Leviticus 4:13. כָּל־עֲדַת (congregation) קָהָל (assembly) the two words used here, and מוֹעֵד Numbers 16:2 and freq. have no difference in signification which can be recognized in translation. They are used in apposition.

Leviticus 4:13. שָׁגָה. In the A. V. sin always in Lev. is the translation of חָטָא. This being the only exception, should be changed.

Leviticus 4:13. נֶעְלַּם has dagesh in the ל here and in Leviticus 5:2; Leviticus 5:4. According to Delitzsch it is an old rule of pointing “that every consonant which followed a syllable terminating with a guttural should be pointed with dagesh, if the guttural was to be read with a quiescent sheva and not with chateph.” Comp. וַיֶּאְסֹּר Genesis 46:29; Exodus 14:6, תַּעְלּיִם (according to some copies) Psalm 10:1.

Leviticus 4:14. The Sam. and LXX. here add the “without blemish” so frequently expressed, and always to be understood.

Leviticus 4:14. לְחַטָּאת. The word is used in both senses—a sin, and a sin-offering. The context requires the latter here. It has no article.

Leviticus 4:14. The LXX. and Vulg. add the door of, which is implied.

Leviticus 4:2. בִּשְׁגָגָה from שָׁגָא = שָׁגָה = שָׁגַג = to totter to and fro, to wander, to go wrong. It includes not only sinning unawares, through ignorance ( Leviticus 4:13; Leviticus 4:22; Leviticus 4:27; Leviticus 5:17), or carelessness, and want of consideration ( Leviticus 5:1; Leviticus 5:4); but also unintentional sins (like that of manslaughter without malice, Numbers 35:11; Numbers 35:15; Numbers 35:22), and therefore sins arising from human infirmity in contradistinction to intentional and defiant sins—sins “with a high hand”—for which no sacrifice was allowable ( Numbers 15:27-31). The LXX. ἀκουσίως, the Targ. Onk. (also Ben Uz. and Jerus.) בְּשָׁלוּ = through error, so also the Syr. The old Italic has imprudenter. Aquila reads ἐν ἀγνοίᾳ, and it was perhaps by a literal translation of this that the Vulg. came to read per ignorantiam, which has been perpetuated in the A. V.; but in Hellenistic Greek ἀγνοία and ἀγνοήμα. ( Hebrews 9:7) bear rather the sense given above. See Schleus. Lex. in LXX. Through going astray might better express the meaning, except that it does not sufficiently bring out the distinction as in the animus of the sinner.

Leviticus 4:15. The subject of שָׁחַט is one of the elders.

Leviticus 4:17. The ellipsis supplied by it in the A. V. is filled out in the Sam, in one MS, and in the Syr, by “of the blood,” comp. Leviticus 4:6. Several other words are filled out in the same version in the following verses from the preceding paragraph.

Leviticus 4:18. The Sam. and LXX. unnecessarily specify “altar of incense.”

Leviticus 4:20. The article of the original should be retained as the reference is to the sin-offering of the high-priest.

Leviticus 4:21. The Sam. and many MSS. have here again the later feminine form הִיא.

Leviticus 4:22. נָשִׂיא. This word variously rendered in the A. V. captain, chief, governor, prince, and ruler, occurs in Lev. only here, but very frequently in Numbers, where it is translated captain in Leviticus 2 (12times), chief in chs 3, 4 (5 times), once ruler, Leviticus 13:2, and prince throughout the rest of the book (42times) as well as throughout Gen. and Josh. In Ex. it occurs four times uniformly translated ruler. In nearly all these places it refers to persons of substantially the same rank, and it would be better therefore that its translation should be uniform. It means literally, an exalted person, and is applied to the head of a tribe, or other large division of the people, whether of Israel or of other nations. Lange interprets it of “the tribe chieftain,” referring to Numbers 3:24. As prince is on the whole the most common rendering of the A. V, and expresses very well the sense, it is retained here.

Leviticus 4:23. The conjunction אוֹ should be rendered if perhaps, Fuerst, Gesenius. The Syr. renders by if, the LXX. καί, Vulg. et postea.
Leviticus 4:23. שָׂעִיר = a Hebrews -goat, generally understood of one older than the עַתּוּד or young Hebrews -goat used in the burnt and peace-offerings (Fuerst, Knobel). It is often rendered kid in the A. V. It is also rendered devil Leviticus 17:7; 2 Chronicles 11:15, where the reference is to the idolatrous worship of the goat, (or goat-like deity) and twice satyr in Isa. ( Leviticus 13:21; Leviticus 34:14). It is the kind of goat used in the sin-offering generally. Bochart supposes it to mean a goat of a peculiar breed; so Keil.

Leviticus 4:24. The Sam. puts the verb in the plural; so also in Leviticus 4:33.

Leviticus 4:25. The LXX. and 4 MSS. have all his blood, as in the other places.

Leviticus 4:27. There seems no occasion here to deviate from the literal translation which is retained so far as “people of the land” is concerned, in Leviticus 20:2; Leviticus 20:4; 2 Kings 11:18-19; 2 Kings 16:15. It was the common name of the whole people as distinguished from the priests (in this case probably from the high-priest) and the rulers.

Leviticus 4:28. שְׂעִירָה is simply the feminine of the word discussed under Leviticus 4:23.

Leviticus 4:28. שְׂעִירָה is simply the feminine of the word discussed under Leviticus 4:23.

Leviticus 4:30. Two MSS, the Sam, and the Syr, unnecessarily add “of burnt-offering.” The Sam. and the LXX. make the same addition at the end of Leviticus 4:34.

Leviticus 4:32. כֶּבֶשׂ = a sheep, see Text. note5 under Leviticus 3:7.

Leviticus 4:35. עַל אִשֵּי. The sense is here as in Leviticus 3:5 upon. These being special offerings, the daily burnt-offering would always have been upon the altar before them, and even if that were already wholly consumed, the expression “upon” it could still be naturally used.

Leviticus 5:1. “Particula ו ante שָֽׁמְעָה hic usurpatur αἰτιολογικῶς, estque vertenda quia, eo quod, ut Genesis 26:12; Deuteronomy 17:16.” Rosenmueller.

Leviticus 5:1. אָלָה. Commentators are generally agreed that this should be translated adjuration. The verb in the Hiph. is translated adjure in 1 Samuel 14:24. See Exeg. Com. The Heb. has no word for adjuration as distinct from swearing. It is expressed in the LXX. by ὁρκισμοῦ.

Leviticus 5:2. The full form would be כִּי אֲשֵׁר; accordingly the Sam. and some MSS. prefix כִּי here and add אֲשֶׁר in Leviticus 5:4
Lev 5:2. See note 1 on Lev 11:2.

Leviticus 5:4. יְבַטֵּא,לְבַטֵּא, speak idly, or ill-advisedly. Comp. βαττολογέω, Matthew 6:7.

Leviticus 5:5. For יֶאְשַּׁם the Sam. and20 MSS. here substitute יֶחֱטָּא.

Leviticus 5:6. אָשָׁם, like חָטָּאת, is used in the sense both of trespass and trespass-offering. The ancient versions leave the question between them open. The Vulg. has simply agat, penitentiam, LXX. οἴσει περὶ ὧν ἐπλημμέλησε κυρίῳ, while the Semitic versions leave the same doubt as the Hebrew. Modern commentators are divided, but the weight of opinion accords with the Exeg. Com. At the end of the verse the Sam. and the LXX. have the fuller form, “and the priest shall make an atonement for him, for his sin which he hath sinned, and it shall be forgiven him.”

Leviticus 5:7. וְאִס־לֹא תַגִּיעָ יָדוֹ lit. If his hand cannot acquire. The sense is well expressed by the A. V.

Leviticus 5:9. יִמָּצֵה the translation of the A. V. wrung might answer here, but as the same word must be translated pressed in Leviticus 1:15, it seems better to preserve uniformity.

Leviticus 5:9; Leviticus 5:11-12. The Sam. and many MSS. have the later feminine form of the pronoun היא.

Lev 5:12. עַל = upon, as Lev 3:5; Lev 4:35.

Leviticus 5:13. Oblation. Comp. Leviticus 2:1, Textual Note2, and Exeg. at beginning of Leviticus 2.

EXEGETICAL AND CRITICAL
The formula by which this chapter is introduced—And the LORD spake unto Moses—answering to Leviticus 1:1-2; Leviticus 5:14; Leviticus 6:1; Leviticus 6:8, etc, marks this passage as a distinct portion of the law. The offerings of chaps1–3, when brought by individuals, were all voluntary, and are recognized as already familiar; but in chaps, 4, 5. sacrifices are appointed (no longer voluntary) for certain offences, and these sacrifices now for the first time receive names from the purposes for which they were commanded—Sin and Trespass offerings. These specialized sacrifices were a creation of the Mosaic law, and are therefore naturally placed after the more general sacrifices of chaps1–3. Lange says also: “The former class of sacrifices refer to innate sinfulness, and in so far forth to the general participation in guilt of the offerer (on which account throughout a כִּפֵּר, a covering of the offerer, takes place); but does not have reference to peculiar personal transgressions to be atoned for by the sin and trespass offerings.” In the present section we have to do only with the sin offering ( Leviticus 4:1 to Leviticus 5:13); yet this and the trespass offering are closely related, and are distinguished only as the sin or the trespass comes into the foreground, so that the line of separation is not always strongly marked, and in particular cases might even be difficult to trace. “Sin is the transgression of the law,” and may involve no further harm, and requires expiation only for its own guilt; while trespass is wrong done to another (whether God or man), and involves not only sacrifice for its sin, but also amends for its harm. With neither were oblations or drink-offerings allowed; and when, in case of extreme poverty, flour was permitted as a sin-offering, it must be without oil or frankincense ( Leviticus 5:11).

Lange takes a somewhat different view of the relation of these two offerings, and consequently of the proper analysis of this whole passage, Leviticus 4:1 to Leviticus 6:7. The substance of his views may be gathered from the headings of his several subdivisions as follows: The Sin offering and the Trespass offering (4–6:7). (a) The Sin-offering and the little Sin and Trespass offering (4–5:13). 1. The Sin offering ( Leviticus 4:1-21). 2. The little Sin offering ( Leviticus 4:22-35). (b) The Trespass offering1. The little Sin and Trespass offering, or the uncleanness of the common people ( Leviticus 5:1-13). 2. The great Trespass offering, or guilt offering ( Leviticus 5:14 to Leviticus 6:7). Accordingly he says: “The following considerations may serve somewhat to disentangle the question how the sections of the sin offering and the trespass offering are to be separated from one another, and whether Leviticus 5:1-13 treats of the sin offering or of the trespass offering. There Isaiah, certainly, no question that all sin is at the same time guilt, a deed which has made itself into an actual state of things which must be atoned for, or has become liable to punishment. And there is also no question that guilt in general is also sin, although as participation in guilt, it may be widely separated from the centre of sinfulness, as far as the disappearing minimum, even until it is said of the guiltless Messiah in Isaiah 53. that He would give his life as a trespass offering—Asham; and from this arises also the possibility that two classes may be formed in which the one emphasizes sin as such, while the other emphasizes more the state of guilt. The state of guilt may be very trifling, as being accessory to a guilty principal, or very evil as an original offence; in all cases it requires a proportionate penance (not expiation) or satisfaction. From the indeterminate character of the antithesis, it also comes that there may be a transitional form between the sin and the trespass offerings—a form of sin offerings which, at the same time, becomes elevated as a trespass offering. There are forms of the predominating participation in guilt, and one such we find in the section Leviticus 5:1-13. On the other hand, in the strict trespass offerings which follow further on, we shall take up all cases in which the offence against the holy places and rights of Jehovah, or in regard to the property of a neighbor, amount to an offence that is a violation of right, which must be atoned for by restitution, punishment and sacrifice.

“In Leviticus 4:3 the sin of the High Priest brings guilt on the people—that Isaiah, the guilt of participation in guilt. Luther translates לְאַשְמִית הָעָםthat he scandalizes the people—a conception not very different from our own—viz.: that he brings upon them liability of penalty and punishment. So it is also with the congregation of Israel: it becomes guilty through its sin ( Leviticus 4:13). So also with the noble ( Leviticus 4:22). So too, at last, with the common Israelite ( Leviticus 4:27). Ought now the section Leviticus 5:1-13 to be (as Knobel) only an example to illustrate the foregoing transaction in the case of the sin offering of the common Israelite? Leviticus 5:6 says: And he shall bring his trespass offering unto the lord for his sin.” [This is probably the key to the whole view of Lange. If, however, אָשָׁם be here considered as standing not for trespass offering, but for trespass (see Text. note 34 on verse6), the view before given seems preferable.] “It is true that both Leviticus 5:11-12 repeat the statement that his offering is a sin offering. But according to the context, the meaning of this is that this sacrifice must be treated entirely after the analogy of the sin offering. No incense nor oil are to be added to this sacrifice. The same rule is applied to the great trespass offerings that follow, Leviticus 5:14 sq. The first instance, Leviticus 5:1, has peculiarly the character of participation in guilt. The properly guilty person in this case is the blasphemer; the participation in guilt comes from a soul hearing the curse and not cleansing itself from defilement by giving information. The view of the Heidelberg Catechism, that “by silence and looking on one may become a participant in such fearful sins,” appears here. So the touching a corpse is set with the unclean states of men by its natural connection, and the rash swearing, by traditional and common custom. That which is spoken of in the special greater crimes, as they are raised into a class by themselves by the introduction in Leviticus 5:14, is the gross violation of the law. Here, then, rightly appear the actions in which a man is guilty against Jehovah, i.e, against His holy things or His law. The fraud of which the sinner has at last become conscious must be atoned for in most cases by a restitution which was increased by one-fifth of the whole amount. But legal restitution alone was not enough; it must be preceded (without mentioning the trespass offering elsewhere prescribed) by a costly sacrifice of a ram worth two shekels. As religious atonement was of little value alone, when social restitution was directed, so also restitution, as a supplementary payment, was of little worth without religious atonement.

“Now, on the one hand, we must not mistake the fact that the section Leviticus 5:14 sq. draws a distinction between those faults which at the same time have become debts or relate to customs (mostly legal transgressions of right, as violations of the rights of property), and the purely religious faults in which throughout (with the exception of the case in Leviticus 5:17-19) the sinner has only to deal with God. and so far the newer division must be considered right, as in Knobel and Keil (and so also in Kurtz and others). But, on the other hand, it must not be overlooked that the subject has already been about the offering of the Asham in the section v 1 sq. [?], and this is in favor of the older opinion which may be found in the headings of Stier’s translation. There is also no question that to reduce the whole guilt-idea to legal transgressions will obscure very much the guilt-idea in the present case, as when Knobel wishes to leave out of consideration the passage Isaiah 53:10, when he says “אָשָׁם can be no actual trespass offering.” According to Knobel, the Asham arises from the rights of neighbors. But here evidently it arises from the rights of Jehovah, which Keil also emphasizes, and Knobel states indirectly. But we should rather say that it arises from the absolute right which is considered to be under Jehovah’s protection, in heaven and earth, and which has been completely confused with the guilt-idea itself in the theology of the day, in which justice in its many forms is travestied by “Good disposition” (the substantive and the adjective are allowed to evaporate into the adverb). It would have been better to have found the key to the conception of guilt in Isaiah 53. For just as the guilt of a sinner can extend over a community, so also the exculpation wrought by the Redeemer. The אָשָׁם expresses that man has become guilty, liable to punishment, towards Jehovah or towards his fellow-man; and the emphasis lies so strongly on the liability to punishment that the same word denotes at the same time satisfaction; and conversely, the Hiphil means not merely to give satisfaction, but also to bring over others the ban of guilt as a penalty. As concerns the varying distinction between the respective sections, we must especially notice that one must proceed from the distinction between the universal guilt idea and the conception of a legal fault, falling into the theocratic judicial sphere. If this difference be held to, we can certainly establish the newer division; for in the ritual of sacrifice the distinction between the sin and trespass offerings is not to be mistaken. Knobel has stated this difference accurately, p 394 sq. It is properly made prominent that the trespass-offering—as a religious offence makes the forgiveness of God necessary—may also be a sin-offering, so that it is frequently cited as a sin-offering “The trespass-offering, it may then be said, was always available only for the single Israelite, and was the same for all; while the sin-offering served also for the whole people, and varied according to the standing of the sinner in the Theocracy; the trespass-offering consisted always of sheep, while in the sin-offering all sacrificial animals were allowed; the trespass-offering must be worth a definite price, and was not modified, in the case of those who were unable to offer it, to a pair of doves or a meat-offering, as was the sin-offering; in the trespass-offering, as in the burnt-offering and thank-offering, the blood was sprinkled on the side of the altar of burnt offering ( Leviticus 7:2); in the sin-offering, on the other hand, departing from the custom in all other sacrifices, it was brought before God ( Leviticus 4:5); the flesh in the trespass-offering always belonged to the priest ( Leviticus 7:6), while in the more especial sin-offerings it was burned.” Then the distinction of the occasions may be expressed as follows: 1) Dishonesty against the revenues of the priests, as against the holy things of Jehovah2) Dishonesty in the due fidelity towards a neighbor (in a trust, in a deposit, in property found). 3) Dishonestuse of authority over a maid betrothed to another man ( Leviticus 19:20). 4) Defrauding in regard to the preference of the daughters of Israel over heathen women ( Ezra 10:19). Besides these, the Violation of the Ark of the Covenant by the Philistines ( 1 Samuel 6:3); imperilling the congregation by the contagious leprosy ( Leviticus 14:12); Defilement of the Nazarite, as weakening the inviolability of his vow ( Numbers 6:12). “According to these examples the trespass-offering is distinguished from the sin-offering in the following manner: it arises from the right of a neighbor, and rests upon a violation of this right.” But Jehovah too claims satisfaction, “since He has fixed the rights of those pertaining to Him.” Or also the right simply claims satisfaction: a particular instance is the case of a guilty person who has gone astray, through oversight or heedlessness, in a way that is known to no one but himself; who afterwards has an uneasy conscience, and then feels himself burdened by his misdeed, and becomes conscious of his guilt ( Leviticus 5:17-18). Otherwise indeed, he would be unable to atone, for instance, for his false oath. With the former division one could with propriety reverse the designations, and term the sin-offering the trespass-offering, and the trespass-offering for the most part the sin-offering, the offering for real and ideal transgressions of right. In this confusion of ideas the manifold differences are not too prominent as they are cited in Knobel, p396, Keil, p. (53) 316, Winer (Schuld und Sündopfer) and others. If we go back briefly to the ideal distinctions: sin, as sin, is indeed guilt, κατ’ ἐξοχήν, the particular evil deed; guilt, as such on the contrary, is the entire effect of sin in its cosmic sphere from the bad conscience even to death, to Sheol, to Hell. Guilt, as such, falls within the circle of evil, although the axiom “guilt is the greatest of evils” refers to sin. The sinfulness in guilt is the temptation to further sinfulness; it has, however, also a natural influence, according to which it reacts upon sin. See the article “Schuld” in Herzog’s Realencyclopädie. Guilt rests in the legal effect, there must be satisfaction for it; in the ethical effect, evil conscience, false position towards God, temptation to new sin; in the social effect, it lies as a burden upon the sphere of life that surrounds the sinner, whether he be high or low; in the generic effect, it is visited upon the children of the fathers, and becomes a universal might, a cosmic evil. Sin is solitary, guilt is common (“forgive us our trespasses”). It is obvious that sin in all cases is originally guilt; but guilt in distinction from sin Isaiah, in many cases, only participation in sin—accessoriness. Even in the section of the great trespass-offering, the force of participation in guilt may not be entirely wanting, for the severity of the Levitical relations, the temptations which adhered to the church goods and lands, to property, come into consideration. Under the law the ignorant man is touched on all sides, and is thus constituted in some measure a sinner, an accessory through greater sinners who made the law necessary. Sin is like a stone cast into a lake; guilt like the wave-circles which go out from it, the circumference of that evil centre. Sin, in its consequences, is ideally an infinitum, enmity against God; guilt, in itself considered, is a self-consuming finitum, so far as it is not changed into a curse by its constant reciprocity with sin. Sin can only be done away through the reconciliation of person to person; it requires repentance. Guilt is to be done away by means of atonement (voluntary penance, not expiation), personal or vicarious restitution; for, on the one hand, this of course is preliminary to the completed reconciliation, and, on the other hand, that breaks the way for expiation. See the history of Jacob: the vision of the heavenly ladder preceded the wrestling at the Jabbok. Keil says somewhat differently: “As in the sin-offering the idea of expiation or atonement for sin, indicated in the sprinkling of blood, comes forward, so in the trespass-offering we find the idea of satisfaction for the purpose of restoring the violated rightful order.”

In what follows, the views previously presented will be followed, since the rendering of אָשָׁם by trespass rather than by trespass-offering in Leviticus 5:6 renders it unnecessary to enter upon much of the nice distinctions here drawn by Lange, and enables us clearly to separate the sections of the sin and the trespass-offering.

Lange continues: “ Leviticus 4:1. Sin, חטָּאת, as missing, is in Leviticus more particularly missing in regard to the holy fellowship with the holy God through transgression of His command or violation of the reverence due Him. It must, as debt, be paid for by punishment. It makes the sinner unclean, so that he cannot appear in God’s fellowship, and hence uncleanness is a symbolic representation of sin, and the unclean needs, when cleansed, a sin-offering for a token and sign of his cleanness. It is understood that the sin offering that was introduced into the law by Moses preceded the given law; and so it is easily to be supposed that voluntary sin-offerings from compulsion of conscience most probably must be as old as the sacrifice in general, as certainly in the Passover the force of the sin offering may be plainly recognized.”—[Lange must mean that the more general sacrifices of old often included within them the idea of the sin offering, as they did of every other sacrifice; but the specialized sin offering itself, as already pointed out, is not mentioned before Exodus 29:14, nor is there any evidence that it was used or known at an earlier date.]—”On the extra-theocratic sin offering see Knobel, p386. But it is not correct to see with Knobel in the death of the sacrificial animal an actual satisfactio vicaria of the sinner, or to find in the death of the animal the expression that the offerer had already deserved death. In regard to the first point, the sacrificial animal furnishes only in the symbolical sense what the offerer ought to furnish personally, but cannot. And as to the second point, the death-punishment, in the peace-offering, it is self-evident, that the reference could not be to the punishment of death, and also in the sin-offering the difference between the Cherem” [חֶרֶם=a curse, a thing devoted to destruction] “and the propitiation through the sacrifice must be considered. That the divine Justice should have punished an inadvertence, בִּשְׁנָנָה, with death is an overstraining of the confession (with which the sacrificer appeared before God), that by this oversight or going astray he had entered the paths of death,[FN44] as this idea indeed belongs to pardonable sin. Otherwise an arbitrary distinction would have to be drawn between sin with uplifted hand, and sin from inadvertence, under which head must be understood not only sins of ignorance and precipitation, but also natural weakness and heedlessness. The turning point of these sins lay in contrition. But the sacrificer could in reality hardly satisfy the theocratic order by his sacrifice; on the religious side his sacrifice was thus a confession of his inability to satisfy, an appeal for mercy; and hence the sacrifice became a typical prophetic movement towards the future satisfaction.”

The sins for which sin offerings were to be presented were offences against the Divine law much more in its moral than in its ceremonial aspect. Great offences against civil society, such as involuntary manslaughter ( Numbers 35:10-15; Deuteronomy 19:1-10), did not come within the scope of these sacrifices; and minor breaches of the ceremonial law, such as uncleanness from contact with the dead bodies of animals ( Leviticus 11:24; Leviticus 11:28) or men ( Numbers 19:11; Numbers 19:19-20), were otherwise provided for. The sin offering had relation much more to the individual conscience than to the theocratic state or the peculiar Hebrew polity. In Numbers 15:29 its privileges are expressly extended to the “stranger.” But it was not allowed to be offered in cases where no true penitence could be supposed to exist, and it was therefore not permitted in the case of presumptuous or defiant sins ( Numbers 15:30-31).

The idea of vicarious satisfaction necessarily appears more clearly in this specialized offering for sin than in other sacrifices which were either more general in their character, or specialized for other purposes. (The word חַטָּאת occurs several times in Genesis in the sense of sin, but never in the sense of sin offering, before Exodus 29:14). Hence, in view of the intrinsic insufficiency of animal victims to atone for moral offences, this sacrifice was emphatically typical of the true Sacrifice for sin to come. The object of all the divine dealings with man has been his restoration to communion with God by the restoration of his holiness; and the first step to this end was necessarily the putting away of his sin. Under the old dispensation, therefore, the typical sin offering was the culmination of its whole system, presented in the most emphatic form on the great day of atonement (chap16); just as under the new dispensation the culmination of Christ’s work for the redemption of His people was His atoning sacrifice of Himself upon the Cross of Calvary.

Unlike the preceding sacrifices, the victim in the sin offering varied according to the offender’s rank in the theocracy. The ground of this is to be sought in the conspicuousness of the offence, not at all in its grossness. Here, as elsewhere, there was no correlation between the value of the victim and the magnitude of the sin. Every sin, great or small, of the same class of persons was expiated by the same means; a victim of higher value was only required in consequence of official responsibility and position, and the consequently greater strain which offences brought upon the theocracy. There was no such gradation in the Trespass offering, which was related more to the harm done than to the sin committed. Four grades are prescribed: for the sin—(1) of the high-priest ( Leviticus 4:3-12); (2) of the whole congregation ( Leviticus 4:13-21); (3) of a prince ( Leviticus 4:22-26); (4) of any of the people of the land ( Leviticus 4:27-35). After this follows an enumeration of special sins for which confession should be made and sin offerings offered ( Leviticus 5:1-6), with the allowance of inferior offerings in case of poverty ( Leviticus 4:7-13).

Leviticus 4:1-2. The general condition of the sin offering.

Leviticus 4:2. Speak unto the children of Israel.—It is always to be remembered that these laws are given to a people already in covenant relation to God, and the essential point of that covenant was the promise of the final victory over sin in the person of “the seed of the woman.” The laws given until He should come are therefore necessarily based upon His coming, and look forward to Him.

Any of the commandments.—מִכֹּל in a partitive sense. At the close of this verse must be understood some such clause as he shall bring an offering for his sin. The actual apodosis of the verse is the whole following chapter, and not Leviticus 4:3, which relates only to the high-priest.

Leviticus 4:3-12. The sin offering of the high-priest. Lange here says: “It must be noticed that the high-priest could become the most guilty of all, which the haughtiness of the hierarchy never thought of enough; that the whole congregation was rated as one personality equal in rank to him; that the prince was only considered slightly greater than the common man (the difference is he goats, she goats, or an ewe); and that for the poor, in the section Leviticus 5:1-13, there were two more peculiar modifications.”

Leviticus 4:3. The priest that is anointed.—LXX.: ἀρχιερεύς, כַּהֲנָא רַבִּא = high-priest, Targums. The high-priest is so called by reason of the peculiar authority by which he alone was consecrated to his office ( Exodus 29:7; Leviticus 8:12). The anointing of all the priests was indeed expressly commanded ( Exodus 28:41; Exodus 40:15), and is recognized as having taken place Leviticus 7:36; Leviticus 10:7; Numbers 3:3; yet in the account of the consecration, chap, 8, no other anointing of the common priests is mentioned than that Moses sprinkled both them and Aaron with “the anointing oil” and the blood from the altar. According to the best Jewish authorities, however, the priests were anointed with the finger upon the forehead. Outram places the distinction in the fact that each successive high-priest was personally anointed, while the others were only anointed once for all in the persons of Aaron’s immediate sons. Whatever may be the truth in regard to these things, the high-priest is evidently regarded in a peculiar sense as anointed, and is generally designated in Lev. ( Leviticus 4:5; Leviticus 4:16; Leviticus 6:22; Leviticus 16:32) as the anointed priest. He is also called the הַכֹּהֵן הַגָּדוֹל= great priest ( Leviticus 21:10; Numbers 35:25; Numbers 35:28 bis: Joshua 20:6), and in later times the head or chief priest ( 2 Kings 25:18; 2 Chronicles 19:11), or simply the priest, κατ’ ἐξοχὴν ( 1 Kings 2:35, etc.).

Do sin.—Origen (Horn. II. in Lev. § 1) observes that inadvertence is not specified in the case of the high-priest. It must, of course, be supposed in view of the general principles on which sacrifices were allowed at all; but it probably was not written in the law that the infirmity of the high-priest might not be made too prominent.

To the guilt of the people,לְּאַשְׁמַת הָעָם—i.e, to bring upon the people the guilt of his own transgression. It is an undue restriction of the sense of these words to limit them to the sins committed by the high-priest in his official capacity. Such sins, of course, did bring guilt upon the people ( Leviticus 10:17; Malachi 2:7-8); but over and above this, nothing can be clearer in history, both under the old covenant and in the world at large, than that God had so constituted men with a federal as well as individual relation, that the sins of the head, whether of the nation, the community, or the family, entail suffering upon its members. The high-priest as the head of the theocracy could not sin, but that the whole body of Israel should feel its effects. The distinction may indeed be made between natural and moral consequences, between earthly and future punishments; still the two things are so intimately connected, a debasing of the moral sense of the community is so much the effect of the unfaithfulness of its head that the spiritual condition of the Israelites, following the general law, was largely affected by that of their high-priest, so that his sins did indeed “bring guilt upon the people.”

A young bullock without blemish.—The high-priest’s sin offering was the same as that of the whole congregation ( Leviticus 4:14), not merely because of the conspicuousness of his position and of the gravity of sin in one who should be the leader to all holiness; but especially (see Leviticus 4:3) because of his representative character and his federal headship mentioned above. According to Jewish tradition, if the bullock of the high-priest and the bullock of the congregation stood together ready for sin offerings, the former had the preference in every way. There was a careful gradation of the victims for the sin offering: the high priest and the whole congregation offered a male—a young bullock; the prince offered also a male, but of the goats ( Leviticus 4:23); the people offered a female of either the goats ( Leviticus 4:28) or the sheep ( Leviticus 4:32). There was also a corresponding gradation, but with fewer steps, in the ritual in regard to the blood, and also in the disposition of the flesh. See below.

Leviticus 4:4. The presentation, laying on of hands, and slaughtering, were the same ( Leviticus 4:14-15; Leviticus 4:23-24), as in the case of other sacrifices ( Leviticus 1:3-5).

Leviticus 4:5-7. And the priest that is anointed shall take.—At the point of the treatment of the blood the difference between the ritual of the sin offerings and the other sacrifices begins, and this treatment differs somewhat in the several sin offerings themselves. In this case, the high-priest, who was himself the offerer, brought some of the blood to the tabernacle of the congregation; afterwards the person officiating is designated simply the priest. From this it has been argued that, as the high-priest was the one whose sin was to be atoned for, the service was here taken up on his behalf by another priest; but there is precisely the same change at the same point in the following offering for the whole congregation ( Leviticus 4:16-17), and the high-priest certainly officiated throughout on the great day of atonement (chap16); moreover, the fact of his offering the sin offering for himself as well as for the people is established by Hebrews 5:3.

Leviticus 4:6. Sprinkle of the blood.—The word הִזָּה is different from זָרַק used for sprinkle in chaps1,3in view of the much smaller quantity of blood used here. It is difficult to express this in English translation, though the difference is observed in the LXX. and Vulg.

Seven times.—The seven-fold sprinkling of blood is frequently commanded ( Leviticus 4:17; Leviticus 16:17; Leviticus 16:19; Numbers 19:4) always in connection with sin offering, or ( Leviticus 14:7; Leviticus 14:27) with the purification of leprosy. In consecrations, too, there was a seven-fold sprinkling of oil ( Leviticus 8:11; Leviticus 14:16), and frequently the number seven is designated for the victims in sacrifice ( Leviticus 23:18; Numbers 23:1; Numbers 23:4; Numbers 23:14; Numbers 23:29; Numbers 28:11; Numbers 28:19; Numbers 28:27; Numbers 29:2; Numbers 29:8; Numbers 29:13; Numbers 29:36). The same number also appears in many other particulars connected with the divine service, and has always been considered as symbolical of completeness and perfection. The number is so frequent in the divine word, as well as in the ordering of nature, that it must be thought to have its foundation in some unfathomable heavenly relations. Its use in connection with the sin offering is plainly to give emphasis to the typical completeness of the propitiation.

Before the veil of the sanctuary.—There is a variety of opinion as to precisely where the blood was sprinkled. The LXX: κατὰ τὸ καταπέτασμα, and the Vulg.: contra velum, seem to have supposed it was upon the veil itself. It is more probable that the high-priest, dipping his finger in the blood at the entrance of the sanctuary, sprinkled it before him towards the veil as he advanced to the altar of incense. The object was plainly the presenting of the blood before Jehovah, the manifestation of whose presence was on the ark just within the veil. “The objective point was not the veil, but the ark of the covenant.” Lange.

Leviticus 4:7. Upon the horns of the altar of sweet incense—the golden altar which stood immediately before the veil. It was only in the case of the sin-offerings for the high-priest and for the whole people ( Leviticus 4:18) that the blood was brought to this altar—doubtless on account of the especial gravity of the sins to be atoned for; in case of the other sin offerings the blood was put on the horns of the altar of burnt-offering, ( Leviticus 4:25; Leviticus 4:30; Leviticus 4:34) which stood in the court without. It was to be put in either case upon the horns of the altar because in these the significance of the altar culminated, and in the sin offering, as has already appeared, and will still more fully appear, the utmost emphasis was to be given to every part of the ritual of propitiation.

Shall pour all the blood.—But very little of the blood had thus far been used; the remainder—all the blood—was to be poured out at the foot of the altar of burnt-offering, the place to which all blood of the sacrifices not otherwise required was to be brought; it had no sacrificial significance. During the life in the wilderness the blood of the comparatively small number of sacrifices was here absorbed by the earth; later, in the temple conduits were arranged by which it was carried off into the valley of the Kedron.

Leviticus 4:8-10. The fat of the sin offering was to be treated in the same way as that of the peace offering, only that it is not said that it shall be burned “upon the burnt offering” since when both were offered the sin offering came first ( Leviticus 16:11; Leviticus 16:15; Leviticus 16:24); neither is the burning of the fat described as “an offering made by fire, of a sweet savor unto the Lord.”

Leviticus 4:11-12. The disposition of the rest of the victim, i.e, of the whole animal except the blood and the fat, was the same in the sin offering of the high-priest and of the whole congregation ( Leviticus 4:20-21). The difference in the treatment of the flesh of these from that of other sin offerings is determined by the treatment of the blood ( Leviticus 6:30). When the blood had been brought within the sanctuary, the flesh must be wholly burned; yet not burned as a sacrifice, the word שָׂרַף being never used in that sense.

Without the camp.—No flesh of a sin-offering might be burned upon the altar, because the nature of the offering was purely propitiatory, and it did not admit of being so used as to be called “the food of the offering made by fire unto the Lord” (see on Leviticus 3:11). It is described as “most holy” ( Leviticus 6:25), and unlike the flesh of any other sacrifice, affected everything with which it came in contact ( Leviticus 6:26-28); whatever it touched must either be destroyed or specially purified. This was the law for all sin-offerings, and a further law comes into play in regard to those sacrifices (that of the high-priest and that of the whole congregation) whose blood was brought within the sanctuary ( Leviticus 6:30). Their flesh was strictly forbidden to be eaten; and it remained that it must be destroyed in some other way. Hence the command that it should be “burned without the camp.” Yet this was not a mere convenience, resorted to because there was nothing else to be done with it. The burning without the camp had a deep symbolical teaching of sufficient prominence to be referred to in Hebrews 13:11-12, and applied to Christ. The ground of the law seems to be that the flesh of all sin offerings was in a peculiar sense “holy”—devoted, under the ban—because they were for the propitiation for sin; yet a gradation was to be observed between them in this as in other respects. Their blood had been offered before the Lord, but when the blood had been offered in a more peculiar and emphatic way by bringing it within the sanctuary itself; a corresponding emphasis must mark the treatment of the flesh by carrying it forth to burn without the camp. The red heifer, whose ashes were to be used for purification, ( Numbers 19) was to be burned in the same way. The sinfulness of sin and the importance and sacredness of everything connected with its propitiation were thus set before the people in the strongest light.

Unto a clean place—not carelessly anywhere, lest it might happen to be to an “unclean place” ( Leviticus 14:40); but where the ashes are poured out, which was not merely “clean,” but being used only in connection with sacred things, had itself acquired a certain sacred association. The word שָׂרַף, as already noted, indicates that the burning itself was not sacrificial. The same word is used for the burning of the red heifer, Numbers 19:5. No especial sin offering is provided for the ordinary priest. It was the spirit of the law to have as little as possible of the caste relation about the priests, and in all matters in which they were not necessarily separated by their official functions, to treat them as ordinary citizens. Their sin-offering was doubtless the same with that of “any one of the people of the land.”

Leviticus 4:13-21. The sin-offering of the whole congregation.

If the whole congregation of Israel sin.—Prominent among the ways in which a whole congregation might sin are these: The civil ruler might do that which involved the nation in sin, and brought down punishment upon it, as in Saul’s slaughter of the Gibeonites, or David’s numbering of the people; a single individual by an act which caused a breach of the divine commands given to the whole people, might bring sin upon them all, as in the case of Achan, Joshua 7:1; or the people generally might commit some special sin, as in 1 Samuel 14:32, or fall into some habitual neglect of the divine commands, as in regard to the Sabbatical year ( 2 Chronicles 36:21), and the neglect of tithes and offerings for which they are so frequently reproved by the later prophets.

Through inadvertence.—There were two kinds of such sin: first, inadvertence of conduct, where the sinfulness of the act would be acknowledged when attention was called to it; and secondly, inadvertence of the law, when the act would not be known to be sinful until the law had been explained. In either case there would be no consciousness or intention of sin, and the thing would be hid from the eyes of the assembly.
And are guilty.—Every transgression of the divine law brought guilt, whether through a faulty heedlessness of conduct, or a criminal ignorance of the law which had been given. This principle is abundantly recognized in the New Testament.

Leviticus 4:14-21. The ritual of the sin offering for the whole congregation is the same as that for the high-priest. The victim prescribed here is a bullock; in Numbers 15:24 a kid in addition is required for sins of inadvertence of the congregation. Either the law was modified, which seems unlikely, or else the two requirements have reference to some distinction in the occasion or character of the sin, such as in one case sins of omission, in the other of commission. There was also another and very peculiar sin-offering for the congregation prescribed on the especial occasion of the great day of atonement ( Leviticus 16:5). The high-priest’s sin offering is there unchanged; but that for the people is highly altered in view of the especial purpose of the day.

Leviticus 4:15. The elders—since the congregation could only perform the acts required of the offerer by means of their representatives.

Leviticus 4:20. And the priest shall make an atonement for them, and it shall be forgiven them.—This naturally was not said in regard to the high-priest’s own sin offering, but is repeated in connection with those that follow ( Leviticus 4:26; Leviticus 4:31; Leviticus 4:35; Leviticus 5:6; Leviticus 5:10; Leviticus 5:13), and elsewhere in the same connection ( Numbers 15:25; Numbers 15:28); also in connection with the trespass offering ( Leviticus 5:16; Leviticus 5:18; Leviticus 6:7; Leviticus 19:22). It is also used in connection with the purificatory offerings, the change being made from forgiveness to cleansing as the result of the atonement ( Leviticus 12:7-8; Leviticus 14:20; Leviticus 14:53; Numbers 8:21). The use of the simpler form “make atonement for him” in connection with the burnt-offering has already been noticed. The priest in these cases unquestionably acted, and was understood by the people to Acts, in a mediatorial capacity. כִּפֶּר, as noticed under Leviticus 1:4, means literally, to cover, to put out of sight, to hide. What is promised here is of course not that God will cause to be undone the wrong that has been done; but that He will so put it out of His sight that the sinner may stand without fault in His presence. See the various expressions to this effect in the prophets, e. g, Psalm 85:2; Psalm 103:12; Psalm 38:17; Psalm 44:22; Jeremiah 31:34; Ezekiel 18:22; Ezekiel 33:16; Micah 7:18-19, etc. This atonement was thus effectual in removing the guilt of all transgression (other than wilful) against the divine law. Hence the efficacy of the sin-offering could only have been derived from its typical relation to Him who was the Propitiation for the sins of the whole world. ( 1 John 2:2).

Leviticus 4:22-26. The sin offering for a Prince.

The ritual in this case differs from that in the previous cases, first in the selection of the victim, which must now be a Hebrews -goat instead of a bullock; and secondly, in that the blood was not presented within the sanctuary, which involved consequently a difference in the disposition of the flesh.

Leviticus 4:24. In the place where they kill the burnt offering—i.e, the burnt-offering “of the flock,” on the north side of the altar, Leviticus 1:11.

Leviticus 4:25. The horns of the altar of burnt offering.—In this and the following cases, as the sin was less extensive in its effects, so the ritual was far more simple. There was no sprinkling of blood before the veil, and the great altar in the court was substituted for the altar of incense within the sanctuary. The fat was burned as before; on the disposition of the flesh, see Leviticus 6:26-29.

Leviticus 4:27-35. The sin offering for one of the people.

In this case the victim is changed to a female, but the ritual remains the same in all respects as in the sin offering of the prince. An option was allowed as to the victim whether it should be of the goats, which seems to have been preferred ( Leviticus 4:28-31), or of the sheep ( Leviticus 4:32-35).

Leviticus 5:1-13. Certain specified sins and the sin-offering for them.

There is a difference of opinion among commentators as to whether this section should be connected with the sin-offerings which precede, or with the trespass offerings which follow. See Lange’s discussion under Leviticus 4:1. The chief argument for the latter is from the use of the word אֲשָׁמוֹ, Leviticus 5:6 (see below), which, however, rightly understood, does not bear out the inference. On the other hand, these verses are distinctly a part of the same divine communication begun Leviticus 4:1, while another begins at Leviticus 5:14; the word sin-offering is expressly used throughout ( Leviticus 5:6-7; Leviticus 5:9; Leviticus 5:11); and the idea of compensation for the harm done, prominent in the trespass offering (especially Leviticus 5:16), only slightly appears ( Leviticus 5:6) in these offerings. They are reckoned with the sin offerings by Knobel and Keil. They may perhaps be considered as somewhat intermediate between the ordinary sin offering and the trespass offering, yet belonging in the category of the former. The sins for which they were to be offered were of a less flagrant character than those of Leviticus 4.

Four particular cases of inadvertent sins are first mentioned, Leviticus 5:1-4 (for Leviticus 5:2-3 are clearly to be distinguished); and then confession ( Leviticus 5:5) and an offering ( Leviticus 5:6-13) is required for each. The normal offering is prescribed in Leviticus 5:6, a substitute allowed in case of poverty, Leviticus 5:7-10, and a further substitute in case of extreme poverty, Leviticus 5:11-13. Only in regard to these substitutes is the ritual given, that for the normal sin offering having been already described in Leviticus 4
Leviticus 5:1. The case here specified is that of a witness put upon oath who withholds testimony as to that which is within his own certain knowledge—וְהוּא עֵד. It is the omission, according to our phraseology, “to tell the whole truth.” It may cover also the case of neglect to testify when a public demand for information has been made with an adjuration; St. Augustine (Quest. in Lev. I.) and Theodoret extend it also to the case of hearing testimony, known to be false, given under oath. The case of giving positive false witness is quite a different one, and is treated in Deuteronomy 19:16-19.

Adjuration.—In the forms of Jewish trial, the witness did not himself utter the oath, or express his assent to it, but was adjured by the magistrate. Comp. Matthew 26:63; 2 Chronicles 18:15.

Whether he hath seen or known.—This covers both the cases of eye-witness and of knowledge derived from any other source.

Bear his iniquity.—Until purged in the way herein provided. The expression is a very common one in the law ( Leviticus 7:18; Leviticus 17:16; Leviticus 19:8; Leviticus 20:17; Leviticus 24:15; Numbers 5:31; Numbers 9:13; Numbers 14:33-34, etc.), and means that he shall endure the punishment of the sin, whether in its natural consequences or in positive inflictions. It is used both with reference to capital sins and also to those which might be expiated by sacrifice. If the sacrifice were not offered, the sinner must bear the consequences of his sin. In this case confession ( Leviticus 5:5) was a necessary condition of the sin-offering; therefore if he do not utter it, for without this there could be no desire to be again at one with God, and hence no place for the offering of sacrifice.

Leviticus 5:2. The second case is that of uncleanness from touching the carcase of any unclean animal, and was a sin of a ceremonial character.

It be hidden from him.—For the uncleanness of this and the following verse simple and speedy forms of purification were provided in case immediate action were taken ( Leviticus 11:24-25; Leviticus 11:28; Leviticus 11:39-40; Leviticus 15:5; Leviticus 15:8; Leviticus 15:21; Numbers 19:22); but if it were neglected or unobserved, the defilement still actually existed, and as the offender was in danger of communicating his own uncleanness to others, and also of constant violation of the precepts of the law, it must be expiated by sacrifice. On the connection between uncleanness and sin, see preliminary note to Leviticus 11.

Leviticus 5:3. Or if he touch the uncleanness of man.—A special case is made of this in order, as everywhere in the law, to emphasize the distinction between man and the lower animals. Thus while observed impurity from contact with the carcase of an unclean animal was removed at even after washing the clothes ( Leviticus 11:24, etc.), and neglected might be expiated by the sin-offering, the impurity from contact with the human dead body continued seven days, and required repeated purifications ( Numbers 19:11-16); and neglected, the offender defiled the tabernacle, and must “be cut off from Israel.” The various kinds of uncleanness in man are detailed in Leviticus 11-15.

When he knoweth of it.—This expression is to be taken in connection with the “it be hidden from him” of Leviticus 5:2. Of course while the defilement was “hidden” there could be no consciousness of guilt, nor of moral sin; yet the transgression of the law was an existing fact, and entailed its consequences. When it was brought to the offender’s knowledge, then he was guilty in the further sense that he was bound to remove the already existing guilt by confession and sacrifice.

Leviticus 5:4. The fourth and last case specified is that of careless or forgotten oaths, not embracing the breach of the third commandment; but the neglect or forgetfulness to perform an oath (such as might be uttered in recklessness or passion).—To do evil, or to do good.—That is to do anything whatever. Comp. Numbers 24:13; Isaiah 41:23.

Leviticus 5:5. And it shall be, when.—A form to introduce the apodosis to each of the previous verses.

He shall confess.—This applies to the particular sins mentioned in the foregoing verses, not to the sin-offering in general. It is also required in the case of the trespass offering, Numbers 5:6-7. According to Jewish tradition a prayer and confession accompanied the laying on of the hand in all offerings. This is a distinct acknowledgment of the particular fault, apparently before presenting the victim.

Leviticus 5:6. Bring for his trespass.—The Hebrew being exactly the same as in the following verse, it seems better to give the same translation. The A. V. has also the same translation in Leviticus 5:15, 25 ( Leviticus 6:6). The phrase is thus parallel to, and in apposition with, for his sin which he hath sinned. The sacrifice for this is expressly called a sin offering in this verse and Leviticus 5:7; Leviticus 5:11-12. By this rendering the sin and the trespass offerings are kept distinct as they were certainly intended to be.

A female from the flock.—The victim and the ritual are precisely the same as in the sin offering for “one of the people of the land,” and probably Leviticus 5:1-4 are intended to apply only to sins committed by them.

Leviticus 5:7-10. The alternative offering of the poor.

As in the case of the voluntary burnt offering ( Leviticus 1:14-17), so in this of the required sin offering, the poor are allowed to bring pigeons or turtledoves.

One for a sin offering, and the other for a burnt offering.—The two together evidently constitute the full sin-offering; but they are called by these names because the treatment of the two birds was different, and each after the analogy of the offering from which it is named. The bird being too small to admit of its parts being disposed of as a sin offering, two were required, one of which was undoubtedly (although this is not expressed) to be eaten by the priest, as is stated in the Mishna, after the fashion of the flesh of the sin offering ( Leviticus 6:26; Leviticus 6:29; Leviticus 7:7); the other was to be burned on the altar like the fat of that sacrifice.

Leviticus 5:8. Pinch off the head.—See under Leviticus 1:15. In this case the head was not to be entirely separated, but pinched off enough to allow the blood to flow and to kill the bird.

Leviticus 5:9. Sprinkle of the blood.—This was not done in the case of the bird for the burnt-offering. It could easily be accomplished by swinging the bleeding bird against the side of the altar.

Pressed out at the bottom.—Where the blood of the other sin offerings was poured. In the burnt offering this blood ( Leviticus 1:15) was pressed out against the side of the altar.

Leviticus 5:10. The ritual of the second bird was to be the same as when birds were offered for a burnt offering ( Leviticus 1:15-17). The two birds together constituted a complete sin offering. From the fact, however, that two were required, it is plain that the part of the offering not required to be consumed upon the altar was still essential to the sacrifice.

Leviticus 5:11-13. The second alternative for the extremely poor.

This was allowed, on account of the absolute necessity of the sin offering, in order to put it within the reach of all. Lange notes that the sins specified in this section are, for the most part, sins arising from the lowness and rudeness of the inferior people: the law seeks to refine them. Still it is to be remembered that this alternative offering was not only for the sins mentioned Leviticus 5:1-13, but for all sins reached by the sin offering. The fact that it was unbloody is not opposed to the general significance of the shedding of blood in connection with the remission of sin ( Hebrews 9:22), since this alternative was altogether of an exceptional character and allowed only in case of necessity. It was also supplemented by the general sin offering on the great day of atonement.

The tenth part of an Ephah.—The Ephah according to Josephus was about Leviticus 1:1-9 bushels; according to the Rabbins, rather less than half that amount. The tenth of an Ephah (called an Omer, Exodus 16:36) was therefore, according to the lower and more probable estimate, very nearly three pints and a half.

He shall put no oil upon it.—The sin-offering of flour was sharply distinguished from the oblation of the same ( Leviticus 2:5) by the absence of the oil and frankincense, just as the other gin offerings were marked by the absence of the oblations. In both cases, the difference indicates that the offerer stood in a different relation toward God, not that of one in communion with Him, but of one seeking atonement for the sin which separated from Him.

Leviticus 5:12. On the “handful” and “memorial” see on Leviticus 2:2.

Leviticus 5:13. In one of these.—As in Leviticus 5:5, one of the sins specified, Leviticus 5:1-4.

As an oblation,i.e. as most holy. Comp. under Leviticus 2:3. The character of the sin offering in its two parts is still preserved in this its humblest form.

DOCTRINAL AND ETHICAL
I. One of the plainest teachings of the sin offering is that everything opposed to the revealed will of God is sin, whether done with the purpose of transgressing it or not. Butler has shown that this is in perfect accordance with the divine law in nature. St. Paul considered himself the chief of sinners, because he “persecuted the Church of God;” yet as he obtained mercy because he did it ignorantly in unbelief ( 1 Timothy 1:13-15), so the sin-offering was provided for those who put themselves in opposition to the divine will without intending to do so. It was on this principle that Jesus could pray for those who nailed Him to the cross: “Father, forgive them for they know not what they do” ( Luke 23:34). The great mass of human sin is incurred not for the sake of sinning, but in heedlessness, or through wrong judgment, or under the impulse of passion. It comes under the head of sins of inadvertence; but, as of old, needs the intervention of the blood of the atonement before the sinner can be restored to communion with God.

II. In the law of the sin offering it appears clearly that under the old dispensation as well as the new the character of the sin was determined by the animus of the sinner. For high-handed and defiant sin no sacrifice was allowable; he who committed this put himself out of the pale of reconciliation. But he who committed sins—which might in themselves be far worse—“through inadvertence” might bring his offering and have “an atonement made for him.” An excellent historical illustration may be found in comparing the stories of the lives of Saul and of David; and the distinction between the two kinds of sin is expressed in the psalm of David ( Leviticus 19:12).

III. In the sin offering the offerer must have already been in a state of mind which led him to desire the forgiveness of his sin, as is shown by his very act of bringing his victim to the priest; he was also ready to confess his sin; yet still the offering was required. By this was taught in outward symbol to the people of the old dispensation what is so clearly proclaimed in the Gospel, that for the forgiveness of sin there must be some propitiation outside and beyond the sinner himself; mere penitence, though an essential prerequisite, cannot alone avail to restore the disturbed relations to God of one who has transgressed His law.

IV. The inherent inefficacy of these sacrifices to atone for sin has been already repeatedly noticed; moreover, this inefficacy was constantly brought to the mind of the worshipper by the repetition of the sin offerings, as is especially noted in regard to the sacrifices of the day of atonement in the Ep. to the Heb. ( Leviticus 9:6-8); still the sin offering is insisted upon in the law with an emphasis greater than belongs to any other sacrifice. Most clearly, therefore, does it point to the “Lamb of God that taketh away the sin of the world.”

V. In the extension of the privileges of the sin-offering in Numbers 15:29 to “the stranger” one of those many intimations is given, scattered everywhere throughout the Old Test, which the Israelites were so slow to understand, that the blessings of forgiveness and of approach to God were intended for all people, and that the narrowness of restriction to the children of Abraham after the flesh was only a temporary provision “because of transgressions” until the promised Seed should come. But even while the restriction continued the stranger in Israel might present his sin offering, and Israel’s priests must make atonement for him.

VI. The sacramental value of the sin offering is happily expressed by Calvin in Leviticus 4:22. “In truth they hold not the first rudiments of the faith who do not recognize that the legal ceremonies were sacraments. But in all sacraments, at least those which are regular in the church, there is a spiritual promise annexed. It follows therefore that forgiveness was truly promised to the Fathers who reconciled themselves to God by the victims offered; not that the slaughter of sheep could expiate sins, but because this was a symbol, certain and impossible to deceive, in which pious souls might rest so that they could dare to appear before God in calm confidence. In fine, as sins are now sacramentally washed away by baptism, so under the law also sacrifices were expiations, although in a different fashion; since baptism sets before us Christ immediately, who was only obscurely shadowed forth under the law. Improperly indeed is that transferred to the signs which belongs to Christ alone, in whom is set forth to us the truth of all spiritual good, and who finally did away sin by His single and perpetual sacrifice. But since the question is not what the sacrifices availed in themselves, let it suffice that they testified of the grace of God of which they were figures.”

VII. The ritual of the sin offering was the most solemn of all the sacrifices, and the blood of this (except in case of the alternative doves) was always to be placed at least on the horns of the altar, while that of the greatest burnt or peace-offering was only sprinkled on its sides; thus the forgiveness of sin is shown to be the most fundamental and necessary part of the whole approach to God.

VIII. No sin offerings, although some of them were “burned without the camp,” were ever wholly burned upon the altar, and the common expression in regard to other sacrifices, “the food of the Lord” is never applied to these. Frankincense and oil were not allowed with the vegetable, nor an oblation with the animal sin offering. The whole ritual was stern and severe, until by the sacrifice itself propitiation had been made. By this symbolism is set forth the attitude of the Infinite in holiness towards sin; and thus is seen what must have been the consequences to the sinner, except for the Propitiation that is in Christ Jesus.

HOMILETICAL AND PRACTICAL
The “exceeding sinfulness of sin” is shown in every possible symbolical way by this offering. It has in it nothing of the oil of gladness, or the fragrance of frankincense; it has nothing of festive joy, or of communion between the worshipper and God. Yet dark as the shadow of sin is hereby shown to be, it appears on all occasions when man comes into the presence of God. The sin offering was presented for “the people, on all the great festivals and days of solemn convocation, on Passover, the Feast of Weeks, and the Feast of Tabernacles, on the Day of Memorial, on the first day of the seventh month, and on the Day of Atonement” (Kalisch) and on many other public occasions. Besides all these, it was offered continually by individuals as the sins of their own lives were brought to their consciousness. So must man’s approach to God ever be with the plea, “Have mercy upon me, a sinner.” Coming in this temper, propitiation is provided for all. There was none so poor but that a sin offering was within his reach. And so the word of the great Propitiation Isaiah, “Him that cometh to me, I will in no wise cast out.” “He is able to save unto the uttermost them that come unto God by Him.”

Yet for high-handed and defiant sin, for sin that sets itself in opposition to the Divine way of salvation, there is no other way of forgiveness, “there remains no more sacrifice.” Comp. Hebrews 10:26.

For the sin of the high-priest a higher victim was commanded, and with a higher ritual, because he “sinned to the guilt of the people.” Only for the sin of the whole people collectively the same offering was required. So it must ever be with those in positions of influence and authority; when they sin, they drag others with them into guiltiness. There is ever a federal, as well as an individual relation between man and God, and though the latter may determine his final condition, yet his individual relation itself is largely affected by his federal.

Sins of omission are regarded as sins equally with those of commission.

No one is so humble that the means of propitiation is not provided for him. Under the law this could only be symbolized by alternative offerings of different degrees, showing forth the freeness under the Gospel of the offer of the waters of life to all that are athirst.


Footnotes: 
FN#1 - Leviticus 4:2. בִּשְׁגָגָה from שָׁגָא = שָׁגָה = שָׁגַג = to totter to and fro, to wander, to go wrong. It includes not only sinning unawares, through ignorance ( Leviticus 4:13; Leviticus 4:22; Leviticus 4:27; Leviticus 5:17), or carelessness, and want of consideration ( Leviticus 5:1; Leviticus 5:4); but also unintentional sins (like that of manslaughter without malice, Numbers 35:11; Numbers 35:15; Numbers 35:22), and therefore sins arising from human infirmity in contradistinction to intentional and defiant sins—sins “with a high hand”—for which no sacrifice was allowable ( Numbers 15:27-31). The LXX. ἀκουσίως, the Targ. Onk. (also Ben Uz. and Jerus.) בְּשָׁלוּ = through error, so also the Syr. The old Italic has imprudenter. Aquila reads ἐν ἀγνοίᾳ, and it was perhaps by a literal translation of this that the Vulg. came to read per ignorantiam, which has been perpetuated in the A. V.; but in Hellenistic Greek ἀγνοία and ἀγνοήμα. ( Hebrews 9:7) bear rather the sense given above. See Schleus. Lex. in LXX. Through going astray might better express the meaning, except that it does not sufficiently bring out the distinction as in the animus of the sinner.

FN#2 - Leviticus 4:2. מֵאַחַת מֵהֵנָּה. The A. V. has supplied against, as in the former clause, where the construction is the same; but there it is required, and here worse than useless to the sense. It should be omitted as in nearly all the ancient versions. The מִן in both clauses is to be taken partitively.

FN#3 - Leviticus 4:3. לְאַשְׁמַת Prop. inf. const. Kal, and there used as a noun = to bring guilt upon. So most of the ancient versions and the modern expositors generally.

FN#4 - Leviticus 4:5. To anointed the LXX. and Sam. Vers. add whose hand is consecrated. The Sam. text has a similar addition.

FN#5 - Leviticus 4:7. The Sam. and8 MSS. prefix the article to דָּם, while the Sam, 3MSS, and Vulg, omit the bullock.
FN#6 - Leviticus 4:8. עַל־הַקֶּרֶב. This is translated in the A. V. and in the ancient versions as if it were אֵתָ־ה֟ as in Leviticus 3:14. So it must be translated, and such is actually the reading in the Sam. and many MSS.

FN#7 - Leviticus 4:9. On. See Leviticus 3:4, Textual Note3.

FN#8 - Leviticus 4:12. The Sam. and LXX. here have the plural. Of course the high-priest did not do this with his own hands, but is said to do that which he caused to be done, according to common usage of all languages.

FN#9 - Leviticus 4:13. כָּל־עֲדַת (congregation) קָהָל (assembly) the two words used here, and מוֹעֵד Numbers 16:2 and freq. have no difference in signification which can be recognized in translation. They are used in apposition.

FN#10 - Leviticus 4:13. שָׁגָה. In the A. V. sin always in Lev. is the translation of חָטָא. This being the only exception, should be changed.

FN#11 - Leviticus 4:13. נֶעְלַּם has dagesh in the ל here and in Leviticus 5:2; Leviticus 5:4. According to Delitzsch it is an old rule of pointing “that every consonant which followed a syllable terminating with a guttural should be pointed with dagesh, if the guttural was to be read with a quiescent sheva and not with chateph.” Comp. וַיֶּאְסֹּר Genesis 46:29; Exodus 14:6, תַּעְלּיִם (according to some copies) Psalm 10:1.

FN#12 - Leviticus 4:14. The Sam. and LXX. here add the “without blemish” so frequently expressed, and always to be understood.

FN#13 - Leviticus 4:14. לְחַטָּאת. The word is used in both senses—a sin, and a sin-offering. The context requires the latter here. It has no article.

FN#14 - Leviticus 4:14. The LXX. and Vulg. add the door of, which is implied.

FN#15 - Leviticus 4:15. The subject of שָׁחַט is one of the elders.

FN#16 - Leviticus 4:17. The ellipsis supplied by it in the A. V. is filled out in the Sam, in one MS, and in the Syr, by “of the blood,” comp. Leviticus 4:6. Several other words are filled out in the same version in the following verses from the preceding paragraph.

FN#17 - Leviticus 4:18. The Sam. and LXX. unnecessarily specify “altar of incense.”

FN#18 - Leviticus 4:20. The article of the original should be retained as the reference is to the sin-offering of the high-priest.

FN#19 - Leviticus 4:21. The Sam. and many MSS. have here again the later feminine form הִיא.

FN#20 - Leviticus 4:22. נָשִׂיא. This word variously rendered in the A. V. captain, chief, governor, prince, and ruler, occurs in Lev. only here, but very frequently in Numbers, where it is translated captain in Leviticus 2 (12times), chief in chs 3, 4 (5 times), once ruler, Leviticus 13:2, and prince throughout the rest of the book (42times) as well as throughout Gen. and Josh. In Ex. it occurs four times uniformly translated ruler. In nearly all these places it refers to persons of substantially the same rank, and it would be better therefore that its translation should be uniform. It means literally, an exalted person, and is applied to the head of a tribe, or other large division of the people, whether of Israel or of other nations. Lange interprets it of “the tribe chieftain,” referring to Numbers 3:24. As prince is on the whole the most common rendering of the A. V, and expresses very well the sense, it is retained here.

FN#21 - Leviticus 4:2. בִּשְׁגָגָה from שָׁגָא = שָׁגָה = שָׁגַג = to totter to and fro, to wander, to go wrong. It includes not only sinning unawares, through ignorance ( Leviticus 4:13; Leviticus 4:22; Leviticus 4:27; Leviticus 5:17), or carelessness, and want of consideration ( Leviticus 5:1; Leviticus 5:4); but also unintentional sins (like that of manslaughter without malice, Numbers 35:11; Numbers 35:15; Numbers 35:22), and therefore sins arising from human infirmity in contradistinction to intentional and defiant sins—sins “with a high hand”—for which no sacrifice was allowable ( Numbers 15:27-31). The LXX. ἀκουσίως, the Targ. Onk. (also Ben Uz. and Jerus.) בְּשָׁלוּ = through error, so also the Syr. The old Italic has imprudenter. Aquila reads ἐν ἀγνοίᾳ, and it was perhaps by a literal translation of this that the Vulg. came to read per ignorantiam, which has been perpetuated in the A. V.; but in Hellenistic Greek ἀγνοία and ἀγνοήμα. ( Hebrews 9:7) bear rather the sense given above. See Schleus. Lex. in LXX. Through going astray might better express the meaning, except that it does not sufficiently bring out the distinction as in the animus of the sinner.

FN#22 - Leviticus 4:23. The conjunction אוֹ should be rendered if perhaps, Fuerst, Gesenius. The Syr. renders by if, the LXX. καί, Vulg. et postea.
FN#23 - Leviticus 4:23. שָׂעִיר = a Hebrews -goat, generally understood of one older than the עַתּוּד or young Hebrews -goat used in the burnt and peace-offerings (Fuerst, Knobel). It is often rendered kid in the A. V. It is also rendered devil Leviticus 17:7; 2 Chronicles 11:15, where the reference is to the idolatrous worship of the goat, (or goat-like deity) and twice satyr in Isa. ( Isaiah 13:21; Isaiah 34:14). It is the kind of goat used in the sin-offering generally. Bochart supposes it to mean a goat of a peculiar breed; so Keil.

FN#24 - Leviticus 4:24. The Sam. puts the verb in the plural; so also in Leviticus 4:33.

FN#25 - Leviticus 4:25. The LXX. and 4 MSS. have all his blood, as in the other places.

FN#26 - Leviticus 4:27. There seems no occasion here to deviate from the literal translation which is retained so far as “people of the land” is concerned, in Leviticus 20:2; Leviticus 20:4; 2 Kings 11:18-19; 2 Kings 16:15. It was the common name of the whole people as distinguished from the priests (in this case probably from the high-priest) and the rulers.

FN#27 - Leviticus 4:28. שְׂעִירָה is simply the feminine of the word discussed under Leviticus 4:23.

FN#28 - Leviticus 4:30. Two MSS, the Sam, and the Syr, unnecessarily add “of burnt-offering.” The Sam. and the LXX. make the same addition at the end of Leviticus 4:34.

FN#29 - Leviticus 4:32. כֶּבֶשׂ = a sheep, see Text. note5 under Leviticus 3:7.

FN#30 - Leviticus 4:35. עַל אִשֵּי. The sense is here as in Leviticus 3:5 upon. These being special offerings, the daily burnt-offering would always have been upon the altar before them, and even if that were already wholly consumed, the expression “upon” it could still be naturally used. FN#31 - Leviticus 5:1. “Particula ו ante שָֽׁמְעָה hic usurpatur αἰτιολογικῶς, estque vertenda quia, eo quod, ut Genesis 26:12; Deuteronomy 17:16.” Rosenmueller.

FN#32 - Leviticus 5:1. אָלָה. Commentators are generally agreed that this should be translated adjuration. The verb in the Hiph. is translated adjure in 1 Samuel 14:24. See Exeg. Com. The Heb. has no word for adjuration as distinct from swearing. It is expressed in the LXX. by ὁρκισμοῦ.

FN#33 - Leviticus 5:2. The full form would be כִּי אֲשֵׁר; accordingly the Sam. and some MSS. prefix כִּי here and add אֲשֶׁר in Leviticus 5:4
FN#34 - Leviticus 5:2. See note 1 on Leviticus 11:2.

FN#35 - Leviticus 5:4. יְבַטֵּא,לְבַטֵּא, speak idly, or ill-advisedly. Comp. βαττολογέω, Matthew 6:7.

FN#36 - Leviticus 5:5. For יֶאְשַּׁם the Sam. and20 MSS. here substitute יֶחֱטָּא.

FN#37 - Leviticus 5:6. אָשָׁם, like חָטָּאת, is used in the sense both of trespass and trespass-offering. The ancient versions leave the question between them open. The Vulg. has simply agat, penitentiam, LXX. οἴσει περὶ ὧν ἐπλημμέλησε κυρίῳ, while the Semitic versions leave the same doubt as the Hebrew. Modern commentators are divided, but the weight of opinion accords with the Exeg. Com. At the end of the verse the Sam. and the LXX. have the fuller form, “and the priest shall make an atonement for him, for his sin which he hath sinned, and it shall be forgiven him.”

FN#38 - Leviticus 5:27. שְׂעִירָה is simply the feminine of the word discussed under Leviticus 5:23.

FN#39 - Leviticus 5:7. וְאִס־לֹא תַגִּיעָ יָדוֹ lit. If his hand cannot acquire. The sense is well expressed by the A. V.

FN#40 - Leviticus 5:9. יִמָּצֵה the translation of the A. V. wrung might answer here, but as the same word must be translated pressed in Leviticus 1:15, it seems better to preserve uniformity.

FN#41 - Leviticus 5:9; Leviticus 5:11-12. The Sam. and many MSS. have the later feminine form of the pronoun היא.

FN#42 - Leviticus 5:12. עַל = upon, as Leviticus 3:5; Leviticus 4:35.

FN#43 - Leviticus 5:13. Oblation. Comp. Leviticus 2:1, Textual Note2, and Exeg. at beginning of Leviticus 2.

FN#44 - “It is also a straining of the text to render the words: “in the day that thou eatest thereof, thou shalt surely die,” as meaning “thou shalt actually die the death.” Religiomoral death realizes itself gradually. Indeed, the principle of death is the germ of death itself.”

05 Chapter 5 

Verse 14
E.—TRESPASS OFFERINGS
Leviticus 5:14 to Leviticus 6:7
Note.—In the division of chapters in the Hebrew Bible this section is rightly all included in Leviticus 5.

14And the Lord spake unto Moses, saying, 15If a soul commit a trespass [do a wrong[FN1]], and sin through ignorance [inadvertence[FN2]] in [taking from[FN3]] the holy things of the Lord; then he shall bring for his trespass unto the Lord a ram without blemish out of the flocks, with [according to[FN4]] thy estimation by shekels of silver, after the shekel of the sanctuary, for a trespass offering; 16and he shall make amends for the harm that he hath done [sin that he hath committed[FN5]] in the holy thing, and shall add the fifth part thereto, and give it unto the priest: and the priest shall make an atonement for him with the ram of the trespass offering, and it shall be forgiven him.

17And if a soul sin, and commit any of these things which are forbidden to be done by the commandments of the Lord; though he wist it not, yet is he guilty, and shall bear his iniquity 18 And he shall bring a ram without blemish out of the flock, with [according to4] thy estimation, for a trespass offering, unto the priest: and the priest shall make an atonement for him concerning his ignorance [inadvertence2] 19wherein he erred and wist it not, and it shall be forgiven him. It is a trespass offering: he hath certainly trespassed against the Lord.

Leviticus 6:1-2.And the Lord spake unto Moses, saying, If a soul sin, and commit a trespass [do a wrong1] against the Lord, and lie unto his neighbour, in that [and deny to his neighbor that[FN6]] which was delivered him to keep, or in fellowship [or a pledge[FN7]] or in [omit in] a thing taken away by violence, or hath deceived [oppressed[FN8]]his neighbour; 3or have found that which was lost, and lieth concerning it [denieth it6] and sweareth falsely: in any of all these that a man doeth, sinning therein: 4then it shall be, because he hath sinned, and is guilty, that he shall restore that which he took violently away, or the thing which he hath deceitfully [oppressively8] gotten, or that which was delivered him to keep, or the lost thing which he found, 5or all that about which he hath sworn falsely; he shall even restore it in the principal, and shall add the fifth part more thereto, and give it unto him to whom it appertaineth, in the day of his trespass offering.[FN9] 6And he shall bring his trespass offering unto the Lord, a ram without blemish out of the flock, with [according to[FN10]] thy estimation, for a trespass offering, unto the priest: 7and the priest shall make an atonement for him before the Lord: and it shall be forgiven him for anything of all that he hath done in trespassing therein.

TEXTUAL AND GRAMMATICAL
Leviticus 5:15. תִמְֹעל מַעַל. The word being different from the אָשָׁם so frequently recurring in this chapter in a technical sense, it is better to change the translation. Otherwise commit a trespass is a sufficiently good translation, as no English word embodies the idea of secrecy or stealth conveyed by the original.

Leviticus 5:15. בִּשְׁגָגָה = through inadvertence. See Note 1 on Leviticus 4:2.

Leviticus 5:15. מִקָּדְשֵׁי יי֞ a constructio prægnans = taking, or diminishing from the holy things.

Leviticus 5:15. בְּעֶרְכְּךָ. The preposition often has the sense given in the A. V. with but according to (as in the next word but one) seems here the better rendering. The evident sense is that the ram was to be of a certain value, and this was to be determined by an estimation. The restitution for the harm done, with its added fifth, is prescribed in the following ver, and does not come into view here. The Sam. text preserves the exact form of the Hebrew, but all the ancient versions, while changing the form of expression, give the sense according to; they also neglect to translate the ךָ = thy.

Leviticus 5:15. בְּעֶרְכְּךָ. The preposition often has the sense given in the A. V. with but according to (as in the next word but one) seems here the better rendering. The evident sense is that the ram was to be of a certain value, and this was to be determined by an estimation. The restitution for the harm done, with its added fifth, is prescribed in the following ver, and does not come into view here. The Sam. text preserves the exact form of the Hebrew, but all the ancient versions, while changing the form of expression, give the sense according to; they also neglect to translate the ךָ = thy.

Leviticus 5:16. This is the only place in Lev. in which חטא is rendered by any other word than sin in the A. V. This should be conformed to the usage. 

Leviticus 6:2. כִּחֵשׁ construed with a double ב of the person and of the thing, = to deny a thing to a person. The word means to lie ( Leviticus 19:11, etc.), but the other rendering expresses more exactly the sense here, and is the more usual.

Leviticus 6:2. אוֹ־בִתְשׂוּמֶת יָד= a thing given in pledge, a pawn, different from the trust just before. The construction is with the same verb, and is sufficiently expressed without the special translation of ב, so that the in of the A. V. may be omitted throughout.

Leviticus 6:2. עָשַׁק lit. to press, to squeeze, hence to oppress. A new verb being hero introduced the construction with the series of ב ends. The derived noun עשֵׁק, Leviticus 6:4, bears the same sense = that which has been oppressively obtained.

Leviticus 6:5. The Heb. word meaning either trespass or trespass offering, the marg. of the A. V. is hardly accurate in writing “Heb. in the day of his trespass.”

EXEGETICAL AND CRITICAL
The general distinction of the trespass from the sin offering has already been pointed out: in the trespass offering the idea of the harm done was more prominent, in the sin offering that of the sin committed. Accordingly the trespass offering was usually accompanied by “amends for the harm”—a fifth (a double tithe) being added as penalty. In case the person against whom the wrong was done was already dead without a kinsman to receive the compensation, the amends and penalty were to be paid to the priest ( Numbers 5:8). The ritual differed in several respects from that of the sin offering: the blood was treated as in the burnt and peace offerings; the only victim here allowed was a ram; there was no gradation either in the victim or the ritual according to the rank of the offender; nor were any alternative offerings allowed in case of poverty. The reason for the last provision results necessarily from the nature of the offering. Elsewhere we find the same trespass offering prescribed for unchastity with a slave ( Leviticus 19:20-22), and in later times offered by those who, on the return from the captivity, had taken strange wives ( Ezra 10:19); the same also (not a “ Hebrews -lamb,” as in the A. V.) is commanded with a some what different ritual on occasion of declaring the cleansing of a leper ( Leviticus 14:12; Leviticus 14:21), and also with a ram of a year old for the victim in case of unintentional defilement by a dead body during a Nazarite vow ( Numbers 6:9-12).

Three cases are specified which demand a trespass offering—the first two having reference more directly to wrong done towards God ( Leviticus 5:15-19), and the third, including several varieties of offence, having reference to wrong done to men ( Leviticus 6:2-7).

Leviticus 5:14. And the LORD spake.—This formula marks a fresh communication and distinctly separates the trespass offering from the sin offering which has occupied the whole of the previous communication from Leviticus 4:1. The whole law of the trespass offering is not, however, contained in this communiction, but only that part of it relating to wrongs done toward God. Wrongs done toward man are the subject of a separate communication ( Leviticus 6:1-7).

Leviticus 5:16-17. The first case of the trespass offering.

Leviticus 5:15. Through inadvertence, as in Leviticus 4:2; Leviticus 4:13; Leviticus 4:22.

In taking from the holy things.—See Textual note3. The holy things were the first-fruits, tithes, or gifts of any kind connected with the service of the sanctuary or the support of its priests, by the withholding of which the Lord is said to suffer loss. The restitution and penalty are mentioned Leviticus 22:14 without mention of this offering, which is presupposed.

A ram.—The invariable trespass offering (except in the special cases Leviticus 14:12; Numbers 6:12) which does not at all appear in the list of victims for the sin offering in Leviticus 4:1 to Leviticus 5:13.

According to thy estimation.—See Textual note4.—The pronoun thy must be considered as used impersonally; or if it be taken personally, then it is addressed to Moses, and of course to any one to whom this duty should afterwards belong in his place.

Shekels.—The Vulg. and many commentators understand the plural to stand for two, as the A. V. has explained the plural in Ezekiel 47:13; others, as Aben- Ezra, Abarbanel, etc, understand it less definitely as meaning at least two shekels. The notion of Oehler (p478) and Keil (in loc.) that the value of the ram was purposely left indefinite, that there might be room to vary it according to the gravity of the trespass, although advocated by Michaelis (Art244), is clearly wrong. It is opposed to the fundamental idea of all sacrifice, which excludes such correlation; and is entirely unnecessary, since the compensation and forfeit ( Leviticus 5:16) were separately required. Moreover, the variation in the value of the ram would be very small in comparison with the variation in trespasses. The text was intended to fix the lowest limit of the value of a ram that could be allowed, and the estimation was for the purpose of determining whether he came up to the standard. “The plural is plainly to be understood as meaning two shekels, or at least two shekels.” Knobel.

Shekel of the Sanctuary.—See Exodus 30:13; Exodus 38:24, etc.
Leviticus 5:16. And he shall make amends.—He shall give the first-fruits or tithes, or whatever he had withheld or taken from sacred dues, or its value. And shall add the fifth part thereto as a penalty or forfeit.—Theodoret here refers to the example of Zaccheus. The justice of such additional payment is everywhere recognized in the Hebrew and all other laws. It is in this, and not in the ram, that the penalty is proportioned to the offence. This having been done, and reparation made, then, with the ram, the priest shall make an atonement.
On the ritual of this sacrifice see Leviticus 7:1-6.

Leviticus 5:17-19. The second case of the trespass offering.

This second case probably differed from the first as sins of commission differ from those of omission. The formula by which the trespass is expressed is substantially the same as in Leviticus 4:22; Leviticus 4:27 in regard to the sin to be expiated by the sin offering. From its connection, and from its being expiated by the trespass offering, it is supposed to include all those transgressions against the theocratic law which could be compensated by money or other payment; yet in this case alone no mention is made of compensation, partly because it was evident from the foregoing that it was required when it could be given, and partly because it included also cases in which pecuniary compensation could not be given, but punishment must be inflicted in some other way. (See Leviticus 19:20.) Lange, however, urges that this omission is a serious difficulty against the view of the trespass offering which has here been given. He considers that the trespass offering relates to participation in guilt in contradistinction to an original offence, and thinks this is indicated by the description of these sins as “sins of ignorance.” He says “these sins of ignorance belong specifically to the category of participation in guilt.” It must be remembered, however, that all sins for which any offering was allowed were “sins of ignorance,” or rather of inadvertence.

Leviticus 6:1-7. The third case of the trespass offering.

From the formula of Leviticus 6:1 this appears as a separate divine communication, on account of the different character of the sins enumerated. All sin is indeed against God, yet those which follow belong to that class of offences against Him which also work harm to men.

The first three verses contain an enumeration of specific wrongs; Leviticus 6:4-5 provide for amends for the harm done with the added penalty; and Leviticus 6:6-7 for atonement by means of the trespass offering. This communication bears the fame relation to the foregoing which Leviticus 5:1-13 bears to chap4.

Leviticus 6:2. If a man deny to his neighbor that which was delivered him.—פִּקָדוֹך is a deposit, a thing entrusted to be kept. The sin in this case would consist either in denying the receiving it at all, or denying that it was received in trust, or refusing to restore it.

A pledge.—This differs from the former in not being simply a trust, but a security, a pawn. It is not separately mentioned in Leviticus 6:4.

Leviticus 6:3. Sweareth falsely.—When he denies that he has found a lost thing, and is put upon his oath, he swears to his lie, עַל־שָׁקֶר. This false swearing refers also to all the wrongs mentioned before, and the guilt of the false oath, added to the wrong done, brings the offence into the category of sins against the Lord.

Leviticus 6:5. In the day of his trespass offering.—The amends for the wrong done was to be made to the person wronged at the same time that the offender sought the divine forgiveness. The penalty for the wrong and the ritual of the offering are the same as in chap5.

In Exodus 22:1-9 a series of wrongs is enumerated much like those here mentioned with the general law that the restitution should be double ( Leviticus 6:4; Leviticus 6:9), while in particular cases it rose to four and five-fold. The distinction between the penalty as given there and here appears to lie in the fact that there the offender was only brought to any restitution by a conviction “before the judges” ( Leviticus 6:9); while here, although it is not distinctly so declared yet, every thing implies that the acknowledgment of the wrong is voluntary. There is no mention of conviction, and the whole connection is with sins of inadvertence or impulse which were afterwards acknowledged, and for which forgiveness was sought by the offender.

DOCTRINAL AND ETHICAL
I. From the law of the trespass offering it is clear that guilt was not removed by the mere act of compensation (with penalty added) for the harm done; nor, on the other hand, could an atonement be offered for that guilt until such compensation had been made. Here are brought, out the two principles which everywhere, under the old and the new dispensation alike, are concerned in the forgiveness of transgression. There must be both the desire, as far as possible, to make amends for the harm done; and there must be also the sacrifice divinely appointed for “the covering” of the sin. Neither of these can avail alone, because both are essential to that state of holiness, that conquest over the evil, by which alone man can be at one with God. The sacrifice of Christ is all-sufficient for the forgiveness of sin; but the sinner can only avail himself of its benefits when, Christ-like, he himself seeks to conquer the evil.

II. Wrong done to man is itself sin against God. It is impossible to separate the command to love God from that of loving our neighbor also. 1 John 3:20-21.

III. In those sins against others for which atonement was provided in the trespass offering, there was the additional sin of a false oath. This was certainly a moral offence—a sin in the full sense of the word. In view of this, it is impossible to look upon the offences for which sacrifices were appointed as mere ceremonial or theocratic offences. They everywhere appear as true sins, moral transgressions, and this is most clearly shown by including the false oath among them.

HOMILETICAL AND PRACTICAL
There is no true repentance for wrong done to man which is not accompanied by restitution—and none for having taken from the things of the Lord, or for having failed to give all that should have been given to Him, except in restoring it in overflowing measure; yet while this may make amends for the harm done, forgiveness of the sin must still be sought through propitiation.

In the trespass offering the ritual of the blood was like that of the burnt or the peace offering—inferior to that of the sin offering. This shows that while wrong must of necessity involve sin, yet it does not, in itself considered, stand on the same footing as sin; the moral element in transgression is always the more important. One cannot indeed really offend against man without also offending against God; yet the offence which has God directly for its objective point must necessarily be more serious, since it involves a deeper tort than that which is directed only against man.

The sin offering was lessened by successive stages for the poor, and the very poor, that it might be brought within the reach of all; for all must have propitiation for sin; but the trespass offering is unvaried, the same for all; because if one cannot make amends for the wrong he has done, it must, be let alone,—an inferior gift cannot set things right.

Wrong, like sin, may be committed through inadvertence. Still it must be atoned for. Good intentions will not repair the wrong.

For sin done “with a high hand,” presumptuously, no sacrifice was provided, because the offender deliberately set himself in opposition to God; but for offences against Prayer of Manasseh, such as those here enumerated, some of which must have been done deliberately, a sacrifice is allowed, because even such intentional wrongs do not constitute the same attitude of opposition to God. They may be done, through passion or covetousness, without reflection upon their moral bearings. Therefore, on repentance, restitution, and propitiation, they may be forgiven.

Origen applies the law of trespass in abstracting from sacred things to the faithfulness required of the Christian minister in regard to gifts for holy uses committed to his trust; and then further to the hearing of God’s word as a sacred gift, for the use of which men are responsible, and for the misuse of which they become guilty.


Footnotes:
FN#1 - Leviticus 5:15. תִמְֹעל מַעַל. The word being different from the אָשָׁם so frequently recurring in this chapter in a technical sense, it is better to change the translation. Otherwise commit a trespass is a sufficiently good translation, as no English word embodies the idea of secrecy or stealth conveyed by the original.

FN#2 - Leviticus 5:15. בִּשְׁגָגָה = through inadvertence. See Note 1 on Leviticus 4:2.

FN#3 - Leviticus 5:15. מִקָּדְשֵׁי יי֞ a constructio prægnans = taking, or diminishing from the holy things.

FN#4 - Leviticus 5:15. בְּעֶרְכְּךָ. The preposition often has the sense given in the A. V. with but according to (as in the next word but one) seems here the better rendering. The evident sense is that the ram was to be of a certain value, and this was to be determined by an estimation. The restitution for the harm done, with its added fifth, is prescribed in the following ver, and does not come into view here. The Sam. text preserves the exact form of the Hebrew, but all the ancient versions, while changing the form of expression, give the sense according to; they also neglect to translate the ךָ = thy.

FN#5 - Leviticus 5:16. This is the only place in Lev. in which חטא is rendered by any other word than sin in the A. V. This should be conformed to the usage.

FN#6 - Chap6. Leviticus 6:2. כִּחֵשׁ construed with a double ב of the person and of the thing, = to deny a thing to a person. The word means to lie ( Leviticus 19:11, etc.), but the other rendering expresses more exactly the sense here, and is the more usual.

FN#7 - Leviticus 6:2. אוֹ־בִתְשׂוּמֶת יָד= a thing given in pledge, a pawn, different from the trust just before. The construction is with the same verb, and is sufficiently expressed without the special translation of ב, so that the in of the A. V. may be omitted throughout.

FN#8 - Leviticus 6:2. עָשַׁק lit. to press, to squeeze, hence to oppress. A new verb being hero introduced the construction with the series of ב ends. The derived noun עשֵׁק, Leviticus 6:4, bears the same sense = that which has been oppressively obtained.

FN#9 - Leviticus 6:5. The Heb. word meaning either trespass or trespass offering, the marg. of the A. V. is hardly accurate in writing “Heb. in the day of his trespass.”

FN#10 - Leviticus 6:15. בְּעֶרְכְּךָ. The preposition often has the sense given in the A. V. with but according to (as in the next word but one) seems here the better rendering. The evident sense is that the ram was to be of a certain value, and this was to be determined by an estimation. The restitution for the harm done, with its added fifth, is prescribed in the following ver, and does not come into view here. The Sam. text preserves the exact form of the Hebrew, but all the ancient versions, while changing the form of expression, give the sense according to; they also neglect to translate the ךָ = thy.

06 Chapter 6 

Verses 8-30
SECOND SECTION
Special Instructions chiefly for the Priests
Leviticus 6:8 to Leviticus 7:38
“Standing Sacrificial Rites and Duties—especially of the Priests.”—Lange

A.—FOR BURNT OFFERINGS
Leviticus 6:8-13
8, 9And the Lord spake unto Moses, saying, Command[FN1] Aaron and his sons, saying, This is the law of the burnt offering: It[FN2] is the burnt offering, because of the burning upon the altar [This, the burnt offering, shall be upon the hearth upon the altar[FN3]] all night unto the morning, and the fire of the altar shall be burning in it 10 And the priest shall put on his[FN4] linen garment, and his linen breeches shall he put[FN5] upon his flesh, and take up the ashes which the fire hath consumed with the burnt offering [ashes to which the fire hath consumed the burnt offering[FN6]] on the altar, 11and he shall put them beside the altar. And he shall put off his garments, and put on other garments, and carry forth the ashes without the camp unto a clean place.[FN7] 12And the fire upon the altar shall be burning in [on] it; it shall not be put out: and the priest shall burn wood on it every morning, and lay the burnt offering in order upon it: and he shall burn thereon the fat of the peace offerings 13 The fire shall ever be burning upon the altar; it shall never go out.

B.—FOR OBLATIONS (MEAT OFFERINGS). Leviticus 6:14-23
14And this is the law of the meat offering [oblation[FN8]]; the sons of Aaron shall offer[FN9] it before the Lord, before the altar 15 And he shall take of it his handful, of the flour of the meat offering [oblation8], and of the oil thereof, and all the frankincense which is upon the meat offering [oblation8], and shall burn it upon the altar for a sweet savour, even the memorial of it, unto the Lord 16 And the remainder thereof shall Aaron and his sons eat: with [om. with] unleavened bread [om. bread] shall it be eaten in the [a] holy place; in the court of the tabernacle of the17[om. the] congregation they shall eat it. It 2 shall not be baken with leaven. I have given it unto them for their portion of my offerings made by fire; it is most holy, as is the sin offering, and as the trespass offering 18 All the males among the children of Aaron shall eat of it. It shall be a statute forever in your generations concerning the offerings of the Lord made by fire: every one that [whatsoever[FN10]] toucheth them shall be holy.

19, 20And the Lord spake unto Moses, saying, This is the offering of Aaron and of his sons, which they shall offer unto the Lord in the day when Hebrews 11is anointed; the tenth part of an ephah of fine flour for[FN12] a meat offering [an oblation8] perpetual, half of it in the morning, and half thereof at night.[FN13] 21In a pan it shall be made with oil; and when it is baken [fried[FN14]], thou shalt bring it in: and the baken[FN15] pieces15 of the meat offering [oblation8] shalt thou offer for a sweet savour unto the Lord 22 And the priest of his sons that is anointed in his stead shall offer it: it is a statute forever unto the Lord; it shall be wholly burnt 23 For every meat-offering [oblation8] for the priest shall be wholly burnt: it shall not be eaten.

C—FOR SIN OFFERINGS. Leviticus 6:24-30
24And the Lord spake unto Moses, saying, 25Speak unto Aaron and to his sons, saying, This is the law of the sin offering: In the place where the burnt offering is killed shall the sin offering be killed before the Lord: it is most holy 26 The priest that offereth it for sin shall eat it: in the [a] holy place shall it be eaten, in the court of the tabernacle of the [om. the] congregation 27 Whatsoever shall touch the flesh thereof shall be holy: and when there is sprinkled of the blood thereof upon any garment, thou[FN16] shalt wash that whereon it was sprinkled in the [a] holy place 28 But the earthen vessel wherein it is sodden shall be broken: and if it be sodden in a brazen pot, it shall be both scoured, and rinsed in water 29 All the males among 30 the priests shall eat thereof: it is most holy. And [But] no sin offering, whereof any of the blood is brought into the tabernacle of the [om. the] congregation to reconcile [make atonement[FN17]] withal in the holy place, shall be eaten: it shall be burnt in the fire.

Footnotes:
FN#1 - Leviticus 6:9. צַו. The Sam. has צוי, a form which occurs in MSS. with the pointing צִַוִּי.

FN#2 - Leviticus 6:9; Leviticus 6:17-18; Leviticus 6:22. הוא. The Sum. and many MSS. have the later form היא indicated by the Masoretic punctuation. This frequent variation will not hereafter be noticed. The conjectural emendation of Houbigant, הוי in the imperative, although expressing the sense, is unnecessary.

FN#3 - Leviticus 6:9. The suggested translation is that given by most critics; of its general correctness there can be no doubt; but the sense of מוֹקְדָה (which occurs only here) may be either that of hearth, or of burning. The masculine form, מוֵֹקד (which is found only Psalm 102:4 (3), and Isaiah 33:14), is translated in both ways in the A. V, but should have only the latter sense. The weight of authority as well as the context make hearth the preferable translation here. Knobel would make הוא the verb to be in the imperative; but this is not sufficiently supported.

FN#4 - Leviticus 6:10. מִדּוֹ. For the suffix on a noun in the constr. Knobel refers to Leviticus 26:42; Exodus 26:25; Jeremiah 9:2 ( Leviticus 8:23); 2 Samuel 22:33, however, reads מדי.

FN#5 - Leviticus 6:10. The Sam. for יִלְבַּשׁ has יִהְיוּ as in Leviticus 16:4, which scarcely affects the sense.

FN#6 - Leviticus 6:10. The propriety of this correction is obvious. Bp. Horsley’s emendation: take up the ashes of the fire which hath consumed—does violence to the Heb.

FN#7 - Leviticus 6:11. The Vulg. has this curious addition: usque ad favillam consumi faciet.
FN#8 - Leviticus 6:14, etc. מִנְחָה= oblation. See Leviticus 2:1, Text. and Gram. Note (2). The Sam. has here “the law of the oblation of the drink offerings,” whence the Vulg.: lex sacrificii et libamentorum.
FN#9 - Leviticus 6:14. הַקְרֵב, Infin. Abs. as in Leviticus 2:6; Exodus 13:3.

FN#10 - Leviticus 6:18. כֹּל אֲשֶׁר might be understood either as every one that, as in the A. V, or as every thing that; but as the latter is the necessary translation of the exactly parallel clause in Leviticus 6:27 (as in the A. V.), it is better to keep it here also.

FN#11 - Leviticus 6:20. The Syr. here has the plural.

FN#12 - Leviticus 6:20. The prep. לְ, not in the Hebrews, is supplied by the Sam. and many MSS.

FN#13 - Leviticus 6:20. The paraphrase of the Sam. בֵּין הָעַרְבַּיִם=between the evenings, expresses the connection of this oblation with the evening sacrifice.

FN#14 - Leviticus 6:21. מֻרְבֶּכֶת a word of very doubtful meaning, but should certainly have the same translation as in Leviticus 7:12, where see note.

FN#15 - Leviticus 6:21. תֻּפִינֵי, a word ἁπ. λέγ. to which different significations are attached according to its supposed derivation. Fürst, deriving it from תּוּף, gives the sense of the A. V. Gesenius also, deriving from אָפָה, gives the sense of cooked. Others derive it from an Arabic root, and give the meaning broken. So Targ. Onk. (which points תּוּפִינֵי) and the Sam.

FN#16 - Leviticus 6:27. עָלֶיהָ תְּכַבֵּם. The sudden change of person, and the feminine suffix in reference to a masculine noun, are both avoided by the Sam. reading עליו יכבם.

FN#17 - Leviticus 6:30. לְכַפֵר. There may be but little difference in the sense of the two renderings; but it is better to retain the same form always. Other instances of variation in the A. V. in Lev. are Leviticus 8:15 and Leviticus 16:20 only.

07 Chapter 7 

Verses 1-38
D.—FOR TRESPASS OFFERINGS. Leviticus 7:1-6
Leviticus 7:1 Likewise [And] this is the law of[FN1] the trespass-offering: it is most holy 2 In the place where they kill the burnt offering shall they kill the trespass offering: and the blood thereof shall Hebrews 2sprinkle round about upon the altar 3 And he shall offer of it all the fat thereof; the rump [the fat tail[FN3]], and the fat that covereth the inwards, 4and the two kidneys, and the fat that is on them, which is by the flanks, and the caul that is above the liver, with [on[FN4]] the kidneys, it shall he take away: 5and the priest shall burn them upon the altar for an offering made by fire unto the Lord; it is a trespass offering 6 Every male among the priests shall eat thereof: it shall be eaten in the [a] holy place: it is most holy.

E.—FOR THE PRIESTS’ PORTION OF THE ABOVE OFFERINGS. Leviticus 7:7-10
7As the sin-offering is, so is the trespass offering: there is one law for them: the priest that maketh atonement therewith shall have it. 8And the priest that offereth any man’s burnt offering, even the priest shall have to himself the skin of the burnt-offering which he hath offered 9 And all the meat-offering [oblation[FN5]] that is baken in the oven, and all that is dressed in the frying-pan [pot[FN6]], and in the pan, 10shall be the priest’s that offereth it. And [But] every meat offering [oblation8] mingled with oil, and dry, shall all the sons of Aaron have, one as much as another.

F.—FOR PEACE OFFERINGS IN THEIR VARIETY. Leviticus 7:11-21
11And this is the law of the sacrifice of peace offerings, which Hebrews 7 shall offer unto the Lord 12 If he offer it for a thanksgiving, then he shall offer with the sacrifice of thanksgiving unleavened cakes mingled with oil, and unleavened wafers anointed with oil, and cakes mingled with oil, of fine flour, fried.[FN8] 13Besides the cakes, he shall offer for his offering leavened bread with the sacrifice of thanksgiving of his peace offerings 14 And of it he shall offer one out of the whole oblation [out of each offering[FN9]] for an heave offering unto the Lord, and it shall be the priest’s that sprinkleth the blood of the peace offerings 15 And the flesh of the sacrifice of his peace offerings for thanksgiving shall be eaten the same day that it is offered; he shall not leave any of it until the morning 16 But if the sacrifice of his offering be a vow, or a voluntary offering, it shall be eaten the same day that he offereth his sacrifice: and on the morrow also the remainder of it shall be eaten: 17but the remainder of the flesh of the sacrifice on the third day shall be burnt with fire 18 And if any of the flesh of the sacrifice of his peace offerings be eaten at all on the third day, it shall not be accepted, neither shall it be imputed unto him that offereth it: it shall be an abomination,[FN10] and the soul that eateth of it shall bear his iniquity 19 And the flesh that toucheth any unclean thing shall not be eaten; it shall be burnt with fire: and as for the flesh, all that be clean shall eat thereof 20 But the soul that eateth of the flesh of the sacrifice of peace offerings that pertain unto the Lord, having his uncleanness upon him, even that soul shall be cut off from his people 21 Moreover the soul that shall touch any unclean thing, as the uncleanness of Prayer of Manasseh, or any unclean beast, or any abominable unclean thing,[FN11] and eat of the flesh of the sacrifice of peace offerings, which pertain unto the Lord, even that soul shall be cut off from his people.

G.—FOR THE FAT AND THE BLOOD. Leviticus 7:22-27
22And the Lord spake unto Moses, saying, 23Speak unto the children of Israel, saying, Ye shall eat no manner of fat, of ox, or of sheep, or of goat 24 And the fat of the beast [carcase[FN12]] that dieth of itself, and the fat of that which is torn with beasts, may be used in any other use: but ye shall in no wise eat of it 25 For whosoever eateth the fat of the beast, of which men offer an offering made by fire unto the Lord, even the soul that eateth it shall be cut off from his people 26 Moreover ye shall eat no manner of blood, whether it be of fowl or of beast, in any of your 27 dwellings. Whatsoever soul it be that eateth any manner of blood, even that soul shall be cut off from his people.

H.—FOR THE PRIESTS’ PORTION OF THE PEACE OFFERINGS. Leviticus 7:28-36
28And the Lord spake unto Moses, saying, 29Speak unto the children of Israel, saying, He that offereth the sacrifice of his peace offerings unto the Lord shall bring his oblation [offering[FN13]] unto the Lord of the sacrifice of his peace offerings 30 His own hands shall bring the offerings of the Lord made by fire, the fat with the breast, it shall he bring, that the breast may be waved for a wave offering before the Lord 31 And the priest shall burn the fat upon the altar: but the breast shall be Aaron’s and his sons’. 32And the right shoulder [leg[FN14]] shall ye give unto the priest for an heave offering of the sacrifices of your peace offerings 33 He among the sons of Aaron, that offereth the blood of the peace offerings, and the fat, shall have the right shoulder [leg30] for his part 34 For the wave-breast and the heave shoulder [leg30] have I taken of the children of Israel from off the sacrifices of their peace offerings, and have given them unto Aaron the priest and unto his sons by a statute for ever from among the children of Israel. This is the portion of the anointing of Aaron, and of the anointing of his sons 35This is the portion[FN15]of Aaron and the portion 31 of his sons], out of the offerings of the Lord made by fire, in the day when he[FN16] presented 36 them to minister unto the Lord in the priest’s office; which the Lord commanded to be given them of the children of Israel, in the day that he anointed them, by a statute forever throughout their generations.

CONCLUSION OF THIS SECTION. Leviticus 7:37-38
37This is the law of the burnt offering, of the meat offering [oblation], and of the sin offering, and of the trespass offering, and of the consecrations, and of the sacrifice 38 of the peace offerings; which the Lord commanded Moses in Mount Sinai, in the day that he commanded the children of Israel to offer their oblations [offerings29] unto the Lord, in the wilderness of Sinai.

TEXTUAL AND GRAMMATICAL
Leviticus 7:9. צַו. The Sam. has צוי, a form which occurs in MSS. with the pointing צִַוִּי.

Leviticus 7:9; Leviticus 7:17-18; Leviticus 7:22. הוא. The Sum. and many MSS. have the later form היא indicated by the Masoretic punctuation. This frequent variation will not hereafter be noticed. The conjectural emendation of Houbigant, הוי in the imperative, although expressing the sense, is unnecessary.

Leviticus 7:9. The suggested translation is that given by most critics; of its general correctness there can be no doubt; but the sense of מוֹקְדָה (which occurs only here) may be either that of hearth, or of burning. The masculine form, מוֵֹקד (which is found only Psalm 102:4 (3), and Isaiah 33:14), is translated in both ways in the A. V, but should have only the latter sense. The weight of authority as well as the context make hearth the preferable translation here. Knobel would make הוא the verb to be in the imperative; but this is not sufficiently supported.

Leviticus 7:10. מִדּוֹ. For the suffix on a noun in the constr. Knobel refers to Leviticus 26:42; Exodus 26:25; Jeremiah 9:2 ( Leviticus 8:23); 2 Samuel 22:33, however, reads מדי.

Leviticus 7:10. The Sam. for יִלְבַּשׁ has יִהְיוּ as in Leviticus 16:4, which scarcely affects the sense.

Leviticus 7:10. The propriety of this correction is obvious. Bp. Horsley’s emendation: take up the ashes of the fire which hath consumed—does violence to the Heb.

Leviticus 7:11. The Vulg. has this curious addition: usque ad favillam consumi faciet.
Leviticus 7:14, etc. מִנְחָה= oblation. See Leviticus 2:1, Text. and Gram. Note (2). The Sam. has here “the law of the oblation of the drink offerings,” whence the Vulg.: lex sacrificii et libamentorum.
Lev 7:14. הַקְרֵב, Infin. Abs. as in Lev 2:6; Exo 13:3.

Leviticus 7:18. כֹּל אֲשֶׁר might be understood either as every one that, as in the A. V, or as every thing that; but as the latter is the necessary translation of the exactly parallel clause in Leviticus 7:27 (as in the A. V.), it is better to keep it here also.

Leviticus 7:20. The Syr. here has the plural.

Leviticus 7:20. The prep. לְ, not in the Hebrews, is supplied by the Sam. and many MSS.

Leviticus 7:20. The paraphrase of the Sam. בֵּין הָעַרְבַּיִם=between the evenings, expresses the connection of this oblation with the evening sacrifice.

Leviticus 7:21. מֻרְבֶּכֶת a word of very doubtful meaning, but should certainly have the same translation as in Leviticus 7:12, where see note.

Leviticus 7:21. תֻּפִינֵי, a word ἁπ. λέγ. to which different significations are attached according to its supposed derivation. Fürst, deriving it from תּוּף, gives the sense of the A. V. Gesenius also, deriving from אָפָה, gives the sense of cooked. Others derive it from an Arabic root, and give the meaning broken. So Targ. Onk. (which points תּוּפִינֵי) and the Sam.

Leviticus 7:27. עָלֶיהָ תְּכַבֵּם. The sudden change of person, and the feminine suffix in reference to a masculine noun, are both avoided by the Sam. reading עליו יכבם.

Leviticus 7:30. לְכַפֵר. There may be but little difference in the sense of the two renderings; but it is better to retain the same form always. Other instances of variation in the A. V. in Lev. are Leviticus 8:15 and Leviticus 16:20 only.

VII. Leviticus 7:1. The LXX. here has ὁ νόμος τοῦ κριοῦ, the ram being the only victim admissible for the trespass offering.

Leviticus 7:2. The Sam. here uses the plural. It cannot mean that the offerer sprinkled the blood, but rather assimilates this verb to those going before on the supposition (as in Leviticus 1:6; Leviticus 1:12, etc.) that the priests also killed the victim.

Leviticus 7:3. הָאַלְיָה. See Textual Note 4 on Leviticus 3:9.

Leviticus 7:4. עַל =on. See Textual Note7 on Leviticus 3:4.

Leviticus 7:9. See Textual Note7 on Leviticus 2:7.

Leviticus 7:11. The Sam, LXX. and Vulg. with two MSS. have the plural.

Leviticus 7:12. מֻרְבֶכֶת. There is so much difference of opinion as to the meaning that it seems unsafe to attempt any change in the A. V. Fürst says: “something dipped in, mingled (by moistening);” Lange denies that it conveys the sense of cooked; Keil translates “and roasted fine flour (see Leviticus 6:14) mixed as cakes with oil, i.e, cakes made of fine flour roasted with oil, and thoroughly kneaded with oil.” Others give varying interpretations.

Leviticus 7:14. קָרְבָן is to be uniformly translated offering. See Leviticus 2:1. The word whole in the A. V. does not express the idea that one must be taken out of each of the offerings mentioned in the two preceding verses.

Leviticus 7:18. פּגּוּל occurs only here and in Leviticus 19:7; Isaiah 65:4; Ezekiel 4:14, and is always applied to the sacrificial flesh. It is from the root פָּגַל, and signifies something unclean and fetid, LXX. μίασμα.

Leviticus 7:21. For שֶׁקֶץ=an abominable animal ( Leviticus 11:10; Leviticus 11:12-13; Leviticus 11:20; Leviticus 11:23; Leviticus 11:41), the Sam, six MSS. of Kennicott and of de Rossi, Targ. of Onkelos (רְחֵשׁ) and the Syr. read שֶׁרֶץ=reptiles, worms (5 Leviticus 11:20; Leviticus 11:29; Leviticus 11:41). This would make a more systematic enumeration of the sources of uncleanness, and is adopted by many.

Leviticus 7:24. נְבֵלָה. The margin of the A. V. is better than the text. The טְרֵפהָ of the next clause=torn sc. of beasts, is of course a wholly different word.

Leviticus 7:29. The uniform translation of קָרְבָן must be retained here also, although giving an appearance of tautology which is not in the original, his peace offerings being expressed simply by שְׁלָמָיו. The translation of the A. V. may have been influenced by the rendering in the Vulg.: offerat simul et sacrificium, id Esther, libamenta ejus; but for this there is no warrant, nor is it sustained by any other of the ancient versions.

Leviticus 7:32. שׁוֹק is uniformly rendered shoulder In the A. V. wherever it is applied to sacrificial animals; in all other places it is used of men ( Deuteronomy 28:35; Proverbs 26:7; Song of Solomon 5:15; Isaiah 47:2; also Daniel 2:33, Chald.; Psalm 147:10), and is translated leg, or hip, or thigh. The A. V. has hero followed the equally uniform practice of the LXX. and the Vulg. It would seem that the word should have the same sense in both cases; there is no place in which leg is inapplicable, but there are several in which shoulder is inadmissible. The testimony of Josephus (III:9, § 2, κνήμη) is explicit in favor of leg; so also Jewish tradition and the lexicons. Whether the fore or the hind leg is meant is a matter of difference of opinion; but the Heb. has a distinct word זרוע=arm for the shoulder or fore-leg ( Numbers 6:19; Deuteronomy 18:3), and that, too, of the sacrificial animals.

Leviticus 7:35. מִשְׁחָה. The word undoubtedly means anointing; but there is also good authority for the meaning portion which Rosenmüller considers undoubtedly the right translation here, and which is so necessary to the sense that it is supplied in the A. V, which has followed the translation of the LXX. and Vulg.

Leviticus 7:35. The Vulg. has die qua obtulit eos Moyses ut sacerdotio fungerentur.
EXEGETICAL AND CRITICAL
The remainder of Leviticus 6, with the whole of Leviticus 7, form a distinct section occupied mainly with the duties and privileges of the priests in connection with their sacrificial service. Although there is unavoidably a little repetition in thus speaking again of the same sacrifices from a different point of view and for a different object; yet the gain in clearness and distinctness in thus separating the priestly duties from those of the laymen is obvious, both for the priests and for the people. The section consists of five divine communications addressed through Moses to Aaron and his sons, as the former communication had been to the children of Israel.
It has already been noticed that in the Hebrew Bibles the chapter rightly begins with the beginning of this section. Here also begins a new Parashah, or Proper Lesson of the law, which extends to Leviticus 8:36. The corresponding Lesson from the prophets begins with Jeremiah 7:21, in which “God declares the vanity of sacrifice without obedience.”

A. Leviticus 7:8-13. Instructions for the priests in regard to the burnt-offerings. This has reference to the daily burnt-offerings of a lamb at evening and at morning. There was no occasion for directions in regard to the voluntary burnt offerings as they involved no other priestly duties than those already expressed in chap1; in that chapter nothing has been said of the required burnt sacrifice, provided at the public cost, which is here treated of.

Leviticus 7:9. All night unto the morning.—The slow fire of the evening sacrifice was to be so arranged as to last until the morning; that of the morning sacrifice was ordinarily added to by other offerings, or if not, could easily be made to last through the much shorter interval until the evening. The evening sacrifice is naturally mentioned first because, in the Hebrew division of time, this was the beginning of the day. It was offered “between the evenings,” i.e, between three o’clock and the going down of the sun. The general direction for the daily burnt offerings has already been given in Exodus 29:38, and is again repeated in Numbers 28:3. As this offering was theoretically the comprehensive type from which all other offerings were specialized, so practically it was always burning upon the altar, and all other sacrifices were offered “upon it.”

Leviticus 7:10. His linen garment.—This was “the long tight-robe of fine white linen, or byssus, without folds, covering the whole body, and reaching down to the feet, with sleeves, woven as one entire piece, and with forms of squares intermixed, and hence called tesalated” (Kalisch). It is scarcely necessary to point out that linen, from its cleanliness, and from the readiness with which it could be washed, was selected as the priestly dress not only among the Israelites, but among many other nations also, especially the Egyptians, whose priests are therefore often described by Roman poets as linigeri. There were four parts of the priestly linen dress, of which two only are mentioned here, because all had been prescribed in Exodus 28:40-43, and the girdle and the turban were of course to be understood. The priests might not minister at the altar in any other garments, nor might they wear these outside the sacred precincts.

And take up the ashes.—As the priest must be in his official dress at the altar, it was of necessity that he should temporarily deposit the ashes near by, until he had finished the ordering of the altar.

Leviticus 7:11. And he shall put off his garments.—The sacred dress was now to be laid aside as the priest must pass out of the tabernacle and out of the camp. It has been questioned whether the carrying forth of the ashes must necessarily be performed by the officiating priest himself. According to Jewish tradition it might be done by any of the priestly family who were excluded from officiating at the altar by reason of some bodily defect. The same tradition also tells us that it was only required each day to carry forth a small quantity of the ashes—a shovel-full—allowing the rest to remain until the hollow of the altar below the grating was filled up, when all must be emptied and carried away.

Unto a clean place.—There was a fitness too evident to require further reason, that the remains of what had been used for the holiest purposes should be deposited in a clean place.—Without the camp, is a phrase belonging to the life of the wilderness, but easily modified to the requirements of the settled life in Palestine.

Leviticus 7:12. Shall burn wood on it.—The fire was to be maintained always whether the previous sacrifice remained burning sufficiently or not, so that fresh supplies of wood were to be added. Great care was taken in the selection and preparation of this wood, and any sticks worm-eaten were rejected. And lay the burnt-offering.—All was to be arranged and the fire brightly burning before the time of offering the morning sacrifice. When this was laid upon the wood, the sacrificial day was begun, and the fat of the peace-offerings and any other sacrifices that might he presented were placed upon it.

Leviticus 7:13. The fire shall be ever burning upon the altar.—The fire upon the altar was not as is sometimes supposed, originally kindled by the “fire from before the Lord“ ( Leviticus 9:24), since it had been burning several days before that fire came forth; yet that fire so marked the Divine approbation of the priestly order as they entered upon their office, that a continual fire in which that was always in a sense perpetuated, was a constant symbol and pledge of the Divine acceptance of the sacrifices offered upon it. So also, in later times, with the fire from heaven at the dedication of the temple ( 2 Chronicles 7:1). But besides this, “It is evident that the fire burning continually, which was kept up by the daily burnt offering ( Exodus 29:38), had a symbolical meaning. As the daily burnt sacrifice betokened the daily renewed gift of God, in like manner did this continually burning fire denote the unceasing, uninterrupted character of the same. Similar customs with the heathen had a different signification. Among the Persians (and among the Parsees in India at this day), fire was and is the visible representative of the Godhead; the continual burning of it, the emblem of eternity. The perpetual fire of Vesta (the “oldest goddess”) among the Greeks and Romans, was the emblem of the inmost, purest warmth of life, which unites family and people—the hearth, as it were, the heart of a house or of a State. In both is shown the essential difference which existed between these and the Divine covenant religion.” Von Gerlach. Perpetual sacrificial fires were common among many ancient nations.

It is obvious that during the marches of the life in the wilderness some special means must have been used for the preservation of this fire. On such occasions the altar was to be carefully cleaned and covered with a purple cloth and then with “badgers’ skins.” ( Numbers 4:13-14). Probably the fire was carried on the march in a vessel prepared for the purpose.

B. Instructions for the priests concerning oblations. This division consists of two portions, the former of which ( Leviticus 7:14-18) is a part of the same divine communication as the preceding division, and relates to the priestly duties connected with the oblations of the people, whether voluntary or required; while the latter, ( Leviticus 7:19-23), forms a separate divine communication, and relates to the special oblation of the high-priests themselves in connection with their consecration.

The law of the oblation is a repetition in part of that in Leviticus 2, because it was there applied only to voluntary oblations, while here it includes all; but there are also (in Leviticus 7:16-18) additional particulars not given before.

Leviticus 7:14. The sons of Aaron shall offer it.—This presentation of the whole oblation by the priests, which seems to have been an essential part of the sacrifice, has been already mentioned in Leviticus 2:8, while Leviticus 7:15 merely repeats and applies to all oblations the directions in Leviticus 2:2 for the private and voluntary oblation.

Leviticus 7:16. The following directions, which concern the duties of the priests, have not before been given. By their consuming the remainder of the oblation it became, like the sin-offering, a sacrifice wholly devoted to the Lord. See note on Leviticus 2:3. Only those of Aaron’s sons might eat of it who were ceremonially clean. This is expressed emphatically in regard to the peace offerings in Leviticus 7:21. The addition of the words with and bread in the A. V. singularly obscures the sense; it should be read unleavened shall it be eaten in a holy place.
Leviticus 7:17. I have given it.—Not merely by appointment, as God is the giver of all that man enjoys; but of my offerings, as of that which peculiarly belonged to God.—Most holy. See on Leviticus 2:3.

Leviticus 7:18. All the males.—Because they, and they only, were in the priestly succession. It includes both those who were actual priests, and their sons yet too young to officiate, but who at the proper age would become priests; and still further, those who were of priestly family, but were hindered by bodily defect or infirmity from ministering at the altar. Whatsoever toucheth them shall be holy.—Two senses are possible: (a) nothing shall be allowed to touch them which is not holy; (b) whatever does touch them shall thereby become holy. The latter must be considered the true sense in accordance with the analogy of Leviticus 7:27-28, and Exodus 29:37, (comp. Haggai 2:12-13), and with this sense the command, understood of inanimate objects, as Calmet suggests, presents no difficulty. The LXX. and Vulg, however, (not the Semitic versions which of course present the same ambiguity as the Heb.), like the A. V, understood it of persons, and so understood, it has occasioned much difficulty to commentators. Lange, following Theodoret, says “Whoever should touch this most holy flesh offering (and more especially the meat offering) should be holy, should henceforward be considered to belong to the Sanctuary.” He then gives various differing interpretations. It is better to avoid the difficulty altogether as above.

Leviticus 7:20. In the day when he is anointed.—The new communication in relation to the high-priest’s oblation begins with Leviticus 7:19. Most commentators understand the time when this oblation was to be offered as at the end of the seven days of consecration, as the high-priest was only then qualified to officiate. The word day would then be understood as in Genesis 2:4. Lange, however, says “on each of the seven days, not only on the eighth day, when the consecration was finished ( Leviticus 8:34) this was to be offered.” An oblation perpetual.—A few interpreters (as Kalish and Knobel) understand this of an observance to be always repeated at the consecration of each successive high-priest, and then only. More generally it is interpreted as referring to a daily oblation always to be offered morning and evening by the high-priest. Such is the uniform Jewish interpretation. It is probably this offering that is referred to in Sirach 45:14; see also Philo, de Vict. Jos. Ant. iii. Leviticus 10 § 7. Several eminent Jewish authorities, as Maimonides and Abarbanel, have supposed that the same offering was also required of every priest at his entrance upon his office; but this opinion, as it has not been widely adopted, so it seems to have no foundation in the law. The high-priest alone is distinctly designated in Leviticus 7:22.

The tenth part of an Ephah.—The same amount which was required for the sin offering of the poorest of the people in Leviticus 5:11. This amount was to be presented by the high-priest as a single offering which was to be afterwards divided and offered half in the morning and half at night.

Leviticus 7:23. It shall not be eaten.—In other oblations all was given to God, but in part through the priest; in the priestly oblation, he could not offer it to God through himself, and therefore it must of necessity be wholly burnt.
C. Instructions for the priests concerning sin offerings.

Lange adheres to the view he has given in Leviticus 4, and makes this division include both the sin and the trespass offerings. For his reasons see Leviticus 4. Hebrews, however, calls the next division “The ritual of the trespass offering.”

We have here the third of the five divine communications contained in this section. The first includes the burnt offerings and oblations, while the second, as an appendix to this, is occupied with the special oblations of the high-priest; the present communication extends to Leviticus 7:21, and embraces the directions to the priests concerning the various other kinds of sacrifice. In the order in which they are mentioned in chs 3–5. the peace offerings came before the sin and trespass offerings, while here they are placed after them; the reason for this change is well explained by Murphy, as resulting from the different principle of arrangement appropriate in the two cases. In the instructions for the people the order of the sacrifices is that of their comparative frequency, the burnt offering and oblation being constant (although not so as voluntary offerings), the peace offerings habitual, the sin and trespass offerings, from their nature, occasional; here the principle of arrangement is in the treatment of the flesh,—the burnt offering, (with which the oblation is associated) was wholly consumed on the altar, the sin and trespass offerings were partly eaten by the priests, the peace-offerings both by the priests and the people.

Leviticus 7:25. In the place where the burnt offering.—It is evident from Leviticus 7:30 that this whole direction refers to the sin offerings of the people, not of the high-priest or of the whole congregation. These were to be killed in the usual place of killing the smaller sacrificial animals, on the north side of the altar. See note on Leviticus 1:11. The sin offering for the high-priest and for the congregation, consisting of a bullock, was killed “before the door of the tabernacle.” See note on Leviticus 1:3.

It is most holy.—See on Leviticus 2:3.

Leviticus 7:25. The priest that offereth it.—For the exceptions see Leviticus 7:30. The flesh of the ordinary sin-offering belonged, not to the priests as a body, but to the particular priest that offered it. It was, however, much more than he could consume alone, and therefore in Leviticus 7:29 all males of the priestly family were allowed to eat of it, doubtless on the invitation of the officiating priest, or by some established arrangement.

Leviticus 7:27. Shall be holy.—As in Leviticus 7:18. In regard to the peculiarly sacred character of the sin offering Lange says, “the complete surrender to Jehovah is expressed in three ways: 1) Forbidding the flesh to the unclean;” [But this, although to be supposed, is not mentioned here, whereas it is very emphatically commanded in connection with the peace offerings, Leviticus 7:20-21]. “2) Washing the garments sprinkled with blood in a holy place, or in the court. Here the regard is not for the cleansing of the garment, but for the blood,—it must not be carried on the garment out of the sanctuary; 3) If the vessel in which the flesh was cooked was earthen, it had to be broken, if of copper, it had to be scoured and rinsed, so that nothing of the substance of the flesh should remain sticking to it.” On the reason for the peculiar sacredness with which the flesh of the sin offering was regarded various opinions have been held. It seems unnecessary, however, to look for this reason in the supposition that the victim was regarded as bearing either the sins of the offerer, or the punishment due to those sins. The simple fact that God had appointed the sin-offering as a means whereby sinfulness might “be covered,” and sinful man might approach Him in His perfect holiness, is enough to invest that means, like the altar upon which it was offered, with a sacredness which needs no analysis for its explanation. The very important passage, Leviticus 10:17, usually referred to in this connection, will be treated of in its place.

Thou shalt wash.—The second person is used because the command is addressed to the priest. The garment referred to is probably that of the offerer; it might easily happen that this would sometimes be stained by the spurting of the blood of the victim, but he was not to wash it himself; no particle of the blood might be carried out of the sanctuary, and none might meddle with it but the divinely appointed priest.

Leviticus 7:28. But the earthen vessel.—Unglazed earthenware would absorb the juices of the flesh so that they could not be removed; hence such vessels must be broken that the flesh of the sin offering might not be profaned. The brazen pot probably stands for any metallic vessel, and these being less porous, might be perfectly freed from the flesh by scouring and rinsing. For the same reason the earthen vessel into which any of the small unclean animals when dead had fallen ( Leviticus 11:33; Leviticus 11:35), must be broken; from its absorptive qualities it took the character of that which had been within it, and was unfit for other use. No direction is given for the disposition of the broken fragments. It is more likely that they were disposed of with the ashes from the altar, than that, as Jewish tradition affirms, the earth opened to swallow them up. No mention is made of any other method of cooking the flesh of the sacrifice than by boiling. From 1 Samuel 2:13-15, and from the allusion in Zechariah 14:21, it would appear that the same method was observed also in later ages.

Leviticus 7:29. All the males.— Comp. Note on18.

Leviticus 7:30. But no sin offering whereof ay of the blood is brought in the tabernacle.—Comp. Leviticus 4:5-7; Leviticus 4:11-12; Leviticus 4:16-18; Leviticus 4:21; Leviticus 16:27. This shows that from the foregoing directions the sin offerings for the high-priest and for the whole congregation are to be excepted; for these no directions are here given, since the priest had nothing more to do with them than has already been provided for in ch4

D. Instructions for the priests concerning trespass offerings, Leviticus 7:1-6.

In the LXX. this and the next division ( Leviticus 7:7-10) form a part of Leviticus 6. This is certainly the better division; but the A. V. has here followed the Hebrew, as in the division between chaps5. and6, it followed the LXX.—in both cases for the worse.

In the former directions for the trespass offering ( Leviticus 5:14— Leviticus 6:7) designed for the people, nothing is said of what parts are to be burned on the altar, nor of the disposal of the remainder. The directions on these points are now given to the priests. The ritual is precisely the same as for the ordinary sin-offering except in the treatment of the blood. This was to be treated as that of the burnt and of the peace offerings, viz. to be sprinkled on the sides of the altar, instead of being placed on its horns as in the sin offering. See Leviticus 3:2; Leviticus 3:8; Leviticus 3:13; Leviticus 4:6; Leviticus 4:30; Leviticus 4:34. The Codex Middoth (iii1) is quoted for the tradition of the Jews that there was a scarlet thread or line around the altar just at the middle of its height; and that the blood of the burnt offering was sprinkled above, and that of the trespass offering below this line. No mention is made of laying on of hands in the trespass offering, either here or in Leviticus 5:14 to Leviticus 6:7 (where it would more naturally occur). Knobel argues from this omission that it was omitted in this offering; it is more likely that there is no mention of it because it was a universal law in the case of all victims and therefore did not require to be specified.

Leviticus 7:3. The fat tail is specified because the victim in the trespass offering must always be a ram. For other points see Leviticus 3.

E. Instructions concerning the priests’ portion of the above. Leviticus 7:7-10.

Before proceeding to those sacrifices, of which a part was returned to be consumed by the offerer, summary directions are now given in regard to all the preceding offerings, which were wholly devoted to the Lord, whether by being wholly consumed upon the altar, or partly eaten by the priests.

Leviticus 7:7. One law for them—i.e, in respct to the matter here treated of, the disposal of their flesh. The priest that maketh atonement.—The flesh of these victims did not become the common property of the priestly body, but was the peculiar perquisite of the officiating priest. He might, of course, ask others, and especially those who were hindered by bodily infirmity from officiating, to share it with him.

Leviticus 7:8. Shall have to himself the skin.—Since this was unsuitable for burning upon the altar, and yet the victim was wholly devoted. No directions are any where given in regard to the skins of the other offerings, except those which were to be burned with the flesh without the camp. The Mishna (Sebach12, 3) says that the skins of all victims designated as “most holy” were given to the priests, while those of other victims (i.e, the peace offerings in their variety) belonged to the offerer. This distinction, being in accordance with the character of the sacrifice, is probably true. Among the heathen, the skin of the sacrificial animals usually belonged to the priest, and was by them often perverted to superstitious uses. See Patrick, Kalisch, and others. Some commentators trace the origin of the custom in regard to the burnt offering back to Adam; it rather lies still further back in the nature of the sacrifice.

Leviticus 7:9. And all the oblation.—Except, of course, the “memorial,” which was burned upon the altar, and which having been carefully provided for in chap2, did not require to be specified in this brief summary. In this verse all cooked oblations are assigned to the officiating priest; while in the next all that are uncooked are given to the priestly body equally. The former included all the oblations of Leviticus 2:4-10, and it is generally supposed that even these required to be consumed without delay; the latter include the oblations of Leviticus 2:1, and probably that of Leviticus 2:15; also the alternative sin offering of Leviticus 5:11, and the jealousy offering of Numbers 5:15. Only the two latter come under the class of dry, the others being mingled with oil. Thus all oblations, except that of the thank offering ( Leviticus 7:14) and the “memorial” in all cases, was in one way or the other consumed by the priests. A secondary object in the assignment of these sacrifices was the support of the priests. See Ezekiel 44:29.

"F. Instructions for the priests in regard to the peace offerings in their variety, Leviticus 7:11-21.

For the reason why the peace offerings are here placed last, see note on Leviticus 6:24.

We here enter upon an entirely different kind of sacrifice from those which have gone before, and therefore there is a different ritual. The former had reference to the means of approach to God through the forgiveness of sin; these are more closely connected with the idea of continued communion with God, and hence, so far as their object is concerned, seem to belong more properly to the second part of the book. Nevertheless, for the purpose of law, the stronger connection Isaiah, as sacrifices, with the general laws of sacrifice, and hence they must necessarily be placed here. Moreover, they are not to be considered altogether by themselves, but, as Outram has noted, as generally following piacular sacrifices, and therefore as together with them forming the complete act of worship.

The peace offerings might be of any animal allowed for sacrifice (except birds which were too small for the accompanying feast) as is provided in chap3. They might be of either the herd or the flock, and either male or female. No limitation of age is given in the law, although Jewish tradition limits the age of those offered from the herd to from one to three years, and of those from the flock to from one to two years complete. On the place for the killing of the victims, see note on Leviticus 1:11. Historical examples of these offerings are very frequent in the later books, e. g, 1 Samuel 1:4; 1 Samuel 9:13; 1 Samuel 9:24; 1 Samuel 11:15; 1 Samuel 16:3; 1 Samuel 16:5; 1 Kings 8:65; 1 Chronicles 16:3, etc. Similar sacrificial feasts among the heathen are familiar to all readers of Homer.

Three varieties of the peace offering are distinguished, or rather two principal kinds, the second of which is again subdivided—(a) The thank offering, Leviticus 7:12-15, which included all the public and prescribed peace offerings; (b) the (1) vow, or (2) voluntary offering, Leviticus 7:16-18, both of which were sacrifices of individuals. The two kinds were broadly separated from one another by the length of time during which it was lawful to eat the flesh, while the sub-varieties of the second kind are only distinguished in the purpose of the offerer. “There are three possible forms in which man can offer with reference to his prosperity or safety: praise and thanksgiving for experiences in the past; promising in regard to a desire in the future; expression of thankful prosperity in the present.” Lange.

Leviticus 7:12-15. The thank offering.

Leviticus 7:12. The thank offering was accompanied by an oblation of three kinds, to which a fourth was added ( Leviticus 7:13) of leavened bread, which last is perhaps to be considered as an accompaniment rather than a part of the offering, as it is doubtful whether it is included in the “heave offering” of Leviticus 7:14. Still, as none of this oblation was placed upon the altar, the leavened bread would not come under the prohibition of Leviticus 2:11 and of Exodus 23:18; Exodus 34:25. The drink offerings prescribed with this and other sacrifices in Numbers 15. (and alluded to in Leviticus 23:18; Leviticus 23:37) as to be offered “when ye be come into the land of your habitation,” are not mentioned here, probably because they were not easily obtained during the life in the wilderness. The abundance of bread of various kinds here required was in view of the sacrificial meal to follow. Jewish tradition affirms that with certain peace offerings of festivals (Hagigah and Sheincah) no bread was offered.

Leviticus 7:14. One out of each offering—i.e, one cake out of the number of each kind presented, and perhaps one from the loaves of leavened bread. An heave offering.— Herein this oblation is strongly distinguished from the oblations accompanying the burnt offering. No part of them was placed upon the altar. Comp. the heave offerings of the Levites, Numbers 18:26-30. It must be inadvertently that Lange says “one of the unleavened cakes was offered to Jehovah on His altar as a heave offering; all the rest of the meat offering fell to the share of the priest who sacrificed;” for it is plain from the text that the one offered as a heave offering was not consumed, but belonged to the officiating priest, while the rest were returned to the offerer. The heave offering was waved in the hands up and down before the altar, but not placed upon it.

Leviticus 7:15. Shall be eaten the same day.— Comp. the similar provision in regard to the Paschal lamb, Exodus 12:10, and also in regard to the manna, Exodus 16:19. The same command is repeated in regard to the thank offering in Leviticus 22:29-30; while the greater liberty allowed in the vow and voluntary offerings ( Leviticus 7:16) is also repeated Leviticus 19:5-8. In both cases Jewish tradition affirms that the rule applied also to the accompanying oblations. The difference of time allowed in which the flesh of these two kinds of peace offerings might be eaten evidently marks the one as of a superior sacredness to the other. Yet it is not easy to say wherein precisely the difference consisted. The general observation is that the thank offerings were purely unselfish, offered in gratitude for blessings already received; while the vow and voluntary offerings had respect to something yet hoped for, and therefore involved a selfish element. But it is not altogether clear that this was the case with the voluntary offering. Outram (p131, Eng. tr.), on the authority of Maimonides and Abarbanel, makes the distinction to consist in the vow offering being general—a promise to present a certain kind of victim or its value, and this re mained in all cases binding; while the voluntary offering was particular—a promise to present a particular animal, which became void in case of the animal’s death. Under this interpretation both have respect to the future. If there were any accidental remainder of the thank offering after the first day, it was doubtless consumed (but not on the altar), as in the case of the Paschal lamb ( Exodus 12:10) and of the other peace offerings ( Leviticus 7:17), and the consecration offerings ( Exodus 29:34). Several reasons have been assigned for the limitation of the time for eating. Outram says, “The short space of time within which the victims might be eaten, seems to have been designed to prevent any corruption of the sacrifices, and to guard against covetousness,” and he quotes Philo at length in support of this double reason. The incentive hereby added to the command to share these feasts with the poor, and especially the poor Levites, though entirely rejected by Keil, is made more or less prominent by Theodoret (who gives this reason only), Corn, à Lapide, Kalisch, Rosenmüller, and others. “The recollection that in warm lands meat soon spoils, may give us the idea that the feaster was compelled in consequence to invite in the poor.” Lange. It must be remembered also that the feast would rapidly lose its sacrificial associations as the interval was prolonged between it and the offering of the sacrifice.

Leviticus 7:16-18. The vow and voluntary offerings. The distinction between these has already been pointed out. Both were clearly inferior to the thank offering. It is to be remembered that these did not belong to the class of expiatory offerings, and hence the vow offering of St. Paul ( Acts 18:18; Acts 21:23-26) had in it nothing inconsistent with his faith in the one Sacrifice for sins offered on Calvary. These offerings might be eaten on the two days following the sacrifice, but the remainder on the third day shall be burnt with fire.
Leviticus 7:18. The penalty for the transgression of this command was not only that the offering went for nothing—it shall not be accepted; but further, it shall be an abomination, and the soul that eateth of it shall bear his iniquity. The sense is not, as many suppose, that the offering being made void, the offerer remained with his former iniquity uncleansed; for these offerings were not at all appointed for the purpose of atonement, or the forgiveness of sin; but that the offerer, having transgressed a plain and very positive command, must bear the consequences of such transgression.

The distinctions in regard to these offerings (as in the case of those which have gone before) embrace only the common sacrifices of their kind. There were other special peace-offerings ( Leviticus 23:19-20) which were otherwise dealt with.

In later times, the place where the peace-offerings might be eaten was restricted to the holy city ( Deuteronomy 12:6-7; Deuteronomy 12:11-12); at present, there was no occasion for such a command, while all were together in the camp in the wilderness. But all sacrificial animals slain for food must be offered as sacrifice to the Lord ( Leviticus 17:3-4).

Kalisch (p 144 ss.) says: “The character of these feasts cannot be mistaken. It was that of joyfulness tempered by solemnity, of solemnity tempered by joyfulness: the worshipper had submitted to God an offering from his property; he now received back from Him a part of the dedicated gift, and thus experienced anew the same gracious beneficence which had enabled him to appear with his wealth before the altar; he therefore consumed that portion with feelings of humility and thankfulness; but he was bidden at once to manifest those blissful sentiments by sharing the meat not only with his household, which thereby was reminded of the divine protection and mercy, but also with his needy fellow-beings, whether laymen or servants of the temple. Thus these beautiful repasts were stamped both with religious emotion and human virtue. The relation of friendship between God and the offerer which the sacrifice exhibited was expressed and sealed by the feast which intensified that relation into one of an actual covenant; the momentary harmony was extended to a permanent union; and these notions could not be expressed more intelligibly, at least to an Eastern people, than by a common meal, which to them is the familiar image of friendship and communion, of cheerfulness and joy.… Some critics have expressed an opposite view, contending that the offerer was not considered as the guest of God, but, on the contrary, God as the guest of the offerer; but this is against the clear expressions of the law; the sacrificer surrendered the whole victim to the Deity ( Leviticus 3:1; Leviticus 3:6-7; Leviticus 3:12), and confirmed his intention by burning on the altar the fat parts, which represented the entire animal.… The Apostle Paul says distinctly: ‘Are not they who eat of the sacrifices partakers of the altar’ or ‘of the Lord’s table?’ ”

Leviticus 7:19-21. The sanctity of even this inferior sacrifice is strongly guarded. Peace-offerings being representative especially of communion with the Most Holy, all uncleanness or contact with uncleanness is rigorously forbidden.

Leviticus 7:19. And as for the flesh, all that be clean shall eat thereof,—meaning, of course, the flesh in general—that which has not touched any unclean thing. The sense might easily be made more clear; but there is no ground for altering the translation.

Leviticus 7:20. Shall be cut off from his people,i.e. be excommunicated, cast out from the commonwealth of Israel. This might sometimes, as in Exodus 31:14, involve also the punishment of death, but only when the offence was also a civil one. Capital punishment is not intended by the expression itself.—That pertain unto the Lord.—This shows plainly enough that the victim, once offered, was considered as belonging to God, and hence that they who feasted upon it were the guests of the Lord.

Leviticus 7:21. Unclean beast,etc. This is to be understood of the dead bodies of these animals. Uncleanness was not communicated by their touch while living; but, on the other hand, it was communicated by the touch of the body, even of clean animals which had died a natural death, or as we should say, of carrion.

Nothing is here said of the portion of the priests, that being the subject of a distinct divine communication ( Leviticus 7:28-36).

"G. Instructions in regard to the Fat and the Blood. Leviticus 7:22-27. From its importance, this group of commands forms the exclusive subject of another communication, and is addressed to the people, because, while these portions were in the especial charge of the priests, it was necessary to warn the people very carefully against making use of them themselves. It comes appropriately in connection with the peace offerings, because it was only of these that the people eat at all, and hence here there was especial liability to transgress this command.

Leviticus 7:22. No manner of fat, of ox, or of sheep, or of goat.—The prohibition of the eating of fat extends only to the sacrificial animals, and is to be so understood in Leviticus 3:17. The reason of this prohibition appears in Leviticus 7:25 : this fat was appropriated to burning upon the altar, and hence any other use of it was a profanation. While the Israelites were in the wilderness, all animals slain for food, which were allowed in sacrifice, were presented as victims, and their fat was burned on the altar. Afterwards, in view of the settlement in the promised land, this restriction was removed, Deuteronomy 12:15; Deuteronomy 12:21. With that permission the prohibition of blood is emphatically repeated; but nothing is said of the fat. Hence Keil argues that in such case the eating of the fat was allowable, and this opinion is strongly confirmed by Deuteronomy 32:14, enumerating among the good things to be enjoyed the “fat of lambs, and rams of the breed of Bashan.” Nevertheless, the language of universal prohibition is distinct in Leviticus 3:17, unless that is to be understood only of animals offered in sacrifice. The generality of commentators understand, in accordance with Jewish tradition, that the fat of the sacrificial animals was perpetually forbidden. In any case the prohibited fat was of course that which was burned on the altar, the separable fat, not that which was intermingled with the flesh.

Leviticus 7:24. That which died of itself, its blood not having been poured out, and that which was torn of beasts, was prohibited as food ( Leviticus 22:8), and if any partook of it, he must undergo purification, and “be unclean until the even” ( Leviticus 17:15). The fat of such animals therefore could no more be eaten than their flesh; but since it was also unfit for the altar, it might be used in any other use. Nothing is said of the fat of fowls as no special use was made of this on the altar.

Leviticus 7:26-27. The prohibition of blood is absolute and perpetual, and this for the reasons given in Leviticus 17:11. It has been urged that as nothing is anywhere said of the blood of fish, that is not included in the prohibition. More probably this was of too little importance to obtain particular mention, and the general principle on which blood is absolutely forbidden must be considered as applying here also, notwithstanding any tradition to the contrary.

H. Instructions for the priests’ portion of the peace offerings. Leviticus 7:28-36.

This, the final communication of this part of the book, is also addressed to the people, because the priests’ portion was taken from that which would otherwise have been returned to them, and it therefore concerned them to understand the law. It stands here quite in its right place: “When the priest’s rights in all the other sacrifices were enumerated, this was omitted, because the people here took the place of the priest in respect of the flesh. When the special nature of this offering in this respect has been made prominent, a new communication is made, addressed to the sons of Israel, and directing them, among other things, to assign certain portions of the victim to the priest.” Murphy.

Leviticus 7:29. Shall bring his offering unto the Lord.—The object of this provision seems to be to secure an actual, instead of a merely constructive offering. As most of the flesh was to be consumed by the offerer, it might possibly have been supposed sufficient merely to send in the consecrated parts; but the law regards the whole as offered to the Lord, and therefore requires that it shall be distinctly presented before Him.

Leviticus 7:30. His own hands shall bring.—Still further to guard the sacrificial character of this offering, which was more in danger of being secularized than any other, it is required that the parts especially destined for the Lord’s use might not be sent in by any servant or other messenger, but must be presented by the offerer’s own hands. Comp. Leviticus 8:27; Exodus 29:24-26; Numbers 6:19-20.—The fat with the breast.—The construction of עַל is as in Exodus 12:8-9. Breast is that part between the shoulders in front which we call the brisket, and which included the cartilaginous breast-bone.

A wave-offering.—The breast is to be a wave-offering, the right leg ( Leviticus 7:31) a heave-offering. These two kinds of offering are clearly distinguished in the law. Both are mentioned together in Leviticus 7:34, and frequently ( Leviticus 10:14-15; Exodus 29:24-27; Numbers 6:20; Numbers 18:11; Numbers 18:18-19, etc.) as distinct offerings; the heave-offering is mentioned alone ( Leviticus 22:12; Exodus 25:2-3; Exodus 30:13-15; Exodus 35:5; Exodus 36:3; Exodus 36:6; Numbers 15:19-21; Numbers 18:24; Numbers 31:29; Numbers 31:41; Numbers 31:52, etc.), and so is the wave offering ( Leviticus 14:12; Leviticus 14:21; Leviticus 14:24; Leviticus 23:15; Leviticus 23:17; Leviticus 23:20; Exodus 38:24; Exodus 38:29; Numbers 8:11; Numbers 8:13, etc.); although both apparently are sometimes used simply in the sense of offering and coupled together without distinction of meaning ( Exodus 35:21-24); both are here applied to the offerings of metal for the tabernacle, though the other offerings are only spoken of as heave offerings. The distinction is much obscured in the A. V. by the frequent translation of both by the simple word offering, and sometimes without any note of this in the margin. In regard to the parts of the sacrifices designated by the two terms, the distinction is clearly marked; the heave-leg belonged exclusively to the officiating priest, while the wave-breast was the common property of the priestly order. The distinction in the ceremonial between them it is less easy to make. That of the wave offering appears to have been the more solemn and emphatic, consisting in the priest placing his hands under those of the offerer (which held the offering to be waved), and moving them to and fro—some of the Rabbins say, towards each of the four quarters, and also up and down. The heaving, on the other hand, appears to have been a simple lifting up of the offering. (See authorities in Outram I:15, § V.) In all cases of the wave offering of parts of animals, only the fat was burned, except in the peculiar case of the consecration of the priests commanded in Exodus 29:22-26, and fulfilled in Leviticus 8:25-29, when the leg was also burned. In the case of the “waving” of the Levites ( Numbers 8:11-19), they were wholly given up to God as the ministrants of the priests. Lange says: “The breast may represent the bold readiness, the leg the energetic progress, which in the priest are always desirable.”

During the sojourn in the wilderness, where all sacrificial animals that were to be eaten were offered in sacrifice, the priests’ portion was only the breast and the right leg; afterwards, when permission was given to kill these animals for food in the scattered habitations of the people, and thereby the perquisites of the priests were greatly reduced, there was added ( Deuteronomy 18:3) “the shoulder (זְרֹעַ) and the two cheeks and the maw.”

Leviticus 7:34. A statute forever.—As long as the sacrificial system and the Aaronic priesthood should endure.

Leviticus 7:35. In the day when he presented them.—At the time when God, by the hand of Moses, brought them near to minister. The verb is without an expressed nominative in the Hebrew as in the English.

The conclusion of this part of the book. Leviticus 7:37-38.

Leviticus 7:37. The enumeration in this verse is to be understood not merely of the immediately preceding section; but of the whole law of sacrifice as given in all the preceding chapters.

Of the consecrations.—Lit, “of the fillings” sc. of the hands. Comp. Exodus 29:19-28. The ordinance for the consecration of the priests has been given in full there; but still something of it has been directed here ( Leviticus 6:19-23) so that it must necessarily appear in this recapitulation.

Leviticus 7:38. In Mount Sinai.—That this expression is used broadly for the region of Mt. Sinai, not distinctively for the mountain itself, is apparent from the concluding clause of the verse.

DOCTRINAL AND ETHICAL
I. In the stress laid upon the necessity of maintaining perpetually the fire divinely kindled on the altar, is taught the necessity of the divine approval of the means by which man seeks to approach God. The only Mediator under the old Covenant as under the new, is Christ; but as the divine appointment was of old necessary to constitute the types which prefigured Him, and by means of which the worshipper availed himself of His sacrifice,—so now, man may claim the benefits of Christ’s work for his redemption only in those ways which God has approved.

II. The priests, and the high-priest, like the people, must offer oblations and sacrifices. They were separated from the people only in so far as the functions of their office required; in the individual relation of their souls to God, they formed no caste, and stood before Him on no different footing from others. This is a fundamental principle in all the divine dealings with man; “there is no respect of persons with God,” ( Romans 2:11, etc.).

III. In the assimilation of the trespass to the sin offering is shown how wrong done to man is also sin against God; while in the peculiar ordinances belonging to the sin offering alone, we see the peculiar sinfulness of that sin which is committed directly against God.

IV. The provision for a portion for the priests from the various offerings, and from the oblation accompanying the whole burnt offering sets forth in act the general principle declared in words in the New Testament, “that they which minister about holy things live of the things of the temple.” ( 1 Corinthians 9:13).

V. The peace offerings are called in the LXX. frequently “sacrifices of praise” (θυσίαι τῆς αἰνεσέως); by the use of the same phraseology in the Ep. to the Heb. ( Leviticus 13:15) applied to Christ, He is pointed out as the Antitype of this sacrifice: “By Him, therefore, let us offer the sacrifice of praise (θνσίαν αἰνέσεως) to God continually;” and again ( Leviticus 7:10) “We have an altar whereof they have no right to eat which serve the tabernacle.”

VI. In the oblation accompanying the peace offering leavened bread was required. This could not be admitted for burning upon the altar for reasons already given; nevertheless it must be presented to the Lord for a heave offering. Many things in man’s daily life cannot, from their nature, be directly appropriated to the service of God; yet all must be sanctified by being presented before Him.

VII. In the strict prohibition to the people of the fat which was appropriated as the Lord’s portion was taught, in a way suited to the apprehension of the Israelites, the general principle that whatever has been appropriated to God may not rightly be diverted to any other use.

VIII. The various kinds of sacrifice here recognized as means of approach to God, and the provisions for their constant repetition, alike indicate their intrinsic insufficiency and temporary character. Otherwise “would they not have ceased to be offered, because that the worshippers once purged should have had no more conscience of sins?” ( Hebrews 10:2).

IX. The same temporary and insufficient character attached to the peace offerings, which expressed communion with God. As Keil has pointed out, they still left the people in the outer court, while God was enthroned behind the vail in the holy of holies, and this vail could only be removed by the sacrifice on Calvary. And in general, as the office of the old Covenant was to give the knowledge of sin rather than, by anything within itself, completely to do it away; so was it designed to awaken rather than to satisfy the desire for reconciliation and communion with God. In so far as it actually accomplished either purpose, it was by its helping the faith of the worshippers to lean, through its types, upon the one true Sacrifice in the future.

HOMILETICAL AND PRACTICAL
VI. Leviticus 7:9-13. The ever-burning fire; kindled by God, but kept alive by man; the acceptance of our efforts to approach God is from Him, but He gives or withholds it according to our desire and exertion. “Quench not the Spirit.” ( 1 Thessalonians 5:19). The Spirit ζωοποιεῖ, but it is for us ἀναζωπυρεῖν ( 2 Timothy 1:6) Wordsworth. Put on his linen garment; the inward purity required in those who are serving immediately at the altar is fitly symbolized by outward signs. Even that which is becoming in service of other kinds, as the carrying forth of the ashes, may well be replaced in duties which are more nearly related to the divine Presence.

Leviticus 7:14-18. The oblation. That is truly offered to God which is consumed in His service, though but the “memorial” of it and the frankincense, typifying prayer and praise, can be actually given directly to Him. Whatsoever toucheth them shall be holy.— As there is a contaminating effect in contact with evil, so is there a sanctifying effect from close contact with that which is holy. The woman in the Gospel by faith touched the holy One, and virtue went forth to heal her from her uncleanness. Origen (Horn 4 in Lev.).

Leviticus 7:19-23. The high-priest must offer an oblation for himself as well as for the people. Man never reaches on earth a stage of holiness so high that he needs not means of approach to God; He alone who “was without sin” offered Himself for us.

Leviticus 7:24-30. Everything connected with the sin-offering is to be scrupulously guarded from defilement, and everything which it touches receives from it somewhat of its own character; a fit emblem and type of the true Sacrifice for sins, Himself without sin. Whoever seeks the benefit of this Sacrifice, must “die unto sin,” and whoever is sprinkled by His all-availing blood becomes thereby “purged from sin.” Yet even Song of Solomon, the virtue of that blood may not be carried out of the sanctuary of God’s presence; they who, having been touched by the blood shed on Calvary, would depart from communion with God, must leave behind them all the efficacy of that atonement.

VII. Leviticus 7:1-6. Though the sin whose prominent feature is harm done, be less than that in which the offence is more directly against God, yet for the forgiveness of one there is essentially the same law as for the other. Both are violations of the law of love, and love toward God and man are so bound together that neither can truly exist without the other ( 1 John 4:20), and there can be no breach of the one without the other.

Leviticus 7:11-21. The peace offering was at once communion of the offerer with God and also the opportunity for extending his bounty to his fellow-men. So always there is the same connection. It was said to Cornelius, “Thy prayers and thine alms are come up for a memorial.” “To do good and to communicate forget not; for with such sacrifices God is well pleased” ( Hebrews 13:16). The thank offering has a higher place than the vow or the voluntary offering: that is a nearer communion with God in which the grateful heart simply pours out its thanksgivings, than that in which, with some touch of selfishness, it still seeks some further blessing. Yet both are holy. But uncleanness allowed to continue, debarred from such communion; and sin. unrepented, in its very nature now forbids it.

Leviticus 7:37-38. A summary of the law of sacrifice in its variety. All these sacrifices were (as elsewhere shown) types of Christ; for it was impossible that the fulness of His gracious offices could be set forth by any single type. He is at once the whole burnt offering of complete consecration of Himself, through whom also we “present our bodies a living sacrifice, holy, acceptable unto God;” and He Isaiah, too, the oblation, as that which man must present to God with his other sacrifices, as it is in and through Christ alone that our sacrifices can be acceptable; He is the sin offering, as it is through Him alone that our sins can be “covered” and effectual atonement be made for us; as trespass offering also, it is through His love shed abroad from Calvary, that we learn that love towards our fellow-men in the exercise of which only can our transgressions against Him be forgiven; and so too is He the peace offering, for His very name is “Peace.” His coming was “peace on earth,” and by Him have we peace and communion with God. No one of these alone can fully typify Christ: beforehand each of His great offices in our behalf must be set forth by a separate symbolical teaching; but when He has come, all these separate threads are gathered into one, and He is become our “all in all.”

Footnotes: 
FN#1 - VII. Leviticus 7:1. The LXX. here has ὁ νόμος τοῦ κριοῦ, the ram being the only victim admissible for the trespass offering.

FN#2 - Leviticus 7:2. The Sam. here uses the plural. It cannot mean that the offerer sprinkled the blood, but rather assimilates this verb to those going before on the supposition (as in Leviticus 1:6; Leviticus 1:12, etc.) that the priests also killed the victim.

FN#3 - Leviticus 7:3. הָאַלְיָה. See Textual Note 4 on Leviticus 3:9.

FN#4 - Leviticus 7:4. עַל =on. See Textual Note7 on Leviticus 3:4.

FN#5 - Leviticus 7:14, etc. מִנְחָה= oblation. See Leviticus 2:1, Text. and Gram. Note (2). The Sam. has here “the law of the oblation of the drink offerings,” whence the Vulg.: lex sacrificii et libamentorum.
FN#6 - Leviticus 7:9. See Textual Note7 on Leviticus 2:7.

FN#7 - Leviticus 7:11. The Sam, LXX. and Vulg. with two MSS. have the plural.

FN#8 - Leviticus 7:12. מֻרְבֶכֶת. There is so much difference of opinion as to the meaning that it seems unsafe to attempt any change in the A. V. Fürst says: “something dipped in, mingled (by moistening);” Lange denies that it conveys the sense of cooked; Keil translates “and roasted fine flour (see Leviticus 6:14) mixed as cakes with oil, i.e, cakes made of fine flour roasted with oil, and thoroughly kneaded with oil.” Others give varying interpretations.

FN#9 - Leviticus 7:14. קָרְבָן is to be uniformly translated offering. See Leviticus 2:1. The word whole in the A. V. does not express the idea that one must be taken out of each of the offerings mentioned in the two preceding verses.

FN#10 - Leviticus 7:18. פּגּוּל occurs only here and in Leviticus 19:7; Isaiah 65:4; Ezekiel 4:14, and is always applied to the sacrificial flesh. It is from the root פָּגַל, and signifies something unclean and fetid, LXX. μίασμα.

FN#11 - Leviticus 7:21. For שֶׁקֶץ=an abominable animal ( Leviticus 11:10; Leviticus 11:12-13; Leviticus 11:20; Leviticus 11:23; Leviticus 11:41), the Sam, six MSS. of Kennicott and of de Rossi, Targ. of Onkelos (רְחֵשׁ) and the Syr. read שֶׁרֶץ=reptiles, worms (5 Leviticus 11:20; Leviticus 11:29; Leviticus 11:41). This would make a more systematic enumeration of the sources of uncleanness, and is adopted by many.

FN#12 - Leviticus 7:24. נְבֵלָה. The margin of the A. V. is better than the text. The טְרֵפהָ of the next clause=torn sc. of beasts, is of course a wholly different word.

FN#13 - Leviticus 7:29. The uniform translation of קָרְבָן must be retained here also, although giving an appearance of tautology which is not in the original, his peace offerings being expressed simply by שְׁלָמָיו. The translation of the A. V. may have been influenced by the rendering in the Vulg.: offerat simul et sacrificium, id Esther, libamenta ejus; but for this there is no warrant, nor is it sustained by any other of the ancient versions.

FN#14 - Leviticus 7:32. שׁוֹק is uniformly rendered shoulder In the A. V. wherever it is applied to sacrificial animals; in all other places it is used of men ( Deuteronomy 28:35; Proverbs 26:7; Song of Solomon 5:15; Isaiah 47:2; also Daniel 2:33, Chald.; Psalm 147:10), and is translated leg, or hip, or thigh. The A. V. has hero followed the equally uniform practice of the LXX. and the Vulg. It would seem that the word should have the same sense in both cases; there is no place in which leg is inapplicable, but there are several in which shoulder is inadmissible. The testimony of Josephus (III:9, § 2, κνήμη) is explicit in favor of leg; so also Jewish tradition and the lexicons. Whether the fore or the hind leg is meant is a matter of difference of opinion; but the Heb. has a distinct word זרוע=arm for the shoulder or fore-leg ( Numbers 6:19; Deuteronomy 18:3), and that, too, of the sacrificial animals.

FN#15 - Leviticus 7:35. מִשְׁחָה. The word undoubtedly means anointing; but there is also good authority for the meaning portion which Rosenmüller considers undoubtedly the right translation here, and which is so necessary to the sense that it is supplied in the A. V, which has followed the translation of the LXX. and Vulg.

FN#16 - Leviticus 7:35. The Vulg. has die qua obtulit eos Moyses ut sacerdotio fungerentur.
08 Chapter 8 

Verses 1-36
PART SECOND. HISTORICAL
______________

Leviticus 8-10
“The Sacrificing Priesthood: Its Consecration and its Typical Discipline shown by the Death of Nadab and Abihu.”—Lange.

The law of sacrifices having now been given, and the duties of the priests in regard to them appointed, all necessary preparation has been made for carrying out the consecration of the priests as commanded in Exodus 19. This historical section follows, therefore, in its natural order, and takes up the thread of events at the close of the book of Exodus, where it was broken off that the necessary laws might be announced. There Isaiah, first, the consecration of the priests ( Leviticus 8), occupying seven days; then the record of the actual entrance of Aaron and his sons upon the discharge of their functions ( Leviticus 9); closing with the account of the transgression of two of those sons in their first official Acts, and their consequent punishment, together with certain instructions for the priests occasioned by this event ( Leviticus 10). To enter understandingly upon the consideration of these chapters, it is necessary to have in mind the origin, nature, and functions of the priesthood. These will be briefly discussed in the following

PRELIMINARY NOTE ON THE LEVITICAL PRIESTHOOD.

______________

In the early days of the human race such priestly functions as were exercised at all were naturally undertaken by the head of the family, and hence arose what is called the patriarchal priesthood, of which the Scripture patriarchs are standing illustrations. When, however, families were multiplied and formed into communities or nations, the former provision was manifestly insufficient, and we meet with instances of priests for a larger number, as Jethro, “the priest of Midian” (for priest seems here to be the proper rendering of כֹּהן). The chief priestly office was sometimes, and perhaps generally, associated with the chief civil authority, as in the case of “Melchisedec, king of Salem…… the priest of the Most High God” ( Genesis 14:18), and among the heathen, Balak, who offered his sacrifices himself ( Numbers 23); a trace of this custom may perhaps be preserved in the occasional use of כֹּהֵן for prince ( Job 12:19; 2 Samuel 8:18; 2 Samuel 20:26?). But in large nations the actual functions of the priestly office must necessarily have devolved chiefly upon inferior priests. In Egypt the Israelites had been accustomed to a numerous, wealthy, and powerful body of priests, at the head of which stood the monarch. It is unnecessary to speak of these further than to note a few points in which they were strongly contrasted with the priests of Israel. In the first place, although the monarch was at the head of the whole priestly caste, yet as the popular religion of Egypt was polytheistic, each principal Divinity had his especial body of priests with a high-priest at their head. In contrast with this, monotheism was distinctly set forth in the Levitical legislation, by the one body of priests, with its single high-priest at its head. The Egyptian priests maintained an esoteric theology, not communicated to the people, in which it would appear that the unity of the Self-existent God and many other important truths were taught; in Israel the priests were indeed the keepers and guardians of the law ( Deuteronomy 31:9, etc.), but they were diligently to teach it all to the people ( Leviticus 10:11), to read the whole of it every seventh year to all the assembled people ( Deuteronomy 31:10-13), to supply the king with a copy for himself to write out in full ( Deuteronomy 17:18-19), and in general to teach God’s judgments to Jacob and His law to Israel ( Deuteronomy 33:10). While, therefore, from the nature of their occupation, they might be expected to have a more perfect knowledge of the law than the generality of the people, this knowledge was only more perfect as the result of more continued study, and might be equalled by any one who chose, and was actually shared by every one as far as he chose. The Egyptian priests were, moreover, great landed proprietors (besides being fed from the royal revenues, Genesis 47:22), and actually possessed one-third of the whole territory of Egypt; the priests of Israel, on the contrary, were expressly excluded from the common inheritance of the tribes, and had assigned to them only the cities with their immediate suburbs actually required for their residence. The priesthood of Egypt culminated in the absolute monarch who was at their head, and in whose authority they in some degree shared; in Israel, on the other hand, the line between the civil and the priestly authority and functions was most sharply drawn, primarily in the case of Moses and Aaron, Joshua and Eleazar, generally in the time of the judges (although in that troubled period this, like all other parts of the Mosaic system, was sometimes confused), and finally under the monarchy. It is indeed sometimes asserted that the kings, by virtue of their prerogative, were entitled to exercise priestly functions; but for this there is no real ground. The instances relied on are either manifest cases of sacrifice offered at the command of the monarch ( 1 Kings 3:15; 1 Kings 8:62-64); or of the simple wearing of an ephod ( 2 Samuel 6:14), which by no means carried with it the priestly office; or else are misinterpretations of a particular word ( 1 Kings 4:2; 1 Kings 4:5—see the Textual notes there; 2 Samuel 8:18—the only case of real difficulty—comp. 1 Chronicles 18:17). There are but two definite instances of the assumption of priestly functions by kings, and both of them were most sternly punished ( 1 Samuel 13:10-14; 2 Chronicles 26:16-21). There was also the intrusion of Korah and his companions on the priestly office and their exemplary punishment ( Numbers 16). In the later abnormal state under the Maccabees, it was not the kings who assumed priestly functions, but the priests who absorbed the royal prerogative. With these contrasts, it is plain that there was little in common between the Egyptian and Levitical priesthood, except what is necessarily implied in the idea of a priesthood at all, and is found in that of the nations of antiquity generally. They were, however, both hereditary (as was also the Brahminical priesthood); both were under a law of the strictest personal cleanliness, and there was a resemblance between them in several matters of detail, as linen dress, and other non-essential matters.

When the Israelites came out of Egypt, they were a people chosen—on condition of faithfulness and obedience—to be “a kingdom of priests and an holy nation” ( Exodus 19:6), and in accordance with this the paschal lamb was sacrificed by each head of a household, and eaten by himself and his family ( Exodus 12:6), and the same idea was retained in this sacrifice always. Nevertheless, the people were unprepared for so high a vocation, and soon after we find the existence of certain persons among the people recognized as priests “which come near to the Lord” ( Exodus 19:22; Exodus 19:24), although they did not receive the Divine sanction necessary to the continuance of their office. We have no knowledge of the nature of their functions, nor of their appointment. However this may have been, the people certainly shrank from that nearness of approach to God implied in the office of priest ( Exodus 20:19; Exodus 20:21; Deuteronomy 5:23-27), and sacrifices were offered by “young men” appointed by Moses, he reserving to himself the strictly priestly function of sprinkling the blood ( Exodus 24:5-8). Such was the state of things at the time of the appointment of the Aaronic order; there was no divinely authorized priesthood, and the need of one was felt.

Meantime, in the solitude of Sinai, God directed Moses to take Aaron and his sons for an hereditary priesthood ( Exodus 28:1), and gave minute directions for their official dress, for their consecration and their duties ( Exodus 28, 29). Emphasis is everywhere placed upon the fact that they were appointed of God (comp. Hebrews 5:4). They were in no sense appointed by the people; had they been Song of Solomon, they could not have been mediators. It has been seen that the Levitical system makes prominent the fact that the sacrifices had no efficacy in themselves, but derived their whole value from the Divine appointment; so also in regard to the priesthood. The priests appear as themselves needing atonement, and obliged to offer for their own sins; yet by the commanded unction and dress they are constituted acceptable intercessors and mediators for the people. All was from God; and while this gave assurance to the people in their daily worship, at the same time the priests’ own imperfection showed that the true reconciliation with God by the restoration of holiness to man had not yet been manifested. The Levitical priest could be but a type of that Seed of the woman who should bruise the serpent’s head.

Before the directions concerning the priesthood, given to Moses alone in the Mount, could be announced, occurred the terrible apostasy of the golden calf, when, at the summons of Moses, “who is on the Lord’s side?” the whole tribe of Levi consecrated themselves by their zeal on God’s behalf ( Exodus 32:25-29). Subsequently ( Numbers 3:5-10; Numbers 3:40-51). the Levites were taken as a substitute for all the first-born Israelites (who, under the patriarchal system, would have been their priests, and who had been spared in the slaughter of the Egyptian first-born) to minister to the chosen priestly family. Of these nothing is said in this book, except the modification in their favor of the law concerning the sale of houses in Leviticus 25:32-34) (see Com.). They may therefore be here wholly passed by with the simple mention that they never had sacerdotal functions, and were not therefore a part of the sacerdotal class. It Isaiah, perhaps, for the purpose of making this distinction emphatically that no mention is made of them in this book where it might otherwise have been expected. As, however, they constituted the tribe from which the priests were taken, the latter are often called by their name, and thus we frequently meet with the expression in the later books, “the priests, the Levites,” or even with “Levites” alone, meaning Levites, κατ’ ἐξοχήν, or priests.

But while there was an evident necessity that a much smaller body than the whole tribe of Levi should be taken for priests; and while Aaron, the elder brother, and appointed as the “prophet” of Moses ( Exodus 4:14-17), and associated with him in the whole deliverance of the people from Egypt, was evidently a most suitable person for the office, the law that the office should be hereditary must rest on other grounds. If we seek for these in any thing beyond the simple Divine good-pleasure, we should readily find them in the general fact of the whole Mosaic system being founded upon the principle of heir-ship leading on to the fulfilment of the Messianic promise: and in the more special one that it was by this means the priesthood was in the main kept true to God during long periods of Israel’s apostasy and sin.

It is to be carefully observed that this hereditary office did not make of the priests a caste; in all things not immediately connected with the discharge of their functions, they were fellow-citizens with the other Israelites, subject to the same laws, bound by the same duties, and amenable to the same penalties. When not engaged in official duty, they wore the same dress, and might follow the same vocations as their fellow-citizens. They were only exempt from the payment of tithes because themselves supported by them. In all this is manifest a striking contrast, not only with heathen priesthoods of antiquity, but also with the hierarchy of the Mediæval Christian Church.

The especial function of the priesthood was to come near to God ( Leviticus 7:35; Leviticus 10:3; Leviticus 21:17; Numbers 16:5, etc.). They were to stand in the vast gap between a sinful people and a holy God, themselves of the former, yet especially sanctified to approach the latter. “Hence their chief characteristic must be holiness, since they were elected to be perpetually near the Holy One and to serve Him ( Numbers 16:5); they were singled out from the rest of their brethren ‘to be sanctified as most holy.’ To hallow and to install as priests are used as correlative terms ( Exodus 29:33; comp. Leviticus 8:1, 44; Exodus 28:41; Exodus 40:13). By neglecting what contributes to their sanctity they profane the holiness of God ( Leviticus 21:6-8); and the high-priest is himself the ‘Holy One of the Lord’ ( Psalm 106:16).” Kalisch. They sustained a distinct mediatorial character between God and His people. This appears in every part of the law concerning them. The golden plate inscribed “holiness to the Lord,” which the high-priest wore upon his brow, expressly meant that he should “bear the iniquity of the holy things which the children of Israel shall hallow” ( Exodus 28:38); and the flesh of the sin offerings was given to the priests “to bear the iniquity of the congregation, to make atonement for them before the Lord” ( Leviticus 10:17). Of course this could be done by human priests only symbolically, as they were types of the great High Priest to come; and His all-sufficient sacrifice having once been offered, there could be thereafter no other priesthood in this relation to the people, or discharging this mediatorial function. The Christian ministry finds its analogy, not in the priests, but in the prophets of the old dispensation, although even here the likeness is very imperfect. Still, while the priests were required to preserve and teach the written law, it was left to the prophets to unfold its spiritual meaning, and to urge regard to it by argument and exhortation. It is a striking fact that the Greek word for priest, ἱερεύς, and its derivatives in the New Testament, while frequently applied to the priests of the old covenant and to Christ Himself, their Antitype, are never used for any office in the Christian Church, except for the general priesthood of the whole body of believers; προφήτης=prophet, however, and its cognates are thus used with great frequency. It is to be borne in mind that priest, in the Levitical sense of the word, and sacrifice are correlative terms; sacrifice pre-supposes a priest to offer it, and a priest must needs have “somewhat also to offer” ( Hebrews 8:3). From these points flow all the duties of the priests, and in view of these their qualifications, and the other laws concerning them are fixed.

The first and chiefest of all their duties was the offering of sacrifice, as this was the especial instrumentality by which men sought to draw near to God. No sacrifice could be offered without the intervention of the appointed priest; for the sacrifices having no virtue in themselves, and deriving their value from the Divine appointment, must necessarily be presented in the way and by the persons whom God had authorized. Hence it is that in the ritual of the sacrifices an emphasis is always placed upon the declaration that the priests “shall make atonement.” The apparent exceptions to this, in the case of Samuel and Elijah, are really but illustrations of the principle, they being prophets directly charged from on high to do this very thing. In this, including the burning of incense, the priests were undoubtedly typical of the one true High Priest and Mediator. They stood, as far as was possible for Prayer of Manasseh, between God and the people, and by their acts were the people made—at least symbolically—holy, and brought near to God. The acts of sacrifice which were essential and which therefore could only be performed by the priests, were the sprinkling or other treatment of the blood, and the burning of such parts as were to be consumed upon the altar. In the sin and trespass offerings, as well as in the oblations, which must be wholly consecrated to God, they were to consume the parts which were not burned.

From this essential duty naturally were derived a variety of others. To the priests belonged the care of the sanctuary and its sacred utensils, the preservation of the fire on the brazen altar, the burning of incense on the golden altar, the dressing and lighting of the lamps of the golden candlestick, the charge of the shew-bread, and other like duties. They were necessarily concerned in all those multitudinous acts of the Israelites which were connected with sacrifices, such as the accomplishment of the Nazarite vow, the ordeal of jealousy, the expiation of an unknown murder, the determination of the unclean and of the cleansed leprous persons, garments and houses; the regulation of the calendar; the valuation of devoted property which was to be redeemed; these and a multitude of other duties followed naturally from their priestly office. They were also to blow the silver trumpets on the various occasions of their use, and in connection with this to exhort the soldiers about to engage in battle to boldness, because they-went to fight under the Lord. They were also, from their own familiarity with the law, appropriately appointed as the religious teachers of the people. From their priestly office they were charged to bless the people in the name of God; and from their privilege of consulting God especially through the Urim and Thummim, they were made arbiters in disputes of importance: “by their word shall every controversy and every violence be tried” ( Deuteronomy 21:5). All these secondary duties flowed from their primary one in connection with the sacrifices. Hence the influence and importance of the priests in the Hebrew commonwealth varied greatly with the religious earnestness and activity of the nation. Negatively, it is important to note that the priests did not, in any considerable degree, discharge towards the people the office of the Christian pastor, the spiritual guide, comforter and assistant of his flock. It is possible that if the people and the priests themselves had been prepared for it, something more of this relation might have resulted from the provisions of the law. Still, they were not individually the priests of particular communities; but rather, as a body, the priests of the whole nation. From this it resulted that their connection with the people was little more than simply official and ministerial. In so far as the need of the pastor was met at all under the old dispensation, as already said, it was by the prophet rather than by the priests.

The same thing is also true of their revenue. This was chiefly derived from the “second tithe,” or the tenth paid to them by the Levites from the tithes received by them from the people. Tithes were stringently commanded; but no power was lodged with any one for their compulsory collection. Their payment was left absolutely to the conscientious obedience of the people. The priests’ support was supplemented by their share of the sacrifices, first-fruits, and other offerings of the people. Very ample provision appears to be made for them in the law; the Levites, who were much less than a tenth of the people, were to receive the tenth of all their increase; and the priests, who appear to have numbered still much less than the tenth of the Levites, were to receive the tenth of the income paid to them. Practically, during the far greater part of the Hebrew history, their support appears to have been precarious and insufficient, and we know that large numbers of them declined to return from the captivity of Babylon, and many of the descendants of those who did return did not exercise their priestly office or claim their priestly privileges.

The qualifications for the priesthood were first, Aaronic descent; to secure this genealogical registers were kept with great care ( 2 Chronicles 31:16-17, etc.), and any one who could not find his descent upon them was not allowed to minister in the priest’s office or to receive its emoluments ( Ezra 2:62; Nehemiah 7:64). Secondly, they must be perfect physically, free from any bodily defect or injury; otherwise, they might eat of the priests’ portion, and receive his tithe, but they were forbidden to approach the altar, or enter the sanctuary ( Leviticus 21:17-23). Further, during the time of their ministrations, they must be entirely free from any form of legal uncleanness ( Leviticus 22:1-7), and must practice frequent ablutions, especially on entering the sacred precincts ( Leviticus 8:6; Exodus 40:30-32), and they must carefully abstain from wine and strong drink ( Leviticus 10:8-10); at all times they must maintain an especial symbolic purity, and particularly must never be defiled by the contact of a dead body, except in the case of the very nearest relatives ( Leviticus 21:2-4), even this exception being denied to the high-priest (ib. 10–12). No limit of age either for the beginning or the end of their service is fixed in the law; but in the absence of such limitation, the age appointed for the Levites would probably have been generally regarded as fitting. In later times there was great laxity in this respect, and Aristobulus was appointed high-priest by Herod the Great when only seventeen. In addition to these outward qualifications, exemplary holiness of life is everywhere required of the priests, and even in their families, violations of virtue were visited with more severity than among others ( Leviticus 21:9).

In marriage the priests generally were only restricted in their choice to virgins or widows of any of the tribes of their nation ( Leviticus 21:7); later, marriage within the Aaronic family seems to have been preferred, and by the prophet Ezekiel ( Ezekiel 44:22) the marriage with widows (except of priests) was forbidden them.

They were originally inducted into their office by a solemn consecration, and were sprinkled with the sacrificial blood and the holy anointing oil ( Leviticus 9); but, except for the high-priest, this one consecration sufficed for all their descendants, and was not repeated.

While on duty in the sanctuary they were arrayed in robes of linen which might never pass beyond the sacred precincts; and they must minister at the altar unshod.

In the small number of priests at first, it was probably necessary that all of them should be constantly on duty; but when in later times they had greatly multiplied, they were divided by David into twenty-four courses, each with a chief at its head, who should minister in turn ( 1 Chronicles 24:3-4). This arrangement was maintained ever after, although on the return from the captivity, some of the courses were wanting from the returning exiles ( Nehemiah 12:1-7; Nehemiah 12:12-21).

The whole order of the priests was concentrated, so to speak, in the high-priest. His office was also hereditary, but not with the same strictness. We find in the time of Eli that the high priesthood had passed to the house of Ithamar (Aaron’s younger son), and from his descendants it was again by divine direction transferred back to the elder branch. The duties and responsibilities of the high-priest were far more solemn than that of the ordinary priests. “Pity and sympathy also, according to the Ep. to the Hebr, enter into the idea of the high-priest.” Lange. There could be only one high-priest at a time, although a second, in some degree at least, seems to have been permitted during that abnormal period during the reign of David when the ark and the tabernacle were separated. The high-priest was restricted in marriage to a Hebrew virgin; his official robes were of the utmost splendor, and on his breast he wore the precious stones on which were engraved the names of the twelve tribes of Israel, while on the golden plate on his forehead was inscribed “holiness unto the Lord;” he was originally consecrated by a more ample anointing than his brethren, and this was repeated for each of his successors, so that he is described as having “the crown of the anointing oil of his God upon him” ( Leviticus 21:12), and, as we have seen, is often designated simply as “the anointed priest;” he must have succeeded to his office at whatever age his predecessor died or became incapacitated, and continued in it to the end of his own life, which formed a civil epoch ( Numbers 35:28; Numbers 35:32); no especial provision is made in the law for his support, and history shows that it was unnecessary to do Song of Solomon, as he was always amply provided for; the high-priest was forbidden the contact with the dead and the customary marks of sorrow even in those few cases which were permitted to other priests ( Leviticus 21:10-12), and that on the express ground of the peculiar completeness of his consecration. But his chief distinction lay in his being the embodiment, as it were, of the whole theocracy, and the mediator between God and the whole people. This was signified by manifold symbols on his robes; it was shown by his duty of offering the sin offering for himself and for the whole people (the same victim being required for each); and especially by his most solemn duties on the great day of Atonement ( Leviticus 16). From his position and religious duties necessarily flowed many others, as in the case of the ordinary priests, only that in the one case as in the other those of the high-priest were far higher and more important. In the Epistle to the Hebrews he is singled out not only as the representative of the whole priestly system, but as peculiarly the type of Christ, the one great High-Priest, Who alone could make effectual atonement, once for all, for the sins of all people. A “second priest,” or vice high-priest, is mentioned Jeremiah 52:24, and such an office is recognized by the later Jews. Literature: Kalisch, Preliminary Essay on Lev. VIII, and many of the works already mentioned under Sacrifices. Kueper, Das Priesterthum des Alten Bundes, Berlin, 1865.

______________

FIRST SECTION
The Consecration of the Priests
Leviticus 8:1-36
1And the Lord spake unto Moses, saying, 2Take Aaron and his sons with him, and the garments, and the anointing oil, and a [the[FN1]] bullock for the sin-offering, 3and [the1] two rams, and a [the1] basket of unleavened bread: and gather thou all the congregation together unto the door of the tabernacle of the [omit the] congregation 4 And Moses did as the Lord commanded him; and the assembly [congregation[FN2]] was gathered together unto the door of the tabernacle of the [omit the] congregation 5 And Moses said unto the congregation, This is the thing which the Lord commanded to be done.

6And Moses brought Aaron and his sons, and washed [bathed[FN3]] them with water 7 And he put upon him the coat, and girded him with the girdle, and clothed him with the robe, and put the ephod upon him, and he girded him with the curious8[curious[FN4]] girdle of the ephod, and bound it unto him therewith. And he put the breastplate upon him: also he put in the breastplate the Urim and the Thummim 9 And he put the mitre upon his head; also upon the mitre, even upon his forefront, did he put [and upon the mitre upon his forehead did he put[FN5]] the golden plate, the holy crown; as the Lord commanded Moses 10 And Moses took the anointing oil, and anointed the tabernacle [dwelling-place[FN6]] and all that was therein, and sanctified them.[FN7] 11And he sprinkled thereof upon the altar seven times, and anointed the altar and all his vessels, both the laver and his foot, to sanctify them 12 And he poured of[FN8] the anointing oil upon Aaron’s head, and anointed him, to sanctify him 13 And Moses brought Aaron’s sons, and put coats upon them, and girded them with girdles [a girdle[FN9]], and put [bound] bonnets upon them; as the Lord commanded Moses.

14And he brought the bullock for the sin offering: and Aaron and his sons laid[FN10]their hands upon the head of the bullock for the sin offering 15 And he slew it; and Moses took the blood, and put it upon the horns of the altar round about with his finger, and purified the altar, and poured the blood at the bottom of the altar, and sanctified it, to make reconciliation upon it [to atone for it[FN11]]. 16And he took all the fat that was upon the inwards, and the caul above the liver, and the two kidneys, and their fat, and Moses burnt it[FN12] upon the altar 17 But the bullock, and his hide, his flesh, and his dung, he burnt with fire without the camp; as the Lordcommanded Moses 18 And he brought[FN13] the ram for the burnt offering: and Aaron and his sons laid their hands upon the head of the ram 19 And he killed it; and Moses sprinkled the blood upon the altar round about 20 And he cut the ram into pieces; and Moses burnt the head, and the pieces, and the fat 21 And he washed the inwards and the legs in water; and Moses burnt the whole ram upon the altar: it[FN14] was a burnt sacrifice for a sweet savour, and [omit and] an offering made by fire unto the Lord; as the Lord commanded Moses 22 And he brought the other ram, the ram of consecration: and Aaron and his sons laid their hands upon the head of the ram 23 And he slew it; and Moses took of the blood of it, and put it upon the tip of Aaron’s right ear, and upon the thumb of his right hand, and upon the 24 great toe of his right foot. And he[FN15] brought Aaron’s sons, and Moses put of the blood upon the tip of their right ear, and upon the thumbs [thumb[FN16]] of their right hands, and upon the great toes [toe16] of their right feet: and Moses sprinkled the blood upon the altar round about 25 And he took the fat, and the rump [the fat tail[FN17]] and all the fat that was upon the inwards, and the caul above the liver, and the two kidneys, and their fat, and the right shoulder [leg[FN18]]: 26and out of the basket of unleavened bread,[FN19] that was before the Lord, he took one unleavened cake, and a cake of oiled bread, and one wafer, and put them on the fat, and upon the right shoulder [leg19]: 27and he put all upon Aaron’s hands, and upon his sons’ hands, and waved them for a wave offering before the Lord 28 And Moses took them from off their hands, and burnt them[FN20] on the altar upon the burnt offering: they were consecrations for a sweet savour: it[FN21]is an offering made by fire unto the Lord 29 And Moses took the breast, and waved it for a wave offering before the Lord: for of the ram of consecration it was Moses’ part; as the Lord commanded Moses 30 And Moses took of the anointing oil, and of the blood which was upon the altar, and sprinkled it upon Aaron, and upon his garments, and upon his sons, and upon his sons’ garments with him; and sanctified Aaron, and his garments, and his sons, and his sons’ garments with him.

31And Moses said unto Aaron and to his sons, Boil the flesh at the door of the tabernacle of the [omit the] congregation[FN22] : and there eat with the bread that is in the basket of consecrations, as I [am[FN23]] commanded, saying, Aaron and his sons shall eat it 32 And that which remaineth of the flesh and of the bread shall ye burn with fire 33 And ye shall not go out of the door of the tabernacle of the [omit the] congregation in seven days, until the days of your consecration be at an end: for seven days shall he consecrate you 34 As he hath done this day, so the Lord hath commanded to do, to make an atonement for you 35 Therefore shall ye abide at the door of the tabernacle of the [omit the] congregation day and night seven days, and keep the charge of the Lord, that ye die not: for so I am commanded 36 So Aaron and his sons did all things which the Lord commanded by the hand of Moses.

TEXTUAL AND GRAMMATICAL
Leviticus 8:2. The Heb. has the article in all these cases, and it should be retained as referring to the commands given in Exodus 29.

Leviticus 8:4. הָעֵרָה. The word being precisely the same as in Leviticus 8:3, should certainly have the same translation. The Vulg. and Syr. prefix all, as in Leviticus 8:3.

Leviticus 8:6. וַיִּרְחַץ. See Textual Note29 on Leviticus 14:8.

Leviticus 8:7. חֵשֶׁב means simply girdle, and there is nothing in the Heb. answering to curious, yet as this word is used only of the girdle of the Ephod, while there are several other words for the ordinary girdle, and as the A. V. has uniformly rendered it curious girdle, it may be well to retain the adjective as the readiest way of marking in English the peculiarity of the girdle. It should, however, be in italics.

Leviticus 8:9. The A. V. is unnecessarily complicated. For the second וַיָּשֶׂם the Sam. reads ויתן.

Leviticus 8:10. מִשְׁכַּן. See Textual Note 8 on Leviticus 15:31.

Leviticus 8:10. Three MSS, followed by the LXX, read it in the singular.

Leviticus 8:12. One MS, followed by the Vulg, omits the partitive מ.

Leviticus 8:13. אַבְנֵט in the sing. (The ancient versions, however, have the plural). An entirely different word from חֵשֶׁב of Leviticus 8:7.

Leviticus 8:14. The Heb. verb וַיִּסְמֹךְ is in the sing. In the corresponding clause in Leviticus 8:18 it is plural, and so it is made here also by the Sam. and Syr.

Leviticus 8:15. לְכַפֵר עָלָיו. It is better here, as in Leviticus 6:30 (23), and Leviticus 16:20, to retain the almost universal rendering of בִּפֶר in the A. V. These three places are the only exceptions in Exodus,, Leviticus, or Num. The sense is clearly for it, rather than upon it, and it is so rendered in the corresponding passage. Exodus 29:36, comp37.

Leviticus 8:16. The missing pronoun is supplied in one MS. and the Arab.

Leviticus 8:18. For וַיַּקְרֵב the Sam. reads ויגש.

Leviticus 8:21. Five MSS, the Syr. and Vulg, omit the pronoun.

Leviticus 8:24. The LXX. says, Moses brought.

Leviticus 8:24. The singular, which is the Heb. form, is quite as accurate and expressive.

Leviticus 8:25. See Text. Note7 on Leviticus 3:9.

Leviticus 8:25. See Text. Note30 on Leviticus 7:32.

Leviticus 8:26. The LXX. here reads ἀπὸ τοῦ κανοῦ τῆς τελειώσεως.

Leviticus 8:28. The pronoun is supplied by one MS, the LXX, and the Syr.

Leviticus 8:28. This pronoun is wanting in two MSS, the Vulg. and Arab.

Leviticus 8:31. The Sam. and LXX. add ἐν τόπω ἁγίῳ.

Leviticus 8:31. The A. V. follows the Masoretic punctuation צִוֵּיתִי; but the LXX, Vulg. and Syr, that of Leviticus 8:35 צֻוֵּיתִי.

EXEGETICAL AND CRITICAL
In the chapters of this section we have the only prolonged narrative in Leviticus, in fact the only historical matter at all except the punishment of the blasphemer in Leviticus 24:10-23.

Leviticus 8:1. The LORD spake.—A special command to carry out now the command already given minutely in Exodus 28, 29,, 40.

Leviticus 8:2-5 contain the preliminary arrangements. Moses takes Aaron and his sons, and the various things previously provided for their consecration, and brings them into the court of the tabernacle. The four, sons of Aaron were brought, and the language would also include his grandsons, if there were any at this time of suitable age. The fact, however, that Eleazar entered the promised land, would make him less than twenty-one at this time, and therefore too young to have sons of sufficient age, and no sons of Nadab and Abihu are ever anywhere mentioned. The people were also gathered about the wide opening of the court, probably represented by their elders in the nearest places, and the mass of the men generally standing upon the surrounding heights which overlooked the tabernacle. Lange: “This is the ordinance: first, the persons; then the garments as symbols of the office; the anointing oil, the symbol of the Spirit; the bullock for the sin offering, the symbol of the priest favored with the entrusted atonement, and yet needing favor; the ram for the burnt offering, the symbol of the sacrificial employment; the ram for the sacrifice of consecration, the symbol of the priestly emoluments in true sacrifices of consecration; and the basket of unleavened bread, the symbol of life’s enjoyments of the priests, sanctified in every form by the oil of the Spirit.”

Leviticus 8:2. The basket, according to Exodus 29:2-3; Exodus 29:23, contained three kinds of bread all unleavened, the loaf, the oil bread, and the wafer anointed with oil.

Leviticus 8:3-4. The consecration was thus public, not only that Aaron might not seem “to take this honor unto himself;” but also that by their presence, the people might be assenting to the consecration of him who was to minister among them and for them.

Leviticus 8:6-13. The washing, anointing, and investiture.

Leviticus 8:6. And bathed them with water.—Not merely their hands and their feet, which Moses must have already done for himself, and which was always done by every priest who entered the tabernacle, or who approached the altar ( Exodus 40:31-32); but doubtless an ablution of the whole body as seems to be intended in Exodus 29:4, and as was practised on the great day of atonement ( Leviticus 16:4). This washing was obviously symbolical of the purity required in those who draw near to God, and is applied spiritually to the whole body of Christians, “made priests unto God” in Hebrews 10:22. With this comp. Christ’s receiving of baptism ( Matthew 3:13-15) before entering upon His public ministry.

Leviticus 8:7-9. The robing of Aaron comes first, then the sanctification of the tabernacle and all it contained, especially of the altar, then the anointing of Aaron, and finally the robing of his sons. Neither here nor in Exodus 29:5 is there any mention of the “linen breeches” of Exodus 28:42; Exodus 39:28 probably because these were simply “to cover their nakedness,” and were not considered a part of the official costume. As Kalisch suggests, Aaron and his sons probably put them on themselves immediately after their ablution. On the remaining articles of apparel see Exodus 28. Briefly, the coat was the long tunic of fine linen worn next the skin. According to Josephus (Ant. III:7, § 2), it reached to the feet, and was fastened closely to the arms. It was to be “embroidered” ( Exodus 28:39), i.e, woven, all of the same material and color, in diaper work. From Exodus 28:40-41; Exodus 39:27, this garment appears to have been the same for the high-priest and the common priests. The girdle next mentioned is not the “curious girdle” of the Ephod (חֵשֶׁב), but the אַבְנֵט described by Josephus (loc. cit.) as a long sash of very loosely woven linen, embroidered with flowers of scarlet, and purple, and blue, which was wound several times around the body and tied, the ends hanging down to the ankles ordinarily, but thrown over the shoulder when the priest was engaged in active duty.—The robe ( Exodus 28:31-35), wholly of blue, was woven without seam, apparently without sleeves, with a hole whereby it was put over the head. It is supposed to have reached a little below the knees, and to have been visible below, and also a little above, the Ephod. The hem at the bottom was ornamented with “pomegranates, blue, and purple, and scarlet,” with golden bells between them, which should sound as the high-priest went in and out of the holy place. Over this was the Ephod ( Exodus 28:6-7; Exodus 39:2-4), a vestment whose construction is imperfectly understood. The word etymologically, means simply a “vestment,” and a simple “linen Ephod” was worn by the common priests ( 1 Samuel 22:18), as well as by others engaged in religious services ( 1 Samuel 2:18; 2 Samuel 6:14; 1 Chronicles 15:27). The “vestment” or Ephod of the high-priest here spoken of, however, was a very different and much more gorgeous affair. Its material was שֵׁשׁ=fine linen (of which also the tunic mentioned above was made), while that of the other Ephods was בַּד or common linen of which the “linen breeches” were made. (The latter word, however, as the more general, is sometimes used for both, Leviticus 6:10 (3); Leviticus 16:4; Leviticus 16:23; Leviticus 16:32). The Ephod of the high-priest appears to have been made in two parts, one for the back and one for the breast, joined at the shoulders by two onyx stones set in gold, upon which were engraved the names of the tribes of Israel. To these stones were attached chains of pure wreathen gold for the support of the breastplate. According to Josephus (loc. cit., § 5), it had sleeves and a place left open upon the breast to be covered by the breast-plate. It was woven with gold thread and colors “with cunning work,” and with its attachments was one of the chief parts of the high-priest’s attire. Upon it, wrought of the same costly and gorgeous materials, was the curious girdle of the Ephod, woven on to one of the parts, and passing round the body, holding them both together. On this was put the breast-plate ( Exodus 28:15-30), a separate piece of cloth woven of the same materials, so that when folded it was “a span” square. By gold rings it was attached to the chains from the onyx stones on the shoulder, and by other gold rings it was tied with bands of blue lace to corresponding rings on the Ephod. To this breast-plate were attached by settings of gold, twelve precious stones, on each of which was engraved the name of one of the tribes of Israel.—Also he put in the breast-plate the Urim and the Thummim.—On these words many volumes have been written, and we can only here refer to the note on Exodus 28:30. From the way in which they are spoken of both there (comp. Leviticus 8:15-21) and here, they appear to have been something different from the precious stones before spoken of, and to have been placed, not on, but in the breast-plate, i.e., in the receptacle formed by its fold, although a great variety of authorities might be cited for the opposite view. There is nowhere any direction given for their preparation, and from the use of the definite article with each of them, it is likely that they were things already known. They were used as a means of ascertaining the will of God ( Numbers 27:21; 1 Samuel 28:6, etc.); but by precisely what process is not known, and there are now no means of ascertaining. The many conjectures concerning them are conveniently arranged by Clark (Speaker’s Com.) under three heads: (1) that the Divine will was manifested by some physical effect addressed to the eye or ear; (2) that they were a means of calling into action a prophetic gift in the high-priest; (3) that they were some contrivance for casting lots. The Urim and Thummim were here formally delivered to Aaron, and passed on to his successors; but the last recorded instance of their use is in the time of David, and they seem to have passed into disuse as revelations and teachings by prophets became more frequent. It is certain that they had disappeared, or their use had been lost, after the return from the captivity ( Ezra 2:63; Nehemiah 7:65).

And he put the mitre upon his head.—( Exodus 28:37-39). The word mitre is here used in its etymological sense, of a twisted band of fine linen around the head, which might now be described as a turban.The golden plate, the holy crown,—a plate of pure gold having engraved on it holiness to the Lord. This was attached to a “blue lace,” whereby it was fastened to the mitre. It was the crowning glory of the high-priest’s official dress, and its symbolism is fully expressed in the command for its preparation ( Exodus 28:38), “that Aaron may bear the iniquity of the holy things, which the children of Israel shall hallow in all their holy gifts; and it shall be always upon his forehead, that they may be accepted before the Lord. “This completed the investiture of Aaron, and it is added as the LORD commanded Moses, both to show that the command had been fulfilled, and also that only that which was commanded had been done. In this matter nothing was left to human device; every particular was expressly arranged by minute Divine directions; for everything was symbolic and intended gradually to teach Israel spiritual truths, which as yet they were only prepared to learn by these sensible images.

Leviticus 8:10-12. The anointing of the sacred things and of Aaron.

The composition of the anointing oil, and the careful restriction of its use had been minutely commanded ( Exodus 30:22-33). The Rabbis say that the art of compounding it was lost after the captivity, and hence from that time its use was necessarily discontinued. The things to be anointed had all been made “after the pattern shown in the Mount” ( Exodus 25:40; Hebrews 9:23) and expressly for their sacred uses; yet there was a fitness, such as has always been recognized by the sense of mankind, that they should first be especially set apart by a solemn ceremonial for their holy purpose. The tabernacle and all that was therein.—In Exodus 30:26-28, many of the things are specially mentioned, showing that Moses with the anointing oil must have passed not only into the holy place but into the holy of holies itself.

Leviticus 8:11. He sprinkled thereof upon the altar seven times.—This refers to the brazen altar in the court, as is shown by the things enumerated with it. On the seven-fold sprinkling see on Leviticus 4:6. And anointed the altar.—As this is a different act from the sprinkling, so does this special sanctifying of the altar seem appropriate to its use in the sacrifices.

Leviticus 8:12. He poured of the anointing oil upon Aaron’s head.—Comp. Psalm 133:2. “The anointing with oil was a symbol of endowment with the Spirit of God ( 1 Samuel 10:1; 1 Samuel 10:6; 1 Samuel 16:13-14; Isaiah 61:1) for the duties of the office to which a person was consecrated,” Keil. The A. V. is quite accurate in marking the more abundant anointing of Aaron by the word poured. The symbolism of anointing is abundantly recognized in the New Test. as applied to Christ ( Luke 4:18; Acts 10:38, etc.). There has been much question whether the sons of Aaron were also here anointed. On the one hand, it had been commanded that they should be anointed ( Exodus 28:41; Exodus 40:15) “thou shalt anoint them as thou didst anoint their father,” and they are always recognized as having been anointed ( Leviticus 7:36; Leviticus 10:7); and on the other hand, there is no mention here of this having been done (which could hardly have been omitted had it taken place); and as Aaron was first robed, and then anointed, while his sons were not yet robed, it seems necessary to consider their unction as having been confined to the sprinkling with mingled oil and blood of Leviticus 8:30. This would be quite in accordance with the recognition of the high-priest alone as the anointed priest and with all those passages in which his anointing is spoken of as something peculiar. (The word as in Exodus 40:15 cannot, of course, be pressed—as Kalisch insists—to mean an exactly similar form of anointing).

Leviticus 8:13. Next comes the robing of Aaron’s sons, all in accordance with the commands so often referred to. The bonnets were also a sort of turban, but it may be inferred from the difference in the Heb. word that they were probably differently fashioned from that of the high-priest.

Leviticus 8:14-30. The sacrifices and accompanying ceremonies.

In the order of the sacrifices the sin offering comes first, then the burnt offering, lastly the peace offering; this, the normal order, is always observed (unless in certain exceptional cases) where the several kinds of sacrifice come together, as was evidently fitting in view of the special object of each.

The victim and the ritual of the sin offering are the same as that appointed for the sin offering of the high-priest in Leviticus 4:3-12, except that the blood was not brought into the sanctuary nor sprinkled “before the vail.” The reason commonly assigned for this is that the offering was not for any particular sin, but only for a general state of sinfulness. So Lange. But it is to be borne in mind that this sacrifice was not for Aaron alone, but for him and his sons together; also it was not for an already consecrated high-priest, but for one who was in the very act of being consecrated and not yet entitled to discharge the functions of the high-priest. In view of what he was to be, the victim might well be the same as that appointed for the ordinary sin offering of the high-priest; in view of what he actually was, it was fitting that there should be a difference in the ritual as regards the blood. Moses took the blood and put it upon the horns of the altar round about with his finger, as was done in all sin offerings, only here the object of the act seems to have been, in part at least, the altar itself. This had been already sprinkled and anointed; now by the blood it is still further purified, and also sanctified, and atonement made for it. On the necessity of the blood in addition to the oil, see Hebrews 9:21-22. The application of this to the altar was for the same general reasons as in case of the tabernacle and its contents, only that there was especial emphasis in regard to the altar on account of its peculiar use. As all things in heaven and earth are reconciled unto God by the blood of the cross ( Colossians 1:20), so must these typical things be reconciled by the blood of the typical sacrifice.

In all this service Moses, by a special Divine commission, acts as the priest. Hence he is spoken of in Psalm 99:6 as “among His priests,” and Philo calls him a high-priest. He did not, however, wear the priestly garments, and strictly he was not a priest at all. He had hitherto acted as priest ( Exodus 40:23), although he had not before offered a sin offering; but now he was both less and more than a priest. Less, in that with this consecration his priestly functions absolutely ceased; more, in that he now acts on God’s behalf as the Mediator of the Old Covenant ( Galatians 3:19). The Aaronic priesthood was continued with its powers by hereditary succession; but all chains must have a beginning, and all authority must have a giver. Here the first link of the chain, the beginning of all priestly authority, is given by Moses acting under an express commission for this purpose, from the Almighty. It is to be remembered that all these sacrifices were consumed by fire kindled in the ordinary way, the fire “from before the Lord” ( Leviticus 9:24) not having yet come forth.

Leviticus 8:18-21. The burnt offering differed in nothing from the ordinary burnt offering, although the victim was of a kind less commonly selected.

Leviticus 8:22-30. The peace offering, or ram of consecration. Any sacrificial animal might be offered in the ordinary peace offerings; but a ram, as here, was required along with a bullock for the priestly peace offering immediately after their consecration ( Leviticus 9:4-8), and a ram alone at the fulfilment of the Nazarite vow ( Numbers 6:14; Numbers 6:17), and this also formed a part of the varied peace offerings of the princes after the dedication of the altar and tabernacle ( Numbers 7:17; Numbers 7:23, etc.).

Leviticus 8:22. The ram of consecration, lit, “the ram of the fillings,” i.e. with which the hands of Aaron and his sons were to be filled for the wave-offering, Leviticus 8:27, and by this phraseology is the idea of consecration usually expressed according to the Hebrew idiom (comp. the verb in Judges 17:5; Judges 17:12; 1 Kings 13:33; Ezekiel 43:26, etc.). The LXX. renders it κριὸν τελειώσεως=the ram of perfecting, inasmuch as this was the completion of the consecration, and signified that the priest was now enabled henceforth to offer sacrifice to God. Wordsworth aptly compares it to the delivery of the Bible to one being ordained to the ministry in the early Christian Church to signify that he was now entitled to exercise his office of dispensing God’s word to the people. Lange gives another view of the sense: “The fact that Aaron too, and his sons, belonged to the congregation, and with it must bring offerings of their fulness towards the support that they received from it, is expressed in the command that they shall offer a second ram as a sacrifice of Fulnesses.” And further: “Knobel gives Ordination offering; Keil, Peace offering. The peace or thank offering, however, was not brought until the eighth day, and all the particulars in this chapter belong to ordination offerings. It is then the offering of the fulness of his emoluments, which indeed belongs to the true priestly character.”

Leviticus 8:24. Upon the tip of their right ear.—Whether the upper or the lower extremity of the ear is meant is disputed, and is immaterial. “He touched the extreme points, which represented the whole, of the ear, hand, and foot on the right, or more important and principal side: the ear because the priest was always to hearken to the word and commandment of God; the hand, because he was to discharge the priestly functions properly; and the foot, because he was to walk correctly in the sanctuary. Through this manipulation the three organs employed in the priestly service were placed, by means of their tips, en rapport with the sacrificial blood.” Keil (quoted in part by Lange). By the subsequent sprinkling of the same blood upon the altar all was associated especially with sacrifice, the pre-eminent priestly function. It is noticeable that the same parts of the cleansed leper were in the same way to be touched with the blood of his trespass offering ( Leviticus 14:14). In regard to the choice of the members on the right side, Theodoret (Qu8 in Lev.) significantly notes that “there are also left-handed actions and obedience of condemnation.”

Leviticus 8:25-28. The ritual of the wave offering is the same as in case of the ordinary peace offerings; only Aaron and his sons are here the offerers, and hence the portions waved were burned upon the altar, instead of being eaten by the priests. Lange says: “The command is to be particularly noticed, that the prophet should take this offering of the priests from their hands, and burn it upon the altar. The prophetical spirit must support the priesthood in the swinging and upheaving from the earth without which it is lost.”

Leviticus 8:29. Moses took the breast.—This also he waved for a wave offering, but not on Aaron’s hands. This was done by special command, and was not the part belonging ordinarily to the officiating priest himself, but to the priestly order generally. The parts belonging to the officiating priest were burned upon the altar: as if to show that Moses, by thus officiating for the moment under a peculiar authorization, did not become actually a priest, although he might be in some sense connected with the priestly order.

Leviticus 8:30. The sprinkling of Aaron and his sons and their garments once more, and now with the oil mingled with the blood of the sacrifice, completes the consecration service of this and each succeeding day. Lange: “The combination of the anointing oil and the blood of the sacrifice, of the life of the Spirit and the joyfulness of death, poured out over everything that was priestly, is here the typical ground-idea.” This is the only unction of the sons of Aaron that is recorded; but it seems quite enough to constitute them anointed priests.

Leviticus 8:31. Of the flesh of this sacrifice Aaron and his sons must eat; but no one else might share with them ( Exodus 29:33), not even Moses. In this it was sharply distinguished from the ordinary peace offering; and this distinction was further marked by the command that it should be eaten within the court of the tabernacle, and that only on the same day, and in its accompanying oblation there was no leavened bread. It was a priestly peace offering, and was to be eaten by Aaron and his sons as inchoate priests.

Leviticus 8:34. Rosenmüller notes that “the verb עָשָׂה is here to be taken passively, as often אָמַר and קָרָא. See 1 Samuel 23:22; Genesis 16:14.”

Leviticus 8:32-35. Lange: “Seven days they were to pass in holy seclusion in the court, seven days they were to bring the appointed sacrifices and to live on their sacrifice of consecration; what remained of it might not be devoted to common uses, but must be burned. So for seven days they were to keep holy watch, the watch of Jehovah in the court of the tabernacle, under the penalty of death. Moses makes particularly prominent the symbolic force of this divine watch; it is Jehovah’s express commandment. Keil makes plain, however, that they might still go out in certain emergencies.”

DOCTRINAL AND ETHICAL
I. The whole matter of atonement, both in the sacrifices and in the priesthood, depended upon the Divine appointment; neither of them had any virtue or power to do away with human sin in themselves. Hence they could have been but types (since the Divine government is ever a reality), and looked forward to a Sacrifice which should have value, and a Priest who should have power, to accomplish in reality that which is here foreshadowed, and restore man to communion with God by giving him that holiness which is an essential prerequisite, and yet which of himself he can never attain.

II. By the fact that none could be a priest except by Divine appointment was taught under the old dispensation the truth so much emphasized in the new, that salvation is wholly of God’s free grace. No sacrifice for sin could bleed, no priest could sprinkle the blood, except as God Himself allowed and commanded.

III. Moses, who was not a priest, who had never been anointed, consecrated Aaron, and by Divine command communicated to another that which he did not himself have. This illustrates the fact that God is not Himself limited by the limitations He has placed upon man. He can use for a priest one to whom the priesthood, except for this use, has not been communicated.

IV. Although God appointed, and Moses ministered, yet must all the people be summoned to witness the consecration of the priests, and by their presence give their assent. This as all other parts of the Levitical system was of the nature of a covenant. God alone could proclaim the laws; but it is of the people to promise obedience: God alone could constitute men priests; but it is for the people to accept and avail themselves of their mediation.

V. Lange on Leviticus 8:13 : “And now first are the assistants spoken of. The whole priesthood is concentrated in the anointed priest, the head priest, the high-priest: a symbol which has been fulfilled in Christ, but not a second time in an inferior symbol.”

VI. In this chapter of Leviticus and the corresponding one of Exodus the consecration of Aaron is frequently expressed in the LXX. by the verb τελειόω and its derivative τελείωσις; and correspondingly, with express reference to this law, the same word is applied to the consecration of Christ in Hebrews 2:10; Hebrews 7:28. He was consecrated in the sufferings of the cross, and thenceforward continues our high-priest and intercessor for evermore.

VII. The washing of Aaron and his sons, the linen drawers, and the linen tunic express as clearly and emphatically as is possible to symbolism the absolute necessity of inward purity in those who would draw near to God.

VIII. The culmination of the high-priest’s vestments was in the golden plate on his forehead, and on this was inscribed “holiness to the Lord.” This then was the culmination of the Levitical, as of every other dispensation; the one point towards which all lines of precept and of ceremony, of plain Divine command and of symbolical teaching converge is “Holiness to the Lord.”

HOMILETICAL AND PRACTICAL
As Moses by Divine appointment was able to consecrate Aaron, so may any one, in the power of God, become to another the channel of grace which he himself may not possess; one’s own deficiencies are then no sufficient bar to work for others. Moses summoned all the people: there are none without interest in the means provided for the atonement for sin. The Sept. here ( Leviticus 8:3-4) used the word ἐκκλησιάζω (var. lect. ἐκκλησία), and this is the first place where that word or ἐκκλησία occurs; Cyril of Jerusalem hence notes that the Church is thus presented to us first when Aaron, the type of Christ, is invested with the high-priesthood. Aaron was first washed, then vested; Origen thereupon remarks (Hom6 in Lev. § 2) that except the Christian be washed from his sins, he cannot put on the Lord Jesus Christ. Comp. Revelation 1:5-6. “So our great High Priest was publicly inaugurated in the presence of a large multitude by His baptism..... So all Christians, who “are made priests to God” in Christ, are initiated into their priesthood in baptism.” Wordsw. With the symbolical setting apart for holy uses of the sacred vessels compare the expressions in the N. Test. “chosen vessel” ( Acts 9:15), vessels to honor and to dishonor, and vessels of wrath ( Romans 9:21-23), etc. “The ephod bearing the onyx stones on the shoulder straps, with the breast-plate containing the Urim and the Thummim, is symbolic of the priestly function..... The holy crown, with its legible and intelligible motto, indicates the holiness and authority which appertain to the royal Priest. And in their correlation, the stones on the shoulder especially denote the priestly, those on the breast-plate the prophetic, and the golden plate on the forehead the kingly, function of the Mediator.” Murphy. As Aaron and his sons must be anointed to become priests, Song of Solomon, says St. John, has Christ communicated an unction to the Christian which “abideth” in him ( 1 John 2:20; 1 John 2:27). The three sacrifices of the consecration, the sin, the burnt, and the peace offering, as they together represent the three-fold fulness of the one sacrifice of Christ, so do they point out the three-fold duty by which Christians may obtain the benefits of that sacrifice, and thereby become “priests unto God,” viz. death unto sin, fulness of obedience, and communion with God. Aaron was consecrated by these sacrifices to be a priest “offering oftentimes the same sacrifices, which can never take away sins;” but “Christ, “after He had offered one sacrifice for sins forever,” “hath perfected (τετελείωκεν, hath consecrated as priests) forever them that are sanctified” ( Hebrews 10:14). Wordsworth. When Moses had gathered the people, he explained to them what he was about to do ( Leviticus 8:5), that they might be intelligent witnesses; so is the service of God ever a reasonable service. Aaron’s ear, hand and foot were touched with the anointing oil as well as himself sprinkled; so must each single faculty of those who have “the unction from the Holy One” be especially sanctified and consecrated to God’s service, as well as the whole body soul and spirit be generally devoted to Him, for the general only becomes concretely real in the particulars. In the mingling of the blood and oil ( Leviticus 8:30) for the anointing seems to be taught that not sacrifice for sin alone suffices; but that with this must be joined the unction of the Holy Spirit. If only sin is put out without anything being taken in, the house is but swept and garnished for its old occupant. With the watch of the now partially consecrated priests seven days in the court of the tabernacle, compare the waiting of the Apostles in Jerusalem after our Lord’s ascension until endued at Pentecost with power from on high. And with this, too, compare the life-long watch of every Christian; he has already received an unction from on high, but waits in this earthly tabernacle until he shall be called at last to enter into the Holy of holies.

Footnotes: 
FN#1 - Leviticus 8:2. The Heb. has the article in all these cases, and it should be retained as referring to the commands given in Exodus 29.

FN#2 - Leviticus 8:4. הָעֵרָה. The word being precisely the same as in Leviticus 8:3, should certainly have the same translation. The Vulg. and Syr. prefix all, as in Leviticus 8:3.

FN#3 - Leviticus 8:6. וַיִּרְחַץ. See Textual Note29 on Leviticus 14:8.

FN#4 - Leviticus 8:7. חֵשֶׁב means simply girdle, and there is nothing in the Heb. answering to curious, yet as this word is used only of the girdle of the Ephod, while there are several other words for the ordinary girdle, and as the A. V. has uniformly rendered it curious girdle, it may be well to retain the adjective as the readiest way of marking in English the peculiarity of the girdle. It should, however, be in italics.

FN#5 - Leviticus 8:9. The A. V. is unnecessarily complicated. For the second וַיָּשֶׂם the Sam. reads ויתן.

FN#6 - Leviticus 8:10. מִשְׁכַּן. See Textual Note 8 on Leviticus 15:31.

FN#7 - Leviticus 8:10. Three MSS, followed by the LXX, read it in the singular.

FN#8 - Leviticus 8:12. One MS, followed by the Vulg, omits the partitive מ.

FN#9 - Leviticus 8:13. אַבְנֵט in the sing. (The ancient versions, however, have the plural). An entirely different word from חֵשֶׁב of Leviticus 8:7.

FN#10 - Leviticus 8:14. The Heb. verb וַיִּסְמֹךְ is in the sing. In the corresponding clause in Leviticus 8:18 it is plural, and so it is made here also by the Sam. and Syr.

FN#11 - Leviticus 8:15. לְכַפֵר עָלָיו. It is better here, as in Leviticus 6:30 (23), and Leviticus 16:20, to retain the almost universal rendering of בִּפֶר in the A. V. These three places are the only exceptions in Exodus,, Leviticus, or Num. The sense is clearly for it, rather than upon it, and it is so rendered in the corresponding passage. Exodus 29:36, comp37.

FN#12 - Leviticus 8:16. The missing pronoun is supplied in one MS. and the Arab.

FN#13 - Leviticus 8:18. For וַיַּקְרֵב the Sam. reads ויגש.

FN#14 - Leviticus 8:21. Five MSS, the Syr. and Vulg, omit the pronoun.

FN#15 - Leviticus 8:24. The LXX. says, Moses brought.

FN#16 - Leviticus 8:24. The singular, which is the Heb. form, is quite as accurate and expressive.

FN#17 - Leviticus 8:25. See Text. Note7 on Leviticus 3:9.

FN#18 - Leviticus 8:25. See Text. Note30 on Leviticus 7:32.

FN#19 - Leviticus 8:26. The LXX. here reads ἀπὸ τοῦ κανοῦ τῆς τελειώσεως.

FN#20 - Leviticus 8:28. The pronoun is supplied by one MS, the LXX, and the Syr.

FN#21 - Leviticus 8:28. This pronoun is wanting in two MSS, the Vulg. and Arab.

FN#22 - Leviticus 8:31. The Sam. and LXX. add ἐν τόπω ἁγίῳ.

FN#23 - Leviticus 8:31. The A. V. follows the Masoretic punctuation צִוֵּיתִי; but the LXX, Vulg. and Syr, that of Leviticus 8:35 צֻוֵּיתִי.

09 Chapter 9 

Verses 1-24
SECOND SECTION
Entrance of Aaron and his Sons on their Office
Leviticus 9:1-24
1And it came to pass on the eighth day, that Moses called Aaron and his sons, and the elders[FN1] of Israel; 2and he said unto Aaron, Take thee a young [bull[FN2]] calf for a sin offering, and a ram for a burnt offering, without blemish, and offer them before the Lord 3 And unto the children 1 of Israel thou shalt speak, saying, Take ye a kid [buck[FN3]] of the goats for a sin offering; and a calf and a lamb [sheep[FN4]] both of the first year, without blemish, for a burnt offering: 4also a bullock and a ram for peace offerings, to sacrifice before the Lord; and a meat offering [an oblation[FN5]] mingled with oil: for to-day the Lord will appear unto you.

5And they brought that which Moses commanded before[FN6] the tabernacle of the congregation: and all the congregation drew near and stood before the Lord 6 And Moses said, This is the thing which the Lord commanded that ye should do: [FN7]and the glory of the Lord shall appear unto you 7 And Moses said unto Aaron, Go unto the altar, and offer thy sin offering, and thy burnt offering, and make an atonement for thyself, and for the people:[FN8] and offer the offering of the people, and make an atonement for them: as the Lord commanded.

8Aaron therefore went unto the altar, and slew the calf of the sin offering, which was for himself 9 And the sons of Aaron brought the blood unto him: and he dipped his finger in the blood, and put it upon the horns of the altar, and poured out the blood at the bottom of the altar: 10but the fat, and the kidneys, and the caul above the liver of the sin offering, he burnt upon the altar: as the Lord commanded Moses 11 And the flesh and the hide he burnt with fire without the camp 12 And he slew the burnt offering; and Aaron’s sons presented unto him the blood, which he sprinkled round about upon the altar 13 And they presented the burnt offering unto him, with [according to[FN9]] the pieces thereof and the head: and he burnt them upon[FN10] the altar 14 And he did wash the inwards and the legs, and burnt them upon the burnt offering on the altar.

15And he brought the people’s offering, and took the goat, which was the sin offering for the people, and slew it, and offered it for sin [a sin offering[FN11]], as the first 16 And he brought the burnt offering, and offered it according to the manner [ordinance[FN12]]. 17And he brought the meat offering [oblation5], and took an handful thereof, and burnt it upon the altar, beside the burnt sacrifice of the morning 18 He slew also the bullock and the ram for a sacrifice of peace offerings, which was for the people: and Aaron’s sons presented unto him the blood, which he sprinkled upon the altar round about, 19and the fat of the bullock and of the ram, the rump [fat tail[FN13]], and that which covereth the inwards, and the kidneys, and the caul20 above the liver: and they[FN14] put the fat upon the breasts, and he burnt the fat upon the altar: 21and the breasts and the right shoulder Aaron waved for a wave offering before the Lord; as Moses[FN15] commanded.

22And Aaron lifted up his hand [hands[FN16]] toward the people, and blessed them, and came down from offering of the sin offering, and the burnt offering, and peace offerings 23 And Moses and Aaron went into the tabernacle of the [om. the] congregation, and came out and blessed the people: and the glory of the Lord appeared unto all the people.

24And there came a fire out from before the Lord, and consumed upon the altar the burnt offering and the fat: which when all the people saw,[FN17] they shouted, and fell on their faces.

TEXTUAL AND GRAMMATICAL
Leviticus 9:1. For זִקְנֵי the Sam. and LXX. read בְּנֵי, but change the reading in the opposite way in Leviticus 9:3. Rosenmüller considers these elders as the same with the עֵדָה and the קָהָל of Leviticus 8.

Leviticus 9:2. עֵגֶל בֶּן־בָּקָר, lit. calf son of a bull=a bull calf, or yearling bull.

Lev 9:3. שְׁעִיר עִזִּים. See note 21on Lev 4:23.

Lev 9:3. See note 5 on Lev 2:7.

Leviticus 9:4. Oblation. See note 2 on Leviticus 2:1. The Vulg. adds in singulo sacrificiorum, for each of the sacrifices.

Leviticus 9:5. The A. V. more exactly expresses the Sam. לִפְנֵי (comp. Leviticus 9:2; Leviticus 9:4) than the Heb. אֶל־פְּנֵי.

Leviticus 9:6. Horsley would here change the punctuation and read--which the Lord commanded: Do it, and the glory, etc.; but this would require also the insertion of a pronoun.

Leviticus 9:7. For the people the LXX. reads τοῦ οἴκου σοῦ.

Leviticus 9:13. לִנְתָחֶיהָ=according to its pieces (into which the burnt offering was divided, Leviticus 1:6). So the Ancient Versions generally. So Knobel and Keil.

Leviticus 9:13. The preposition עַל is wanting in the Sam.

Leviticus 9:15. The word of course bears either sense; but the context here clearly requires that of sin-offering.

Leviticus 9:16. כַּמִּשְׁפָט. The margin is clearly better than the text of the A. V. The ordinance has been given in Leviticus 1
Lev 9:19. Fat tail. See note 7 on Lev 3:9.

Leviticus 9:20. The Sam. has the sing, he put.
Leviticus 9:21. The Sam, LXX, Targ. Onk. and30 MSS. צִוָּה יְהוָֹה אֶת משֶׁה=as the Lord commanded Moses.

Leviticus 9:22. The k’ri has יָדָיו in the plural, according with the vowel points; Song of Solomon 20 MSS. and all the ancient versions except the Sam. The plural is probably correct.

Leviticus 9:24. The Heb. verb is singular; but the Sam. has the plural.

EXEGETICAL AND CRITICAL
It is noticed by Nicholas de Lyra, that this chapter has three essential parts: (1) the commands ( Leviticus 9:1-7); (2) the execution of them ( Leviticus 9:8-22); (3) the Divine approbation of what was done ( Leviticus 9:23-24). The second part may be subdivided into Aaron’s offerings for himself, Leviticus 9:8-14; and his offerings for the people, Leviticus 9:15-21. Here begins a new Proper Lesson of the law for reading in the Synagogue extending through Leviticus 11; the parallel Proper Lesson from the Prophets being 2 Samuel 6:1 to 2 Samuel 7:17, which gives the account of David’s bringing up the ark to Mt. Zion and his purpose to build a temple for it there.

Leviticus 9:1. On the eighth day,viz, from the beginning of Aaron’s consecration. That had occupied seven days, and his entrance upon his office now immediately followed on the next day, there being no cause for delay, and every reason why the priesthoood should be in the active exercise of its duties at once. His priesthood was still somewhat inchoate, for he had yet discharged none of its functions, and had not entered into the sanctuary. This affects the character of the sacrifices prescribed. On the first day of the first month the tabernacle had been set up ( Exodus 40:17), and the Passover was kept on the fourteenth day ( Numbers 9:2; Numbers 9:5); the seven days’ consecration came between, and there remained therefore but a few days before the preparation for the Passover. We have no data for determining the day of the week. The elders of Israel are now summoned because they have to act officially in presenting the offerings for the people; but doubtless the mass of the people were also, as far as might be, witnesses of the entrance of Aaron upon his office ( Leviticus 9:5, comp. Leviticus 9:24).

Leviticus 9:2. Take thee.—Aaron is to furnish his own victims at his own proper cost. The victim for the sin offering was to be a bull calf, or quite young bullock, an inferior offering to that prescribed for the high-priest in Leviticus 4:3. For this various reasons have been assigned: as that this was not for any particular sin, but for general sinfulness (Poole and others); that it had reference to Aaron and the people’s sin in the golden calf ( Exodus 32), and was designed to remind him and them of it (Maimonides, Patrick, Nich. de Lyra, and others); that the greater sin offering was unnecessary, as Aaron and his sons had spent the whole previous week in services of atonement and of holiness; but the more important reason is that given by Kalisch, “Not even on the eighth day had Aaron’s dignity reached its full independence and glory; it still remained, to a certain degree, under the control of Moses, who gave commands to his brother, as he had received them from God. Therefore Aaron was not permitted to pass beyond the court; he was not yet qualified to appear in the immediate presence of God.” In a word, the inchoateness of his priesthood was marked in the victim and its ritual. A ram for a burnt offering.—Any male sacrificial animal was allowed for a burnt offering, but here the most impressive kind is not chosen for the reason just given. No peace offering is prescribed for the priests, because their share in the offerings of the people was quite enough for so small a company, and sufficed for the common feast of communion with God. The order of the offerings, the sin offering first, the peace offering last, has been noticed in the previous chapter.

Leviticus 9:3. Thou shalt speak.—Moses now passes over to Aaron the duty of directing the people in their sacrifices as their appointed and consecrated high-priest. The offerings for the people are: first, the sin offering, which is not that prescribed for the sin of the whole people ( Leviticus 4:14), but for the sin of a prince ( Leviticus 4:23), the reason for which generally given is that this was not for a particular sin, but only for general sinfulness; but it seems fit that this sin offering should have been reduced in proportion to Aaron’s, and for the same reason. Second, the burnt offering, which was to consist of two victims, and yet was much less than on occasions of special solemnity ( Numbers 28:11; Numbers 28:27, etc.). Third, the peace offering, which was just enough for the purpose of the symbolical sacrificial feast, but yet too small for any considerable festivity in view of the solemn manifestation to follow ( Leviticus 9:4; Leviticus 9:6; Leviticus 9:24).

Leviticus 9:6. Moses, as before, explains what is to be done that thus the people may be intelligent witnesses. He announces beforehand the appearance of the glory of the LORD (see Leviticus 9:23), showing that he did all this by appointment, and when it appeared it thus established his authority; and also that the people, by these sacrifices, might be prepared for this manifestation. “The crown of this typical worship was to consist in this: To-day the LORD will appear to you; and again, this is the thing which the LORD hath commanded that ye should do, and the glory of the Lord shall appear to you.” Lange.

Leviticus 9:7. Go unto the altar.—Aaron is now to enter upon his office, and for the first time ascend the slope of the altar. Make an atonement for thyself and for the people.—This is distinct from the atonement for the people in the sacrifice of their sin offering, mentioned in the next clause, and finds its explanation in that guilt brought upon the people by the sin of the high-priest ( Leviticus 4:3). So Keil rightly. For this Aaron was to atone in making his own atonement, and then afterwards to offer for their own sins. Lange says, “The subsequent command in regard to these offerings has this import: with his especial sacrifice Aaron should atone for himself and for the people as a whole (הָעָם), but with the sacrifice of the congregation, he should atone for each single member of the congregation.”

Leviticus 9:8-11. Aaron first offers his own sin offering, his sons assisting him in those duties which were afterwards assigned to the Levites. The ritual is the same as that provided in Leviticus 4, except that the blood is not brought into the Sanctuary (into which Aaron had not yet entered, comp. Leviticus 9:23), for the reasons given under Leviticus 9:2; but the flesh and hide is nevertheless burnt without the camp as required in Leviticus 4:11-12, the victim is slain by Aaron,—either by himself, or by his assistants,—( Leviticus 9:8) as in the other high-priestly sin offerings ( Leviticus 4:1-2; Leviticus 4:4) and the blood is put with his finger upon the horns of the altar as in case of the other regular sin offerings ( Leviticus 4:25; Leviticus 4:30; Leviticus 4:34).

Leviticus 9:12-14. The burnt offering for Aaron and his sons was offered in the regular way according to the ordinance of Leviticus 1. After being divided the pieces were presented to Aaron, one by one, by his sons to be laid upon the altar. No mention is made of an oblation with this sacrifice, either because it is supposed as of course, or else because it actually was not brought, the law of Numbers 15:4 not having yet been given.

Leviticus 9:15-21. The sacrifices for the people follow in the same order. In regard to all the previous offerings it is expressly said that Aaron burnt them; the same thing is also said ( Leviticus 9:20) of the parts of the peace offering that were destined for the altar, and it is clearly implied in regard to the others by the expression as the first ( Leviticus 9:15) in regard to the sin offering; and in regard to the burnt offering, both by the statement of Leviticus 9:16, and by the mention of the burning of the accompanying oblation in Leviticus 9:17. These were all therefore burned at first by fire kindled by ordinary means. It would, however, thus have taken many hours to consume them in the ordinary way, and the miracle of Leviticus 9:24 refers to their being immediately consumed by the “fire from before the Lord.“ The LXX, however, in Leviticus 9:13; Leviticus 9:17, instead of burnt renders laid, and this seems to have been in the mind of Lange when he says “Aaron has laid all the pieces rightly upon the altar of burnt offering, and blessed the people from the elevated position of the steps (stiege) of the altar. The sacrifice is ready, this is the part of the priestly body; but the fire must come from the Lord.” In regard to the burning instead of eating the flesh of the sin offering, see Leviticus 10:16-20.

Leviticus 9:17. The burnt sacrifice of the morning.—Was this the regular morning sacrifice of the lamb offered by Aaron after the sacrifices for himself and before those for the people, but not otherwise mentioned because it was of course? Or is it identical with the lamb of the burnt offering for the people, so that the morning sacrifice to be offered ever after is here inaugurated, as is argued by Murphy? The former view seems the more probable both because the offering of the morning sacrifice had already been begun by Moses ( Exodus 40:29) upon the first erection of the tabernacle and before Aaron’s consecration; and because the lamb of this offering is evidently spoken of ( Leviticus 9:3) as a part of the special burnt offering for the people on this occasion.

Leviticus 9:22. Lifted up his hands.—In pronouncing a blessing upon an individual it was customary to lay the hands upon his head ( Genesis 48:14, etc.); but this being impossible in the case of a multitude, the custom was to lift the hands, as was also often done in other prayers, and this custom has been most scrupulously preserved in the Jewish usages to the present day. Hands rather than hand is the more probable reading, and is also accordant, with the Jewish tradition. No command had been given for this Acts, but it was a natural sequence of the entrance of Aaron upon his office, a part of which was to bless the people in the name of the Lord. The blessing was pronounced while Aaron stood upon the elevated slope (not steps, Exodus 20:26) of the altar. In the following words, came down from offering, we have a further evidence that the victims had been actually laid upon the fire.

Leviticus 9:23. Went into the tabernacle.—Moses enters, not as priest, but to complete the initiation of Aaron into his duties; for the latter had not yet entered the sanctuary. Much of the priestly duty, the burning of incense, the trimming of the sacred lamps, the ordering of the shew-bread, etc, was hereafter to be within the tabernacle, and it was necessary that Aaron should be exactly instructed in all these matters. According to the Targum of Jonathan, they went in to pray for the promised manifestation of the glory of the Lord; and it is not unlikely that the two brothers, the one the leader and lawgiver of Israel, now entering the sanctuary for the last time, and the other the appointed high-priest now entering for the first time, should then have united in solemn prayer for God’s blessing upon the people. On their return, Moses laying down his temporary priestly functions, and Aaron taking up his permanent office, jointly blessed the people. (Comp. 2 Chronicles 6:3). In Numbers 6:24-26 is prescribed the exact form of priestly benediction used ever afterwards; but there is no evidence that this form was now employed. One tradition makes the form like that of Psalm 90:17; the Targums of Jonathan and Jerusalem give the following: “The Word of the Lord receive your offering with good pleasure, and may He overlook and pardon your sins.”

And the glory of the Lord appeared.—This is sometimes considered as included in the fire of the following verse, but more generally and more probably is looked upon as some glorious manifestation in the cloud which covered the tabernacle (comp. Exodus 40:34-35), out of which came forth the fire. So Lange.

Leviticus 9:24. There came a fire.—Similarly was the Divine approbation of sacrifices several times expressed in after ages, in the fire from the rock consuming Gideon’s sacrifice; in the fire which fell upon the sacrifice of Elijah ( 1 Kings 18:38); in the answer to David’s prayer at the threshing floor of Ornan by fire from heaven upon his altar ( 1 Chronicles 21:26); and in the like fire consuming the sacrifices at Solomon’s dedication of the temple ( 2 Chronicles 7:1). According to Jewish tradition the fire thus kindled was kept ever burning (whether by natural or supernatural means, the Rabbis differ) until the temple was built; then again kindled in the same way, it continued to burn until the reign of Manasseh. But it is to be remembered that the fire was not now first kindled upon the altar, but had already been burning there more than a week. However fully therefore it expressed the Divine approbation, and however reasonably the Israelites might wish to perpetuate such a fire, there is yet, as Keil justly remarks, no analogy between this and the legends of the heathen about altar fires kindled by the gods themselves. See the references in Knobel: Serv. ad Œn. 12, 200; Solin5, 23; Pausan5, 27, 3; Sueton. Lib. 14; Amm. Marc23, 6, 34. It is possible that this coming forth of the fire may have had a further object. In the Pantheistic philosophies of the East, fire was regarded as the universal principle of the Cosmos, and as inherent in all things. It is not likely that the Israelites, at this stage of their history, were brought into contact with this philosophy; but by this act they were taught that fire itself was sent from the Lord, and were thus guarded beforehand against these Panthetheistic notions, which at a later period they must encounter.

Consumed upon the altar the burnt offering and the fat.—Patrick argues that this must have been at the time of the evening sacrifice, at which time also he shows that all the other instances of fire from heaven upon the sacrifice probably occurred, and that the burnt offering consumed was the lamb of the evening sacrifice. But the phraseology, the burnt offering and the fat, seems unmistakably to point to the burnt offering for the people and the fat of the peace offering already burning upon the altar. With the evening sacrifice there was no offering of fat apart from the lamb itself.

They shouted in wonder, thanksgiving and praise, and fell on their faces to worship with joyful awe as in 2 Chronicles 7:3.

The views of Lange upon this verse are expressed in the following extract: “And now comes Fire from the Lord, that Isaiah, still out of the tabernacle of the Covenant, and blazes upon the altar and consumes the offering. So speaks the primitive energetic faith, in which the medium of the Divine operation merges itself in the operation of God. It is the essential thing in the hierarchical, literal faith that every medium should be supposed to be away. Hence is the stone of the first tables of the law and the immediate writing of God; and we come on the path of priestly tradition down to the Easter fire in the Church of the Holy Sepulchre at Jerusalem. On the other hand, the medium is everything to the critical, negative, literal faith: for it, the matter is legend. But the primitive, religiously-inclined people, saw in the shining figures of Moses and Aaron, who came back out of the Sanctuary, and in the flaming up of the sacrificial fire, the glory of the Lord whose appearance from the Holy of Holies Moses and Aaron had besought. It was the first lifting up of the highly significant fire flame in their worship, whose typical prefiguration should be fulfilled in the atoning fiery operation over the cross of Christ, and—not frightened—but joyously, all the people fell on their faces.”

DOCTRINAL AND ETHICAL
I. In Aaron’s sin offering for himself and his sons, immediately after his consecration, and as his first priestly Acts, is shown most strikingly the imperfection of the Levitical priesthood. “This offering was probably regarded not so much a sacrifice for his own actual sins, as a typical acknowledgment of his sinful nature and of his future duty to offer for his own sins and those of the people” (Clark). “The law maketh men high-priests which have infirmity; but the word of the oath, which was since the law, maketh the Song of Solomon, who is consecrated forever-more.” Hebrews 7:28.

II. If this was true of the high-priest, à fortiori, it was true of all other provisions of the Levitical law. “If, according to this, even after the manifold expiation and consecration which Aaron had received through Moses during the seven days, he had still to enter upon his service with a sin offering and a burnt offering, this fact clearly showed that the offerings of the law could not ensure perfection ( Hebrews 10:1 sqq.).” Keil.

III. The commentary upon this chapter bringing out its doctrinal significance, is to be found especially in the Ep. to the Heb. As other points are there brought out strikingly, so is this: “And no man taketh this honor unto himself, but he that is called of God, as was Aaron. So also Christ glorified not Himself to be made an high-priest.” Hebrews 5:4-5.

IV. In the appointment, in the consecration, and in the entrance of Aaron upon his official duties, his mediatorial functions are everywhere distinctly recognized. Thus is the necessity set forth of a Mediator between God and Prayer of Manasseh, and as distinctly as was possible under a typical system is foreshadowed the office of Him who came to be man’s true mediator with God.

V. In every possible way, by dress, by ablutions, by inscriptions on Aaron’s frontlet, by varied sacrifice, the necessity of holiness in man’s approach to God is declared. Yet this could only be typically attained by sinful man. Very plainly therefore did Aaron and his office point forward to that Seed of the woman who should bruise the serpent’s head, and obtain the final victory in man’s long struggle with the power of evil.

VI. In the order of the offerings of Aaron both for himself and the people is clearly expressed the order of the steps of approach to God; first, the forgiveness of sin, then the consecration completely to God, and after this communion with Him, and blessing from Him.

HOMILETICAL AND PRACTICAL
Moses, the great leader and law-giver of Israel, retires from his temporary priestly functions, and delivers them over to Aaron without a murmur, content to fulfil the Divine will. So John the Baptist found his joy fulfilled in that he must decrease while his Master increased ( John 3:30). Moses did not seek to retain an office to which God had not called him, comp. Numbers 16; Acts 19:13-15; Hebrews 5:4; Judges 11.

The “glory of the Lord” appeared, and was also manifested in Solomon’s temple; the second temple was without it, and yet it was promised ( Haggai 2:9) that the glory of the latter temple should be greater than of the former. This was fulfilled when He whose glory was “as of the Only Begotten of the Father” appeared in His temple. And again, after the consecration of the Great High-Priest on Calvary, and His entrance by His ascension into the true sanctuary, the glory of the Lord was manifested at Pentecost. Wordsworth.

As Aaron after the sacrifice blessed the people before entering the sanctuary; so Christ, after His sacrifice upon the cross, blessed His disciples ( Luke 24:50) before passing into the heavens to continue there our Priest and Intercessor forevermore.

The glory appeared and the fire came forth after the consecration of the high-priest, and after his sacrifice, and after he had entered the sanctuary; even as the fire of Pentecost came after Christ’s consecration in His sacrifice of Himself, and after He had passed into the heavens. And as the fire in the tabernacle showed the Divine approbation of the Levitical system, so that of Pentecost expressed His good pleasure in the Christian.


Footnotes:
FN#1 - Leviticus 9:1. For זִקְנֵי the Sam. and LXX. read בְּנֵי, but change the reading in the opposite way in Leviticus 9:3. Rosenmüller considers these elders as the same with the עֵדָה and the קָהָל of Leviticus 8.

FN#2 - Leviticus 9:2. עֵגֶל בֶּן־בָּקָר, lit. calf son of a bull=a bull calf, or yearling bull.

FN#3 - Leviticus 9:3. שְׁעִיר עִזִּים. See note 21 on Leviticus 4:23.

FN#4 - Leviticus 9:3. See note5 on Leviticus 2:7.

FN#5 - Leviticus 9:4. Oblation. See note 2 on Leviticus 2:1. The Vulg. adds in singulo sacrificiorum, for each of the sacrifices.

FN#6 - Leviticus 9:5. The A. V. more exactly expresses the Sam. לִפְנֵי (comp. Leviticus 9:2; Leviticus 9:4) than the Heb. אֶל־פְּנֵי.

FN#7 - Leviticus 9:6. Horsley would here change the punctuation and read--which the Lord commanded: Do it, and the glory, etc.; but this would require also the insertion of a pronoun.

FN#8 - Leviticus 9:7. For the people the LXX. reads τοῦ οἴκου σοῦ.

FN#9 - Leviticus 9:13. לִנְתָחֶיהָ=according to its pieces (into which the burnt offering was divided, Leviticus 1:6). So the Ancient Versions generally. So Knobel and Keil.

FN#10 - Leviticus 9:13. The preposition עַל is wanting in the Sam.

FN#11 - Leviticus 9:15. The word of course bears either sense; but the context here clearly requires that of sin-offering.

FN#12 - Leviticus 9:16. כַּמִּשְׁפָט. The margin is clearly better than the text of the A. V. The ordinance has been given in Leviticus 1
FN#13 - Leviticus 9:19. Fat tail. See note7 on Leviticus 3:9.

FN#14 - Leviticus 9:20. The Sam. has the sing, he put.
FN#15 - Leviticus 9:21. The Sam, LXX, Targ. Onk. and30 MSS. צִוָּה יְהוָֹה אֶת משֶׁה=as the Lord commanded Moses.

FN#16 - Leviticus 9:22. The k’ri has יָדָיו in the plural, according with the vowel points; Song of Solomon 20 MSS. and all the ancient versions except the Sam. The plural is probably correct.

FN#17 - Leviticus 9:24. The Heb. verb is singular; but the Sam. has the plural.

10 Chapter 10 

Verses 1-20
THIRD SECTION
The Sin and the Punishment of Nadab and Abihu, with Instructions founded upon that Event
Leviticus 10:1-20
1And Nadab and Abihu, the[FN1] sons of Aaron, took either of them his censer, and put fire therein,[FN2] and put incense thereon,2and offered strange fire before the Lord, which he commanded them not 2 And there went out fire from the Lord, and devoured them, and they died before the Lord 3 Then Moses said unto Aaron, This is it that the Lord spake, saying, I will be sanctified in them that come nigh me, and before all the people I will be glorified. And Aaron held his peace 4 And Moses called Mishael and Elzaphan, the sons of Uzziel the uncle of Aaron, and said unto them, Come near, carry your brethren from before the sanctuary out of the camp 5 So they went near, and carried[FN3] them in their coats out of the camp; as Moses had said.

6And Moses said unto Aaron, and unto Eleazer and unto Ithamar, his[FN4] sons, Uncover[FN5]not your heads, neither rend your clothes; lest ye die, and lest wrath come upon all the people: but let your brethren, the whole house of Israel, bewail the burning which the Lord hath kindled 7 And ye shall not go out from the door of the tabernacle of the congregation, lest ye die: for the anointing oil of the Lord is upon you. And they did according to the word of Moses.

8And the Lord spake unto Aaron,[FN6] saying, 9Do not drink wine nor strong drink, thou, nor thy sons with thee, when ye go into the tabernacle of the congregation, 10lest ye die: it shall be a statute for ever throughout your generations: and[FN7] that ye may put difference between holy and unholy [common[FN8]], and between unclean and clean: 11and that ye may teach the children of Israel all the statutes which the Lord hath spoken unto them by the hand of Moses.

12And Moses spake unto Aaron, and unto Eleazar and unto Ithamar, his sons that were left, Take the meat offering [oblation[FN9]] that remaineth of the offerings of the Lord made by fire, and eat it without leaven beside the altar: for it is most holy: 13and ye shall eat it in the [a] holy place, because it is thy due, and thy sons’ due, of the sacrifices of the Lord made by fire: for so I am commanded 14 And the wave breast and heave shoulder [leg[FN10]] shall ye eat in a clean place; thou, and thy sons, and thy daughters with thee: for they be thy due, and thy sons’ due, which are given out of the sacrifices of peace offerings of the children of Israel 15 The heave shoulder [leg10] and the wave breast shall they bring with the offerings made by fire of the fat, to wave it for a wave offering before the Lord; and it shall be thine, and thy sons’[FN11] with thee, by a statute for ever; as the Lord hath commanded.

16And Moses diligently sought the goat of the sin offering, and, behold, it was burnt: and he was angry with Eleazar and Ithamar, the sons of Aaron, which wereleft alive, saying, 17Wherefore have ye not eaten the sin offering in the holy place, seeing it is most holy, and God hath given[FN12] it you to bear the iniquity of the congregation, to make atonement for them[FN13] before the Lord? 18Behold, the blood of it was not brought in within the holy place: ye should-indeed have eaten it in the19[a[FN14]] holy place, as I[FN15] commanded. And Aaron said unto Moses, Behold, this day have they offered their sin offering and their burnt offering before the Lord; and such things have befallen me: and if I had eaten the sin offering to day, should it have been accepted in the sight of the Lord? 20And when Moses heard that, he was content.[FN16]
TEXTUAL AND GRAMMATICAL
Leviticus 10:1. Three MSS, followed by the Vat. LXX, read “the two sons.”

Leviticus 10:1. In the Heb. the first pronoun, בָּהֵן, is plural, while the, second, עָלֶיהָ, is singular16 MSS, the Sam. LXX. and Syr. have the latter in the plural.

Leviticus 10:5. וַיִשּׂאֻם. The fuller form וָיִּשּׂאוּ אֵתָם is given in the Sam.

Leviticus 10:6. One MS, followed by the LXX. and Syr. specifies “his remaining sons.”

Leviticus 10:6. אַל־תַּפְרִעוּ. The A. V, ye shall not uncover is quite correct, and is the sense given in most of the ancient versions; but the Targ. of Onkelos, followed by several Jewish and other commentators, gives the very different sense ye shall not let your hair grow, derived from the use of פֶּרַע Numbers 6:5=hair.

Leviticus 10:8. Eight MSS. substitute the name of Moses for that of Aaron. The variation is unimportant; for, as Boothroyd suggests, the communication to Aaron may have been made through Moses.

Leviticus 10:10. The and at the beginning of Leviticus 10:10 is omitted in the Sam. and all other ancient versions except the Vulgate.

Leviticus 10:10. הַחֹל is in contrast to הַקֹּדֶשׁ and means simply that which is not especially consecrated. The word common conveys the sense better than unholy.
Leviticus 10:12. Oblation. See Textual Note 2 on Leviticus 2:1.

Leviticus 10:14-15. Leg. See Text. Note30 on Leviticus 7:32.

Leviticus 10:15. The Sam. and LXX. add and thy daughters’, as in Leviticus 10:14.

Leviticus 10:17. The Syr. reads in the 1 person, I have given.
Leviticus 10:17. Thirteen MSS. read for you in the 2 d person.

Leviticus 10:18. The Masoretic punctuation of בַּקֹּדֶשׁ here indicates the article; it would seem proper, however, to omit it according to invariable usage. All the versions make a distinction between the sanctuary, into which the blood had not been carried, and the court where the flesh should have been eaten. We can only express this by a change of the article.

Leviticus 10:18. Most of the versions have the passive, as I was commanded, and the LXX, ὃν τρόπον μοι συνέταξε κύριος.

Leviticus 10:20. Rosenmüller notes that “הַיִּיטַב scribitur hic ἀνομαλῶς pro הֲייִטַב.”
EXEGETICAL AND CRITICAL
“We should expect here immediately the description of a great thank offering feast of the people. But instead of this we are told of a great misfortune which closes a sacrificial feast disturbed in the very beginning. The story is not of the thank offering feast of the people, the festal meal of the installation of the priests. The joy of the people was very soon destroyed by anxiety and fear; for the inadequacy of the typical sacrifice has soon come to light.” Lange.

The events of this chapter occurred on the same day as those of the preceding (see Leviticus 10:19), that is on the day after their consecration when Aaron and his sons first entered upon the discharge of their priestly functions. Moses therefore still appears here, as in Leviticus 9, in a peculiar relation as introducing the new-made priests to their duties, taking care that all things should be rightly done, and communicating to them further instructions ( Leviticus 10:3; Leviticus 10:5; Leviticus 10:12; Leviticus 10:16).

Leviticus 10:1-5. The sin, death and burial of Nadab and Abihu.

Leviticus 10:1. Nadab and Abihu, being mentioned first in the genealogies ( Exodus 6:23; Numbers 26:60), are supposed to have been Aaron’s eldest sons. They had been selected to accompany Moses and Aaron and the seventy elders in the beatific vision of Exodus 24:1; Exodus 24:9. Wordsworth suggests that “perhaps they were ‘exalted above measure through the abundance of their revelations’ ( 2 Corinthians 12:7), and were tempted to imagine that they were not bound by ordinary rules in the discharge of the duties of the priest’s office.”

His censer.—מַחְתָּתוֹ. This is the first time the word is translated censer in the A. V, because it has occurred before only in connection with the golden candlestick ( Exodus 25:38; Exodus 37:23), or as a pan for receiving the ashes from the brazen altar ( Exodus 27:3; Exodus 38:3). There can be no doubt, however, that it is rightly translated here in a sense in which it frequently occurs afterwards; but the fact that there is no previous mention of censers adds to the probability of some unrecorded command having already been given in regard to the offering of incense. The word מִקְטֶרֶת for censer is much later, occurring only 2 Chronicles 26:19; Ezekiel 8:11.

Put incense thereon.—Incense was to be burned upon the golden altar twice daily; in the morning, when the lamps of the golden candlestick were trimmed, and in the evening when they were lighted ( Exodus 30:7-8). It does not certainly appear from the narrative at what time the act of Nadab and Abihu occurred; but from the abundance of events that had already occurred on this day, it is not unlikely that the latter time was at hand. The unseasonableness of the time assigned by many commentators (Keil and others) as a part of their sin cannot therefore be maintained.—And offered strange fire.—The sin of Nadab and Abihu is always described in the same terms ( Numbers 3:4; Numbers 26:61); but in precisely what it consisted has been the occasion of much difference of opinion. By many (Kurtz and others) it is supposed to have consisted in the offering of incense not prepared according to the directions given in Exodus 30:34; but this would rather have been called “strange incense” as in Exodus 30:9, and it does not seem likely that the new priests, who had now been eight days in the court of the tabernacle, would have had ready access to any other incense, whereas other fire than that of the altar must have been in the court for cooking the flesh of the sacrifices. By others (as Keil) the sin is supposed to have been in offering the incense at a time not appointed; but it does not appear why such a fault should have been described as “strange fire,” and moreover, as shown above, it seems not unlikely that it was actually the proper time for the burning of the evening incense. Knobel thinks that Nadab and Abihu proposed, of their own motion, to prepare an incense offering to accompany the shouts of the multitude as they saw the Divine fire fall upon the sacrifice—which may or may not have been the fact, as there is no evidence upon the point. Another supposition of Knobel must be absolutely rejected as at variance with the tenor of the narrative: “or, frightened by the consuming fire, Leviticus 9:24, they considered an appeasing of God necessary.” It is better to follow the general opinion, and take the expression just as it, is given, making their sin to have consisted in offering strange fire, that is fire other than that commanded. “The chief thing is that the strange or common fire forms a contrast to the fire of the Sanctuary.” Lange. So Rosenmüller, Outram (l. xvi13), and others. In Leviticus 6:12 it is required that the fire should be always burning upon the altar, and as this fire was for the consumption of the sacrifices, it would naturally be understood for the burning of the incense; in Leviticus 16:12 it is expressly prescribed for the incense on the great day of atonement, and it became a part of the symbolism of the sanctuary service ( Revelation 8:5). The fact that no command on this point of detail is anywhere recorded does not preclude the supposition that such a command had been given. At all events, the general principle of exact conformity to the Divine commands should have prevented Nadab and Abihu from offering “strange” or uncommanded fire before the Lord.

As to the causes which led them to commit this sin, the narrative is equally silent; but the connection of the precept in Leviticus 10:9 with this event seems to imply that there had been some violation of it. (See Targ. Hieros, Nic. de Lyra, Patrick, etc.) This might have concurred with already existing spiritual pride and self-will, or have temporarily produced them. “From Leviticus 10:8-9, it is likely that they had lost their soberness in the feast which had begun.” Lange. But however this may have been, Von Gerlach’s remark is in place: “By this connection is taught, that as no external event was to depress with grief the priest, so ought he to apply no artificial means to his senses to produce exhilaration: his whole thoughts and attention are to be directed to the sacred offices which are commanded him. We are reminded of the antithesis, Ephesians 5:18.” In the expression which he commanded them not, Rosenmüller notes a μείωσις of frequent occurrence, meaning “which He forbade.”

Leviticus 10:2. Fire from the LORD.—Plainly a miraculous fire as that which consumed the sacrifice ( Leviticus 9:24). It did not consume their bodies, or even their clothes ( Leviticus 10:5), and it must have been by an inadvertence that Lange says: “If they came thus strongly excited with their glowing fire into the half darkness of the sanctuary, they may have set themselves a-fire, by which they were destroyed.”

The severity of this judgment may be compared with that upon Uzza ( 2 Samuel 6:7; 1 Chronicles 13:10), upon the Sabbath-breaker ( Numbers 15:32-36), or in the New Testament with that upon Ananias and Sapphira. In all these cases the punishment was not determined so much by the aggravation of the offence itself as by the necessity of vindicating God’s majesty and by a signal judgment on the first occasion, preventing a repetition of the offence. In such cases it is very necessary to separate the temporal from the thought of eternal punishment. Philo (as quoted by Calmet) undoubtedly pushes this too far when he says: “The priests Nadab and Abihu died that they might live, receiving an incorruptible for their mortal life, and passing from creatures to their Creator;” but yet we may not argue from temporal punishment to eternal doom, and the recollection of this may often serve to remove much of the inscrutableness of the Divine judgments.

Leviticus 10:3. This it is that the LORD spake—not in precisely these words, but again and again in their substance. See Exodus 29:44; Exodus 19:22; Leviticus 8:33. Yet the very words may have been spoken, although not recorded, as in Exodus 33:12. Priests are continually designated as those that “come nigh” to God (e.g. Ezekiel 42:13).—I will be sanctified.—Comp. Exodus 19:4-5. “The law of the sanctuary is proclaimed to mean: that all approach to Jehovah of those who draw near to Him, of the priests in the holy acts of sacrifice, has the purpose of showing forth Jehovah in His holiness, i.e. in His pure and strict and all-folly-abhorring personality; and this hallowing of His name in highest solitude should have the result of revealing Him before all the people in His majesty, in the glory of His manifestation. The pure and brilliant exterior of the Cultus depends in its purity and chasteness upon the most perfect interior purity and truth. But when Moses applies this law to the present mishap, it expresses the truth that it is fulfilled not only in the pure service of God of good priests, but also in the unclean service of evil priests. Should these, for example, bring before the Lord, in passion or excitement, strange fire, fire of the intoxication of extravagance, fire of fanaticism, they should be seized and consumed by that fire changed, as it were, into the fire of the judgment of Jehovah; and also by such judgments on such priests Jehovah should be glorified before all His people—as it has always clearly been, especially to-day. How many a Protestant zealot has screamed himself dead in the sanctuary! But the mediæval priests began to burn themselves when they kindled the flames of the pyres.” Lange.

Aaron held his peace means not only that he abstained from the customary wails and cries of the mourner; but that he uttered no murmur against the judgment of God, or remonstrance against the law as set forth by Moses. This may perhaps have been made easier to him by the stunning effect of so great and sudden a bereavement.

Leviticus 10:4. The sons of Uzziel.—From Exodus 6:18 it would appear that Uzziel was the youngest of Aaron’s three uncles. Brethren is used, as so frequently in Scripture, in the sense of kinsmen. Elzaphan was the “chief” of his father’s house, Numbers 3:30.—From before the sanctuary.—Notwithstanding the Jewish tradition that they perished within the sanctuary, it appears from this expression that the Divine judgment fell upon them while they were still in the court. “They buried the dead in their linen coats: these priestly garments had been defiled with the dead bodies, and were buried with them. There is nothing else degrading in the form of burial. The burial without the camp was common for all corpses. The buriers were also reminded that the dead were their brethren.” Lange. This was now the eighth day of the month; the Passover lamb was to be slain on the 14 th. Mishael and Elzaphan were therefore unable to keep the Passover on account of their defilement by a dead body, for this lasted seven days ( Numbers 19:11-13). In view of these facts Blunt suggests (Undesigned Coincidences, I:14) that it was the case of these Levites which was considered and provided for by the law of the Passover of the second mouth, Numbers 9:6-12.

Leviticus 10:6-7. All signs of mourning are forbidden to the priests. By a subsequent enactment these were in all cases perpetually forbidden to the high-priest ( Leviticus 21:10-12), but in moderation allowed to the ordinary priests for those nearest of kin (ib. 1–6). Here, however, they are absolutely forbidden to both, doubtless because “any manifestation of grief on account of the death that had occurred would have indicated dissatisfaction with the judgment of God” (Keil); “because, from their office, they were especially concerned as consecrated priests in outwardly maintaining the honor of Jehovah.…. The people, on the other hand, as not formally standing so near to Jehovah, were permitted to bewail the burning which the Lord had kindled” (Cook).

Uncover not your heads.—This is the sense of the LXX. and Vulg, and means that they were not to remove their priestly turbans, as they were still to go directly on with their priestly functions. The word means literally to set free, and it may therefore have here the added sense, “do not go about with your hair dishevelled, or flowing free and in disorder ( Leviticus 13:45).” Keil. Both this and the rending of the clothes were among the most common signs of mourning among the Jews.

Lest wrath come upon all the people.—They were to observe this precept not only for their own sake—lest ye die—but also for the people’s. It has already been shown ( Leviticus 4:3) that the sin of the high-priest, as their theocratic head, brought guilt upon the people, and involved them in the consequent punishment; in this case emphatically it must do Song of Solomon, because Aaron and his remaining sons were now the sole appointed mediators with God, and any mark of dissatisfaction with His judgments would have placed them in an attitude of opposition to God.

Though the priests might not turn aside from their sacred functions, yet Nadab and Abihu were not to go unmourned. The whole house of Israel were to bewail the burning—not indeed as murmuring against the Divine judgment, but yet as recognizing that a sad calamity had befallen them.

Leviticus 10:7. Ye shall not go out—viz: for the purpose of accompanying the remains of the slain priests to their grave, and in any way ceasing from their sacred functions on their account. A like command is made of perpetual obligation upon the high-priest in Leviticus 21:12. The reason is given—for the anointing oil of the LORD is upon you; consecrated wholly to His service, they might not turn aside from it for any purpose. Comp. Matthew 8:22.

Leviticus 10:8. Spake unto Aaron.—Either through Moses (see Textual note6); or else Aaron, being now fully constituted high-priest, and having shown his submission in what had just occurred, was made directly the recipient of a Divine communication concerning the duties of the priests.

Leviticus 10:9-11. Strong drink.—Heb. שֵׁכָר used apparently in Numbers 28:7 as a synonym for wine, but generally taken for an intoxicating drink prepared from grain or honey, or especially from palms. The prohibition of wine and strong drink to the priests is only in connection with their service in the tabernacle. For the present this must have amounted to an almost absolute prohibition, as the service of Aaron and his two sons could have been little less than continuous; but as the priesthood multiplied, of course the time of service for each of them was reduced. The connection of this precept with what goes before and what follows seems almost necessarily to imply that it was called forth by some violation of it on the part of Nadab and Abihu. This supposition, Lange says, “is made probable by the otherwise unexplained command here given, and thus indeed the outward strange fire was only the symbol of the inner strange fire of wine-produced enthusiasm, which so often can mingle itself in pious and animated speeches and poems, by which indeed holy and unholy things are confused.” The object of the command is expressed in Leviticus 10:10-11 : that the mind of the priests might be clear in the exercise of their own duties, and in the instruction of the people in regard to theirs.

Leviticus 10:12-15. The oblation that remaineth from the sacrifices of the day mentioned in Leviticus 9:17. Eat it in a holy place—as has been so often before commanded in regard to those things which might be eaten only by the priests—not in the sanctuary, but in a place provided for the purpose in the court—LXX.: ἐν τόπῳ ἁγίῳ. After this followed the holy meal upon the priests’ portion of the peace offerings ( Leviticus 10:14-15), eaten with their families without the court, in any clean place.

Leviticus 10:16-18. The goat of the sin offering had indeed been offered for the whole congregation ( Leviticus 9:3), but its blood had not been brought within the sanctuary. Under these circumstances Moses emphatically declares, and Aaron tacitly acknowledges, that its flesh should, under ordinary circumstances, have been eaten by the priests, instead of being burned. Origen characterizes it as being in consequence an imperfect sacrifice. This shows distinctly that the law for the burning of the sin offering for the whole congregation ( Leviticus 4:19; Leviticus 4:12) turned upon the treatment of the blood, as Moses shows in Leviticus 10:18, and not upon the fact that it was offered for all the people. It is said that Moses was angry with Eleazar and Ithamar, while Aaron is not mentioned; doubtless because the fault was with them as the ordinary priests, to whom this duty belonged, and not to the high-priest. Lange: “Eleazar and Ithamar also, the two remaining sons of Aaron, have apparently made an error in form; that Isaiah, they ought to have eaten this flesh of the goat of the sin offering (not their own, but that of the people) in a holy place as being a most holy thing. This they had neglected; still more, they had burnt the goat. But if they would thus treat the sin goat of the people, as if the ritual for the sin offering of bullocks was to be applied, they ought also to have brought its blood into the sanctuary; but they had not done this, and thus had violated the ritual in two ways” [i.e., in one or other of the two ways; but as they had treated the blood exactly as they were commanded, their fault consisted only in the wrong treatment of the flesh]. “In other words: since the blood had been poured out at the altar in the court, they must also in consequence eat the flesh of the sin offering, since it was given them as a right from Jehovah, as a recompense because they had as priests to bear the misdeeds of the congregation, and to make atonement before Jehovah. But at this reproach of Moses, Aaron knew how to excuse himself and his sons. In the first place, his sons had done their duty in regard to their own sin and burnt offering. In the second place, this fearful accident had happened to him and them, and made them incapable of eating. He appeals to feeling: would it please Jehovah if he should eat in such a frame of mind? This time Aaron has conquered Moses. The first violation of the law proceeded from gross disrespect of the law in carnal conduct; this second violation proceeded from a righteous spiritual elevation above the letter which even Moses must allow.”

Leviticus 10:17. To bear the iniquity of the congregation.—This expression, however difficult it may be to define the exact limits of its meaning, certainly makes two points clear: first, that the eating of the flesh of the ordinary sin offering by the priests was an essential part of its ritual; and second, that the priests, in receiving the sacrifice and undertaking to make expiation for sins, did act in a mediatorial capacity. “The very eating of the people’s sin offering argued the sins of the people were in some sort laid upon the priests, to be taken away by them.” Patrick. This eating, however, does not constitute with the sprinkling of the blood “a double atonemenent,” to which Lange rightly objects; but is simply a lesser part of the one atonement of which the blood was the more essential portion. The office of the priests, receiving the victim at the people’s hands, was with it to make an atonement or “covering” for the people’s sins. Having undertaken this, the responsibility for those sins in a certain sense rested upon them; they must bear the iniquity of the congregation.—This was only possible to do by a strict observance of the Divine appointment, since the sacrifice could have no inherent efficacy. They must both sprinkle the blood and eat the flesh. Without the latter, “the sacrifice was imperfect and the sin remained.” Origen.

Leviticus 10:19. In Aaron’s excuse that “spiritual elevation above the letter” which Lange has noted becomes very plain. It is striking to find this not only in the law, but in regard to the very centre of the law, the sin sacrifice, and that, too, in the very first moment of its institution. On Aaron’s unfitness now to eat this offering comp. Hosea 9:4.

Leviticus 10:20. He was content.—“Moses admitted Aaron’s plea, but it is not stated whether he was conscious that he had himself spoken hastily and now conceded the point at issue (as we find him doing on another occasion in reference to the settlement of the two tribes and a half, Numbers 32:6), allowing that the priests had done what was in itself right, as S. Augustin, the later Targums, Kurtz, and others, interpret the passage; or whether he yielded out of sympathy with Aaron’s natural feelings. The latter alternative is perhaps the more probable one.” Clark. But neither alternative is necessary. Both here and in the case cited from Numbers (parallel to which also is Joshua 22:10-31) Moses remonstrated against an apparent disregard of the command of God; he was appeased when assured that no disregard was intended, and that in this case the act was exceptional under entirely exceptional circumstances.

DOCTRINAL AND ETHICAL
I. Self-chosen service (ἐθελοθρησκεία, Colossians 2:23) is displeasing to God, as a substitution of what He has not commanded for what He has commanded. It is of the nature of rebellion and is so regarded by Him. “The symbolical meaning of this history is very deep and comprehensive. Every gift to God, every sacrifice for Him, every act of zeal in His service, however it might otherwise outwardly be right, is displeasing to the Lord so soon as the fire of self-denial ceases to originate from the Holy Spirit, 1 Corinthians 13:3.” O. von Gerlach.

II. Nadab and Abihu were honored with being “brought near” to God, and were the appointed persons to burn incense in the proper way. They perverted their office and abused their privilege, and they perished. So generally God’s gifts perverted work harm to him who perverts them, and this harm is intensified in proportion to the greatness of the gift, 2 Corinthians 2:16.

III. Hence comes the general principle that religious responsibility is proportioned to religious privilege ( Leviticus 10:3)—a principle often insisted upon in our Lord’s teaching.

IV. Under the old covenant, death, as the fruit of sin, brought defilement by its touch. Even father and brothers might not touch the dead bodies of the fallen, lest they should be defiled. Under the new covenant, sin has been conquered by Him who knew no sin, and death by Him who rose from the grave. “No longer, therefore, under the Gospel, is death an unclean thing. “Blessed are the dead that die in the Lord,” Revelation 14:13. The Levitical law, by its treatment of death and burial, shows us our condition by nature in contrast with the blessings given by Him who is “the Resurrection and the Life.” Wordsworth.

V. It was required of the Levitical priests that in their service in the sanctuary they should drink neither wine nor strong drink. Similarly St. Paul provides ( 1 Timothy 3:2; 1 Timothy 3:8) that the Christian ministry must be “not given to wine,” and when requiring it for his infirmities, should use it moderately (ib. v23). Theodoret. The service of God must be “a reasonable service,” with faculties unimpaired, and not disturbed by artificial stimulants.

VI. When the priests are said ( Leviticus 10:17) to bear the iniquity of the congregation, the temporary and typical character of the Levitical system is at once manifest. It was plainly impossible for men, who yet had to offer sacrifices for their own sins, to bear the sins of others, and so present them as holy before God, except as they represented something else, viz.: the great High Priest who should atone for the sin of the world.

VII. The burning, instead of eating, the flesh of the sin offering, finally acquiesced in by Moses, is instructive doctrinally as showing even in the most rigid part of the Levitical law, “a certain freedom in the arrangement of the minor details, while the substance of the rules is kept inviolate. It is one of the examples we occasionally meet of a distinction being judiciously and honestly made between the letter and the spirit of a law.” Murphy. Under the Old Testament as under the New, God desires “mercy and not sacrifice” ( Hosea 6:6; Matthew 9:13; Matthew 12:7).

HOMILETICAL AND PRACTICAL
In this chapter, instead of the expected festivities consequent upon the inauguration of the new priesthood, we find a fearful judgment; so the sin of man ever comes in to mar the good work of God and turn to wormwood His cup of blessing. By this fearful example all will-worship is shown to be displeasing—all attempt to serve God in opposition to the ways of His appointment. “They also offer a strange fire, who offer any thing of their own to God without truly and humbly acknowledging that they have received all from God.” Estius. “When we bring zeal without knowledge, misconceits of faith, carnal affections, the devices of our will-worship, superstitious devotions into God’s service, we bring common fire to His altar. These flames were never of His kindling; He hates both altar, fire, priest, and sacrifice.” Bp. Hall.

The greatness of the punishment was in proportion to the appointed nearness to God of those who had offended. Privilege always brings responsibility. The judgment on Chorazin and Bethsaida must be heavier than upon Sodom and Gomorrha. Compare Hebrews 2:3; Hebrews 12:25.

God may use the same means for showing His love and His anger. He consumed the sacrifice by fire; He slew Nadab and Abihu by fire. The result to us of His action depends on our attitude towards Him. The same Gospel is a “savor of life unto life” and of “death unto death.” Again: He often uses for man’s punishment the very instrument of man’s sin; these men sinned by fire and perished by fire; so also the companions of Korah, Numbers 16:35. So under the laws of His Providence are men’s passions made the means of punishing them, and often the objects of unlawful ambition or desire, when attained, become the very scourges of those who sought them.

Aaron held his peace, as the righteous must needs do before the judgments of God, however distressing. See Job 1:22; Psalm 39:9. There can be no hope and no comfort in the world if we may rightfully murmur at the doings of “the Judge of all the earth.”

The touch of the dead communicated defilement, but the touch of the Giver of life caused him who was borne out upon the bier to arise ( Luke 7:14), and the damsel who slept in death to arise and walk ( Mark 5:42). Wordsworth. Thus does the Antitype excel the type.

Aaron and his surviving sons might not leave the sanctuary to mourn those who had fallen, but all Israel might bewail them; so is the immediate service of God more pressing than all else; what may be right at another time, or to other persons, must be foregone by those who have a duty to God with which it interferes. His service is the prime object to which all other things must conform themselves.

The priests’ fervor is not to come of wine or strong drink. In the service of God they who draw near to Him have need of all the calmness and clearness of their minds, lest they do Him dishonor while they profess to serve Him. The excitement of worship, which comes of the abuse of His gifts, though showing itself in eloquence or in more than natural zeal, is not pleasing to Him.

From the fault of the priests in not eating the flesh of the sin offering, Theodoret thus reasons of the duty of the Christian minister: “Hence we learn that we who eat of those things which are offered by the people, and do not live according to the law, nor diligently pray to God for them, will bring down punishment from God;” and Origen says that it behooves the priest first to make himself acceptable to God before he presumes to seek from Him acceptance for the people.

Footnotes: 
FN#1 - Leviticus 10:1. Three MSS, followed by the Vat. LXX, read “the two sons.”

FN#2 - Leviticus 10:1. In the Heb. the first pronoun, בָּהֵן, is plural, while the, second, עָלֶיהָ, is singular16 MSS, the Sam. LXX. and Syr. have the latter in the plural.

FN#3 - Leviticus 10:5. וַיִשּׂאֻם. The fuller form וָיִּשּׂאוּ אֵתָם is given in the Sam.

FN#4 - Leviticus 10:6. One MS, followed by the LXX. and Syr. specifies “his remaining sons.”

FN#5 - Leviticus 10:6. אַל־תַּפְרִעוּ. The A. V, ye shall not uncover is quite correct, and is the sense given in most of the ancient versions; but the Targ. of Onkelos, followed by several Jewish and other commentators, gives the very different sense ye shall not let your hair grow, derived from the use of פֶּרַע Numbers 6:5=hair.

FN#6 - Leviticus 10:8. Eight MSS. substitute the name of Moses for that of Aaron. The variation is unimportant; for, as Boothroyd suggests, the communication to Aaron may have been made through Moses.

FN#7 - Leviticus 10:10. The and at the beginning of Leviticus 10:10 is omitted in the Sam. and all other ancient versions except the Vulgate.

FN#8 - Leviticus 10:10. הַחֹל is in contrast to הַקֹּדֶשׁ and means simply that which is not especially consecrated. The word common conveys the sense better than unholy.
FN#9 - Leviticus 10:12. Oblation. See Textual Note 2 on Leviticus 2:1.

FN#10 - Leviticus 10:14-15. Leg. See Text. Note30 on Leviticus 7:32.

FN#11 - Leviticus 10:15. The Sam. and LXX. add and thy daughters’, as in Leviticus 10:14.

FN#12 - Leviticus 10:17. The Syr. reads in the 1 person, I have given.
FN#13 - Leviticus 10:17. Thirteen MSS. read for you in the 2 d person.

FN#14 - Leviticus 10:18. The Masoretic punctuation of בַּקֹּדֶשׁ here indicates the article; it would seem proper, however, to omit it according to invariable usage. All the versions make a distinction between the sanctuary, into which the blood had not been carried, and the court where the flesh should have been eaten. We can only express this by a change of the article.

FN#15 - Leviticus 10:18. Most of the versions have the passive, as I was commanded, and the LXX, ὃν τρόπον μοι συνέταξε κύριος.

FN#16 - Leviticus 10:20. Rosenmüller notes that “הַיִּיטַב scribitur hic ἀνομαλῶς pro הֲייִטַב.”
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PRELIMINARY NOTE ON CLEAN AND UNCLEAN ANIMALS—AND ON DEFILEMENT BY CONTACT
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There has been no little debate as to the origin and ground of the distinction between clean and unclean animals. Such a question can only be settled historically. In Genesis 7:2 Noah is directed to take into the ark “of every clean beast by sevens, the male and his female,” while “of beasts that are not clean by two, the male and his female.” There was then already a recognized distinction, and this distinction had nothing to do with the use of animal food, since this had not yet been allowed to man. After the flood, when animal food was given to man ( Genesis 9:3), it was given without limitation. “Every moving thing that liveth shall be meat for you; even as the green herb have I given you all things.” It may therefore be confidently affirmed that this distinction did not have its origin and ground in the suitableness or unsuitableness of different kinds of animal food, as has been contended by many. Neither could it possibly have been founded in any considerations peculiar to the chosen people, since it is here found existing so many ages before the call of Abraham. Immediately after the flood, however, we have a practical application of the distinction which seems to mark its object with sufficient plainness: “Noah builded an altar unto the Lord; and took of every clean beast, and of every clean fowl, and offered burnt offerings on the altar” ( Genesis 8:20). The original distinction must therefore be held to have been between animals fit and unfit for sacrifice (comp. Calvin in Leviticus 11:1). On what ground the selection was originally made for sacrifice is wholly unknown; but it is altogether probable that the same kind of animals which were “clean” in the time of Noah were included in the list of the clean under the Levitical law. Many of the latter, however, were not allowable for sacrifice under the same law, nor is it likely that, they ever were; on the other hand, all were admissible for food in Noah’s time, while under the Levitical law many are forbidden. While, therefore, the original distinction must be sought in sacrificial use, it is plain that the details of this distinction are largely modified under the Levitical law prescribing the animals that may be allowed for food.

When inquiry is now made as to the grounds of this modification, the only reason given in the law itself is comprehensive ( Leviticus 11:43-47; Leviticus 20:24-26; Deuteronomy 14:21): “For I am the Lord your God; ye shall therefore sanctify yourselves, and ye shall be holy; for I am holy.” “I am the Lord your God, which have separated you from other people.” This points plainly to the separation of the Israelites by their prescribed laws of food from other nations; and it is indisputable that the effect of these laws was to place almost insurmountable impediments in the way of familiar social intercourse between the Israelites and the surrounding heathen. When this separation was to be broken down in the Christian Church, an intimation to that effect could not be more effectively conveyed than by the vision of St. Peter of a sheet let down “wherein were all manner of four-footed beasts, and creeping things, and fowls of the air,” with the command, “Rise, Peter, kill and eat” ( Acts 10:13). The effectiveness of the separation, however, is to be sought in the details, not in the general character of the distinction, as it is now well known that the ordinary diet of the Egyptians and other nations of antiquity was substantially the same with that of the Israelites. Various reasons given by the fathers and others, with replies showing their fallacy, may be found in Spencer, de leg. Hebr. I. c. vii, § 1, what he considers the true reasons (seven in number) being given in the following section. Comp. also Calvin in Leviticus 11:1.

It is to be observed that the distinction of clean and unclean animals has place only at their death. All living animals were alike clean, and the Hebrew had no scruple in handling the living ass or even the dog. The lion and the eagle, too, as has been well observed by Clark, were used in the most exalted symbolism of prophetic imagery. But as soon as the animals were dead, a question as to their cleanness arose; this depended on two points: a) the manner of the animal’s death; and b) the nature of the animal itself. All animals whatever which died of themselves were unclean to the Israelites, although they might be given or sold to “strangers” ( Deuteronomy 14:21), and the touch of their carcasses communicated defilement ( Leviticus 11:39-40). This then was one broad distinction of the law, and was evidently based upon the fact that from such animals the blood had not been withdrawn.

But a difference is further made between animals, even when properly slaughtered. In a very general way, the animals allowed are such as have been generally recognized among all nations and in all ages as most suitably forming the staple of animal food; yet the law cannot be considered as founded upon hygienic or any other principles of universal application, since no such distinction was recognized, in the grant to Noah. Moreover, the obligation of its observance was expressly declared to have been abrogated by the council at Jerusalem, Acts 15. The distinction was therefore temporary, and peculiar to the chosen people. Its main object, as already shown, was to keep them a separate people, and it is invested with the solemnity of a religious observance. In providing regulations for this purpose, other objects were doubtless incidentally regarded, such as laws of health, etc., some of which are apparent upon the surface, while others lie hidden in our ignorance of local customs and circumstances.

Before closing this note it is worthy of remark that the dualistic notions which formed the basis of the distinction between clean and unclean animals among the Persians were absolutely contradicted by the theology of the Israelites. Those animals were clean among the Parsees which were believed to have been created by Ormuzd, while those which proceeded from the evil principle, Ahriman, were unclean. The Hebrews, on the contrary, were most emphatically taught to refer the origin of all things to Jehovah, and however absolute might be the distinction among animals, it was yet a distinction between the various works of the one Creator.

The general principles of determination of clean animals were the same among the Israelites as among other ancient nations; in quadrupeds, the formation of the foot and the method of mastication and digestion; among birds, the rejection as unclean of birds of prey; and among fish, the obvious possession of fins and scales. All these marks of distinction in the Levitical law are wisely and even necessarily made on the basis of popular observation and belief, not on that of anatomical exactness. Otherwise the people would have been continually liable to error. Scientifically, the camel would be said to divide the hoof, and the hare does not chew the cud. But laws for popular use must necessarily employ terms as they are popularly understood. These matters are often referred to as scientific errors; whereas they were simply descriptions, necessarily popular, for the understanding and enforcement of the law.

Defilement by contact comes forward very prominently in this chapter, as it is also frequently mentioned elsewhere. It is not strange that in a law whose educational purpose is everywhere so plain, this most effective symbolism should hold a place, and the contaminating effect of converse with evil be thus impressed upon this people in their spiritual infancy. It thus has its part with all other precepts of ceremonial cleanness in working out the great spiritual purposes of the law. But beyond this, there is here involved the great truth, but imperfectly revealed under the old dispensation, that the body, as well as the soul, has its part in the relations between God and man. The body, as well as the soul, was a sufferer by the primeval sentence upon sin, and the body, as well as the soul, has part in the redemption of Christ, and awaits the resurrection of the just. The ascetic notions of the mediæval ages regarded the body as evil in a sense entirely incompatible with the representations of Scripture. For not merely is the body the handmaid of the soul, and the necessary instrument of the soul’s action, but the service of the body as well as the soul is recognized in the New Testament (e.g., Romans 12:1) as a Christian duty. On its negative side, at least, this truth was taught under the old dispensation by the many laws of bodily purity, the series of which begins in this chapter. The laws of impurity from physical contact stand as an appendix to the laws of food and as an introduction to the other laws of purity, and form the connecting link between them.

Verses 1-47
FIRST SECTION
Laws of Clean and Unclean Food
“The Cleanness of the Sacrifice—or the Contrast of the Clean and Unclean Animals.”—Lange

Leviticus 11:1-47
1And the Lord spake unto Moses and to Aaron, saying unto them, 2Speak unto the children of Israel, saying, These are the beasts [animals[FN1]] which ye shall eat among all the beasts that are on the earth 3 Whatsoever parteth the hoof, and is cloven footed [and completely separates the hoof[FN2]], and cheweth the cud, among the beasts, that shall ye eat 4 Nevertheless these shall ye not eat of them that chew the cud, or of them that divide the hoof: as the camel, because he cheweth the cud, but divideth not the hoof; he is unclean unto you 5 And the coney,[FN3] because he cheweth the cud, but divideth not the hoof; he is unclean unto you 6 And the hare, because he cheweth the cud, but divideth not the hoof; he is unclean unto you 7 And the swine, though he divide the hoof, and be cloven footed [and completely separates the hoof[FN4]], yet he cheweth not the cud; he is unclean to you 8 Of their flesh shall ye not eat, and their carcase shall ye not touch; they are unclean to you.

[FN5]9These shall ye eat of all that are in the waters: whatsoever hath fins and scales in the waters, in the seas, and in the rivers, them shall ye eat 10 And all that have not fins and scales in the seas, and in the rivers, of all that move in the waters, and of any living thing which is in the waters, they shall be an abomination unto you: 11they shall be even an abomination unto you; ye shall not eat of their flesh, but ye shall have their carcases in abomination. [FN6]12Whatsoever hath no fins nor scales in the waters, that shall be an abomination unto you 13 And these are they which ye shall have in abomination among the fowls; they shall not be eaten, they are an abomination: the eagle,[FN7] and the ossifrage,[FN8] and the 14 ospray,8 and the vulture, [FN9] and the kite[FN10] after his kind; [FN11] 15every raven after his kind; 16and the owl [ostrich[FN12]], and the night hawk [owl[FN13]], and the cuckow [gull[FN14]], and the hawk after his kind, 17and the little owl,[FN15] and the cormorant, and the great 18 owl,[FN16] and the swan,[FN17] and the pelican, and the gier eagle [vulture[FN18]], 19and the stork,[FN19] the[FN20] heron[FN21] after her kind, and the lapwing [hoopoe[FN22]], and the bat.

20All 11 fowls that creep [all winged creeping things[FN23]], going upon all four, shall bean abomination unto you 21 Yet these may ye eat of every flying creeping thing that goeth upon all four, which have[FN24] legs above their feet, to leap withal[FN25] upon 22 the earth; even these of them ye may eat; the locust after his kind, and the bald locust[FN26] after his kind, and the beetle26 after his kind, and the grasshopper after his 23 kind. But all other flying creeping things, which have four feet, shall be an abomination unto you 24 And for these ye shall be unclean: whosoever toucheth the carcase of them shall be unclean until the even 25 And whosoever beareth ought of the carcase of them shall wash his clothes, and be unclean until the even.

26 The carcases of every beast which divideth the hoof, and is not cloven footed, nor cheweth the cud, are unclean unto you: every one that toucheth them[FN27] shall be unclean 27 And whatsoever goeth upon his paws, among all manner of beasts[FN28] that go on all four, those are unclean unto you: whoso toucheth their carcase shall be unclean until the even 28 And he that beareth the carcase of them shall wash his clothes, and be unclean until the even: they are unclean unto you.

29These also shall be unclean unto you among the creeping things that creep upon the earth; the weasel,[FN29] and the mouse, and the tortoise [the great lizard[FN30]] after his kind, 30and the ferret [gecko[FN31]], and the chameleon [strong lizard[FN32]], and the lizard [climbing lizard[FN33]], and the snail [lizard[FN34]], and the mole [chameleon[FN35]]. 31These are unclean to you among all that creep: whosoever doth touch them, when they be dead, shall be unclean until the even 32 And upon whatsoever any of them, when they are dead, doth fall, it shall be unclean; whether it be any vessel [thing[FN36]] of wood, or raiment, or skin, or sack, whatsoever vessel [thing35] it be, wherein [wherewith35] any work is done, it must be put into water, and it shall be unclean until the even; so it shall be cleansed 33 And every earthen vessel, whereinto any of them falleth, whatsoever is in it shall be unclean; and ye shall break it 34 Of all meat [food[FN37]] which may be eaten, that on which such [om. such[FN38]] water cometh shall be unclean: and all drink that may be drunk in every such vessel shall be 35 unclean. And every thing whereupon any part of their carcase falleth shall be unclean; whether it be oven, or ranges[FN39] for pots, they shall be broken down: for they are unclean, and shall be unclean unto you 36 Nevertheless a fountain[FN40] or pit, wherein there is plenty of water, shall be clean: but that which[FN41] toucheth their 37 carcase shall be unclean. And if any part of their carcase fall upon any[FN42] sowing 38 seed which is to be sown, it shall be clean. But if any water be put upon the seed, and any part of their carcase fall thereon, it shall be unclean unto you.

39And if any beast, of which ye may eat, die; he that toucheth the carcase thereof[FN43] shall be unclean until the even 40 And he that eateth of the carcase of it 42 shall wash his clothes, and be unclean until the even: he also that beareth the carcase of it 42 shall wash his clothes, and be unclean until the even.

41And every creeping thing that creepeth upon the earth shall be an abomination; it shall not be eaten 42 Whatsoever goeth upon the belly,[FN44] and whatsoever goeth upon all four, or whatsoever hath more feet among all creeping things that creep upon the earth, them 43 ye shall not eat; for they are an abomination. Ye shall not make yourselves abominable with any creeping thing that creepeth, neither shall 44 ye make yourselves unclean with them, that ye should be defiled thereby. For I am the Lord your God: ye shall therefore sanctify yourselves, and ye shall be holy; for I am holy: neither shall ye defile yourselves with any manner of creeping 45 thing that creepeth upon the earth. For I am the Lord[FN45] that bringeth you up out of the land of Egypt, to be your God; ye shall therefore be holy, for I am holy.

46This is the law of the beasts, and of the fowl, and of every living creature that moveth in the waters, and of every creature that creepeth upon the earth: 47to make a difference between the unclean and the clean, and between the beast[FN46] that may be eaten and the beast45 that may not be eaten.

TEXTUAL AND GRAMMATICAL
Leviticus 11:2. הַחַיָּה is a different word from בְּהֵמָה in the following clause, and the difference should be recognized in the translation, as it is in the Semitic versions. The former is the more general term, the latter (comp. Genesis 1:24) refers to the quadrupeds included in this section ( Leviticus 11:1-8) in contradistinction from birds and reptiles.

Leviticus 11:3. וְשֹׁסַעַת שֶׁסַע פְּרָסֹת. The idea is that of not merely partially (like the camel), but completely dividing the hoof. The Sam, LXX, Syr. and nine MSS. make this still more indefinite by inserting שְׁתִּי=two before the last word.

Leviticus 11:5. הַשָּׁפן. The animal is indicated here as one that chews the cud (or appears to do so), in Psalm 104:18; Proverbs 30:26, as living in the rocks, and in the latter as being very weak. It occurs elsewhere only in the parallel place, Deuteronomy 14:7. Here the LXX. renders it δασύπους, Aq. λαγωός; in Deuteronomy 14:7, the LXX. has χοιρογρύλλιος=bristly animal, which is adopted by the Vulg. in both places. The Sam. translates it Vabr, the Hyrax Syriacus, which is said to be still called tsofun in Southern Arabia. First says: “The Targ. points to the same animal when it translates טַפְסָא,טַוְזָא,טַפְזָא (leaper) since the Vabr goes by leaps.” The Duke of Argyle (Reign of Law, p264) speaks of a specimen of it in the Zoological Gardens, and states that in the structure of the teeth and the foot it is assimilated to the rhinoceros. Cuvier classed it with the pachyderms. The Rabbins understood it to be a rabbit, and were followed by Luther and the A. V. in the old word Coney. Bochart (Hieroz. Lib. III, c33) understands it of the Jerboa or bear-mouse, and so Gesenius, Geddes and others. Although the word in the A. V. is certainly wrong, yet as it is obsolete, it seems unnecessary to make a change which could only be either to the Heb. word, or to the scientific name.

Leviticus 11:7. The construction is the same as in Leviticus 11:3. See note2.

Leviticus 11:9. The Sam, one MS, the LXX. and Syr. prefix the conjunction וְ.

Leviticus 11:12. The same, with fourteen MSS, here prefix the conjunction.

Leviticus 11:13. נֶשֶׁר is uniformly translated eagle in the A. V, ἀετός in the LXX, and aquila in the Vulg. Kalisch says this “is beyond a doubt.” The same meaning is given by Fürst and Gesenius, although both would include also the sense of vulture. Clark's proposed emendation, the great vulture, seems therefore unnecessary.

Leviticus 11:13. עָזְנִיָה פֶּרֶם. Both, by preponderance of authority, species of eagles, and the former sufficiently well described by ossifrage; the latter species is not certainly identified, the word occurring only here and in the parallel, Deuteronomy 14:12. The LXX. renders ἁλιαίετος=sea eagle, Fürst prefers Valeria, the black eagle. Kalisch prefers the sense vulture. Gesen. (Thesaur.), black eagle.
Leviticus 11:14. דָּאָה, a word, ἁπ. λεγ. In the parallel passage, Deuteronomy 14:13, it is רָאָה. Its etymology indicates a ravenous bird of swift flight. LXX. γύψ=vulture, Vulg. milvus=kite. Bochart considers it a species of hawk or falcon. So Kalisch. In Deuteronomy 14:13 there is mentioned also דִּיָה, making twenty-one varieties of birds; but that word in Deut. is omitted by the Sam. and four MSS.

Leviticus 11:14. אַיָּה is only to be identified by the fact that it here stands for the name of a class—after his Kind, and that in Job 28:7 it is spoken of for its great keenness of sight. The LXX. renders here kite, in Deut. and Job vulture. Clark makes it milvus regalis.

Leviticus 11:15 and Leviticus 11:20. The Sam, many MSS. and versions prefix the conjunction.

Leviticus 11:16. בַּת הַיַּעֲנָה. LXX. στρουθός. The word is uniformly rendered owl in the text of the A. V.; but in the marg. of Job 30:29; Isaiah 13:21; Isaiah 34:13; Isaiah 43:20, it is rendered ostrich in accordance with the Targ, LXX, Vulg. and Syr, and there can be no doubt that this is the true sense. The fem. stands for the bird collectively, of both sexes. Rosen.: “Vox, בַּת, apposita est ex more quodam Orientalium, qui nomina pater, mater, fuius, filia, animalium quoruneam nominibns præfigrere solent sine respectu ætatis et sexus.” Bochart, however, thinks it means distinctively the female.

Leviticus 11:16. תַּחְמָם (from חָמַם, to do violence), interpreted by Bochar, and others on his authority, of the male ostrich; but this is now generally rejected. The Targ. Onk. has צִיצָא, and Targ. Jerus. חַטְפִיתָא swallow. Others (Knobel) consider it the cuckoo; but the rendering of the LXX. and Vulg, owl, is now adopted more generally than any other.

Leviticus 11:16. שַׁחַף occurs only here and in Deuteronomy 14:15. Knobel understands it of a species of hawk trained in Syria for hunting gazelles, etc.; but most other interpreters understand it of a sea bird, whether the stormy petrel (Bochart) or more generally the sea gull alter the Vulg. and LXX. λάρος.

Leviticus 11:17. כּוֹם. There seems no sufficient reason to question the accuracy of the A. V, which is substantially that of the ancient versions. Tristram identities it with the Athene meridionalis common in Syria. Bochart, however, would render Pelican, and Riggs Night-hawk.
Leviticus 11:17. The A. V. is probably right. The LXX, Vulg. and Targ. Onk. have Ibis. which seems to have arisen from a misplacement of the words of the text, rather than from a different translation of יַנְשׁוּף. They are followed by Riggs and others.

Leviticus 11:18. תִּנְשֶׁמֶת. The same word is used, Leviticus 11:30, for mole (probably chameleon): here it refers to a bird, and it is likely that this is the word for which Ibis stands in the LXX. and Vulg. But it is not probable that the Israelites would have come much in contact with the Ibis. The preponderance of authority (see Fürst) is for some variety of owl, according to the Chald, Syr. and Sam.; but there does not appear to be sufficient certainty to warrant a change in the text of the A. V.

Leviticus 11:18. רָחָם LXX. rendering doubtful. The best authorities agree that some species of vulture is meant. Gesenius (thesaur.) would make it a very small species, of the size of a crow. Others consider it most probably the large Egyptian vulture, Neophron percnopterus. Perhaps something of this kind was meant by gier eagie. Kalisch, governed only by the order of the birds, would translate pelican.
Leviticus 11:19. חֲסִידָה, LXX, Aq, Symm, Theod, heron, but LXX. in Job 39:13 stork. Either bird answers well enough to the etymology and to the passages when it occurs, and stork is as likely to be right as heron.
Leviticus 11:19. The Sam. and sixteen MSS. prefix the conjunction which is found in the parallel place in Deut. For the want of it Knobel would connect the word with the preceding as an adjective; but it seems better to consider it as an accidental omission.

Leviticus 11:19. אֲנָפָה. The meaning of the rendering in Targ. Onk. is unknown, Syr. retains the Heb. word, LXX. χαραδριός, a bird chiefly remarkable for its greediness. The Heb. etymology is uncertain. Clark identifies it with the great plover (Charadrius œdicnemus). Fürst defines it Parrot, and so Gesen. Bochart, following the etymology of the Rabbits, defines it the angry bird, and considers it some species of eagle. It seems probable that the A. V. is wrong, but difficult to determine upon a substitute.

Leviticus 11:19. דּוּכִיפַת. The bird intended has not been certainly identified; but the authority of the LXX, ἔποπα, and Vulg, upupa, is here followed. The Arab. adopts it, and it is followed by Riggs. Bochart would render mountain cock alter the Chald.

Leviticus 11:20. כֹּל שֶׁרֶץ הָעוֹף. The idea of fowls that creep is not less strange and grotesque in Heb. than in English. The word שֶׁרֶץ by its etymology means those creatures that multiply abundantly, swarm, whence it came to be applied to very much the same creatures as we mean by vermin. It can hardly be better expressed than by creeping things. Going upon all four does not necessarily mean having just lour feet, but going with the body in a horizontal position.

Leviticus 11:21. For the לֹא of the text the k’ri has לוֹ, and so the Sam. and many MSS. So it must necessarily be understood, as it is in the versions.

Leviticus 11:21. For בָּהֵן the Sam. and thirty-seven MSS. have בָּהֵם.

Leviticus 11:22. Beetle is certainly wrong; for this, like the rest, must have been one of the leaping insects. There are no means of identifying these four varieties. Each of them stands for a class “after his kind.” Two of them, the סָלְעָם and the חַרְֹגּל, do not occur elsewhere. The others are of frequent occurrence, and are uniformly translated in the A. V. the first, locust, the last grasshopper. It would probably be better in the other cases to follow the example of the older English and most modern versions in giving simply the Hebrew names without attempting translation.

Leviticus 11:26. Six MSS. and the LXX. specify, what is sufficiently plain, their carcases.
Lev 11:27. See note 1 on Lev 11:2.

Leviticus 11:29. חֹלֶד occurs nowhere else. The A. V. seems justified in following the LXX. and Targ, although Bochart would render mole, which is still called Chuld by the Arabs.

Leviticus 11:29. צָב, a word in this sense, ἁπ. λέγ. There seems no doubt that this and all the names following in Leviticus 11:30 indicate various species of lizard. So Riggs. This particular one is called by the LXX. ὁ κροκόδυλος ὁ χερσαῖος=land crocodile, and so St. Jerome. Bochart considers it a kind of large lizard abounding in Syria, often two feet long. Tristam identifies it with the uromastix spinipes. The translation proposed by Clark, the great lizard, is probably as good as can be had.

Leviticus 11:30. אֲנָקָה in this sense only here. LXX. μυγάλη=shrew mouse; Onk. יָלֵי=hedge hog; the other oriental versions by various names of lizard. Almost all the authorities concur in making it some variety of lizard. Knobel is certainly wrong in identifying it with the Lacerta Nilotica, an animal four feet long. Fürst only so far defines it as “a reptile with a long narrow neck.” The translation of Rosenmüller, lacerta gecko, seems as probable as any.

Leviticus 11:30. כֹּחַ, a word of frequent occurrence for strength, power, but as a name of an animal occurring only here. The etymology seems to indicate a characteristic of strength (although Furst makes it the slimy), and the connection, same variety of lizard. The translation chameleon is derived from the LXX, and is probably wrong. Keil shows that Knobel (followed by Clark) is in error in translating by frog. The uncertainty is too great to substitute another word for that of the A. V, which yet must be changed, because the last name belongs to the chameleon. The etymology simply is therefore indicated.

Leviticus 11:30. לְטָאָה, another word, ἁπ. λέγ. LXX. καλαβώτης, Vulg. stellio. Knobel makes it a crawling, and Fuerst a climbing lizard. The latter is adopted as a probable sense in order to avoid confusion in the text.

Leviticus 11:30. חמֶֹט, also ἁπ. λέγ. LXX. σαῦρα, Vulg. lacerta, and so also the Syr. The A. V. comes from the Targ. Jesus, and Rabbinical authorities. Otherwise there is a general agreement with Bochart that it should be rendered lizard.
Leviticus 11:30. תִּנְשָׁמֶת, has already occurred, Leviticus 11:18, as the name of a bird. Here it is some variety of lizard, and from its etymology—נָשַׁם, to breathe, to draw in air—there is a good degree of unanimity in understanding it of the chameleon, either as inflating itself, or as popularly supposed to live on air.

Leviticus 11:32. כְּלִי is evidently here used, as in Exodus 22:6 (7), in its most comprehensive sense. It is only limited by the clause wherewith any work is done. This change of course makes it necessary to translate בָּהֶם, wherewith, instead of wherein.
Leviticus 11:34. אֹכֶל means any kind of food, especially cereal. The English meat is now so altered in sense that it is better to change it.

Leviticus 11:34. The word such is unfortunately inserted in the A. V. The idea is (comp. Leviticus 11:38) that all meat prepared with water should be rendered unclean by the falling of any of these animals upon it.

Leviticus 11:35. כִּירַיִם occurs only here, and there is much question as to its meaning. According to Keil it “can only signify, when used in the dual, a vessel consisting of two parts, i.e. a pan or pot with a lid.” So Knobel and the Targums; others a support for the pot like a pair of bricks, LXX. χυρτόπους; others, as Fürst, “a cooking furnace, probably consisting of two ranges of stones which met together in a sharp angle.”

Leviticus 11:36. The Sam. and LXX. add of waters.
Leviticus 11:36. Rosenmüller, Keil, and others understand this in the masculine, he who, viz. in removing the carcase. The meaning, however, seems to be more general: the person or the thing touching the carcase, in removing it or otherwise.

Leviticus 11:37. The Sam, two MSS, and Vulg. omit any; but two MSS. and the LXX. insert it before seed in the following verse.

Leviticus 11:39-40. Several MSS. and the LXX. have the plural in these places.

Leviticus 11:42. The letter ו in גִּחוֹן=belly is printed in larger type in the Heb. Bibles to indicate that it is the middle letter of the Pentateuch.

Leviticus 11:45. The Sam, two MSS. and the Syr. add, as in Leviticus 11:44, your God.
Lev 11:47. See note on Lev 11:2.

EXEGETICAL AND CRITICAL
The whole of Lange’s “Exegetical” is here given in full, the remarks of the translator being added in square brackets.

“Cleanness as a condition of the sacrifices—the cleanness of the sacrificial animals, and the cleanness to be regained through the purification of men and of human conditions. Leviticus 11-15. ‘These are regarded in the law as defiling: the use of certain animals, and the touching a carcase ( Leviticus 11); the confinement of a woman ( Leviticus 12); the leprosy ( Leviticus 13:14); the issue of seed of a man ( Leviticus 15:1-15); the involuntary emission of semen (ib. Leviticus 15:15-16); the carnal conjunction of the sexes (ib. Leviticus 15:18); the menses of a woman (ib. Leviticus 15:19-24); and the lasting issue of blood of the same (ib. Leviticus 15:25-30); to which Numbers 19:11-22 adds the touching the dead; but the things mentioned do not all give the same uncleanness,’ etc. Knobel, p432. The priests were to administer the laws of cleanness and of purification, so to speak, as the religious district physicians of the theocracy. On the laws of the Gentiles about cleanness, see Knobel, pp436–40; on the animals, pp 443 ss. (the detailed presentation).”

“Chap11. The cleanness of the sacrifice, or the contrast of the clean and unclean animals. The clean sacrificial animal is marked out from the four-footed beasts by two characteristics: cleaving the hoof and chewing the cud. The cloven hoof distinguishes the slow-moving, tame animal, naturally adapted to domestication, from the single-hoofed animal, naturally wild, although sometimes capable of being tamed. The rumination characterizes quiet, dispassionate, graminivorous animals, as opposed to the carnivorous beasts of prey, and the unclean omnivorous beasts.”

“Thus especially are the one-hoofed excluded, although they chew the cud; the camel, and (as stated) the rock badger, the hare. And so with those that cleave the hoof and do not chew the cud—the swine. And, of course, the four-footed creatures which lack both characteristics.”

“In regard to all unclean animals, the use of their meat and the touching of their carcase is forbidden. That they certainly might not be offered in sacrifice is therewith presupposed. Leviticus 11:1-8.”

[From this general view of the chapter, and from several of the particulars, a dissent must be expressed. Although, as has been shown in the preliminary note, the original distinction between clean and unclean animals was in regard to their fitness or unfitness for sacrifice; yet here there is no immediate reference to sacrifice at all, and the animals are classified solely in relation to their being allowed or forbidden for food. Again, in the detail, while among the animals reared by man it may be true that “the cloven hoof distinguishes the slow-moving tame animal;” yet this certainly could not apply to the gazelle and other kinds of deer, which are equally included among the clean animals. Probably Lange’s remark was made because his mind was already fixed upon the classification of animals for sacrifice, although even then it would but imperfectly apply to the goat. Also, on the other side, “the single-hoofed animal, naturally wild, but sometimes capable of being tamed,” is quite insufficient in its description, for the single-hoofed horse is quite as much a domestic animal as the bull or the goat, and it fails altogether to include the many-toed domestic cat and dog, which were eminently unclean.

[The first and larger half of this book is concerned with the means of approach to God. First of all came the laws of sacrifice, chaps1–7.; then followed the consecration of the priests by whom the sacrifices were to be offered, with an account of their entrance upon their office, and the connected events, chaps8–10; now follow the laws of purity, chaps11–15, and of these first, the laws of clean and unclean food, contained in the present chapter. In this connection also the uncleanness produced by contact with the dead bodies of animals unclean for food is emphatically set forth, and thus this chapter is intimately connected with the laws of purification in the following chapters. “In all the nations and all the religions of antiquity we find the contrast between clean and unclean, which was developed in a dualistic form, it is true, in many of the religious systems, but had its primary root in the corruption that had entered the world through sin. This contrast was limited in the Mosaic law to the animal food of the Israelites, to contact with dead animals and human corpses, and to certain bodily conditions and diseases that are associated with decomposition.” Keil.

[ Leviticus 11:1-8 are concerned with the larger quadrupeds. The distinction is so made among these that the Israelites might be in no mistake about them. To an anatomist it might have been enough to say either parteth the hoof, or cheweth the cud; but since several animals apparently had one of these characteristics without the other, or were popularly supposed to have them, for the sake of clearness both are given, and also some animals are excluded, as the camel, which apparently lacked one of them, although anatomically it might be considered as possessing both.

[ Leviticus 11:1. Both Moses, as the lawgiver, and Aaron, as the now fully consecrated high-priest, to whom would especially pertain the enforcement of the laws of purity, are now addressed together.

[ Leviticus 11:3. No enumeration is here made of the animals possessing these qualifications; but there is such an enumeration in the parallel passage, Deuteronomy 14:4-5.

[ Leviticus 11:4. The camel has a ball behind the cleft of the foot on which it treads. It comes, therefore, under the class of those with hoofs not completely cloven. So also the swine in Leviticus 11:7 is spoken of as dividing the hoof, because he does so in all common acceptation, and is so spoken of at this day, although anatomically he has four toes. Correspondingly in Leviticus 11:5-6 animals are spoken of which appear to the eye to chew the cud, although they do not really; because otherwise the people, guided by the appearance, would be led into transgression. All these animals, it is needless to say, were eaten among surrounding people, some by one nation, some by another.—F. G.]

Leviticus 11:9-12. “The clean aquatic animals are distinguished likewise by two characteristics—they must have fins and scales. All aquatic animals, on the other hand, which have not these characteristics, should be not only unclean to them, but an abomination. The fish nature must thus appear distinctly marked. Of fitness for sacrifice, nevertheless, nothing is said here” [obviously because fish were not included among sacrificial animals at all]; “as food for fast days, fish could not possibly have been used by the Jews.” [In this, as in the preceding law, the marks of distinction are to be understood of obvious ones: fins and scales that were apparent to the eye. As the law covers all that are in the waters, the crustacea, lobsters, crabs, etc., and the mollusks, oysters, etc., are wholly forbidden.—F. G.]

Leviticus 11:13-19. “With reference to birds, the unclean varieties are named at length: eagles, hawks, fish-hawks, vultures, kites, and every thing of that kind, all kinds of ravens, the ostrich, the night-owl, the cuckoo, the kinds of sparrow-hawk, the eared owl, the swan, the horned owl, the bat, the bittern, stork, heron, jay, hoopoe, swallow. The clean kinds are not named; they are limited to a few examples. Pigeons and turtle-doves, however, were more especially made use of for sacrifice.” [“Pigeons and turtle-doves” were the only birds used for sacrifice, but they are not mentioned here, because this chapter is not concerned with sacrifice. For the birds intended by this list of twenty Hebrew names, see the Textual notes. All the birds mentioned, so far as they can be identified, feed more or less exclusively upon animal food; but no general characteristic is given. The list is probably only meant to include those prohibited birds with which the Israelites were likely to come in contact. All not included in it, however, would have been lawful under a strict construction of the law. The bat is included in the prohibited list on the general principle of this whole nomenclature; it was popularly regarded as a bird.—F. G.]

Leviticus 11:20-25. “A remarkable exception is made by the varieties of locusts appended to the birds (locusts, crickets, grasshoppers, green grasshoppers). It is as if these animals were to be an important object of game for the theocracy.” [It is evident that they did, as in the case of John the Baptist, become an important item of food for the poorer classes, and as they are still in the desert regions adjoining Palestine.—F. G.] “But besides these, all winged (four-footed) insects are described as things to be avoided (not abominable).” [This is a general prohibition of all small flying creatures, having more than two feet. Creeping things in the original means also “things that swarm” or multiply in great numbers. Going upon all four seems intended, in contrast to birds which have only two feet, to include all that have more than two feet, and consequently creep in a horizontal position. It is so understood by Jewish writers. From this general prohibition the saltatoria are excepted, which are still, as they have always been, used as an article of food by the poorer classes in the East. These have, like the common grasshopper, very long hind legs for leaping. With this exception, this whole class of creatures is described in Leviticus 11:23-25 as abominable. Yet the living animal communicated no uncleanness by contact—only its dead body. This is a declaration immediately afterwards ( Leviticus 11:27-28) extended also to the bodies of unclean quadrupeds, and also ( Leviticus 11:39-40) to the bodies of even clean animals that have died of themselves. Washing of the clothes ( Leviticus 11:25; Leviticus 11:28) required of those who bore their carcases was evidently because contact with the clothes could hardly be avoided in doing this.—F. G.]

Leviticus 11:26-28. “Once more the characteristics are enjoined—to which, however, the definition is added that also all beasts which go on paws (the stealthy-going beasts of prey) are to be considered unclean.”

Leviticus 11:29-38. “Moreover there is still a crowd of little animals named in which there is no attempt at a natural history classification, as a resemblance has already appeared in the four-footed flying creatures. Mammalia: mole and mouse; amphibia: the lizard, the Egyptian lizard, the frog, the tortoise, the snail, the chameleon. This division of various animals is more especially prominent because the individuals that compose it could easily make clean objects unclean. First, the dead body of all these creatures Isaiah, and makes, unclean; secondly, the water with which one has purified either himself or any object from them; thirdly, utensils, meats and drinks which these creatures” [i.e., their dead bodies] “have touched, Leviticus 11:29-35. On the other hand, these animals cannot defile the spring, the cistern, or the seeds intended for sowing. The case is different with seed intended for food when wet with water, Leviticus 11:36-38.” [The names of these creatures have already been treated in the Textual notes. It appears that, except the first mentioned weasel (or mole) and the mouse, they are all of the lizard family. But in Leviticus 11:32-38 the uncleanness produced by contact with their dead bodies is carried much further than in regard to the animals previously named, doubtless for the reason suggested by Lange that there was more likelihood of contact from them. Any thing of which use was made in doing work ( Leviticus 11:32) must be soaked in water. Skin included in the list refers to the skins used for churning, for holding wine and other liquids, and for a variety of purposes. The earthen vessel ( Leviticus 11:33) into which any of their bodies fell must be broken on the same principle, but with an opposite application, as in Leviticus 6:28. The ground in both cases is the absorbent character of unglazed earthenware; there it must be broken lest what it had absorbed of the “most holy offering” should be defiled; here lest the defilement it had itself absorbed should be communicated. In Leviticus 11:34; Leviticus 11:38 it is provided that if their carcase fell upon any food or seed in a dry state, it should not communicate defilement; but if these were wet, they should be defiled. The reason of the distinction is evident—the moisture would act as a conveyor of the defilement. In Leviticus 11:35 the strong contamination of these dead bodies is still further expressed; but in Leviticus 11:36 an exception is made in favor of any large collection of water in fountains or cisterns, on the general principle that God “will have mercy rather than sacrifice.”—F. G.]

Leviticus 11:39-40. “Finally comes into consideration the carcase of the clean animal that has died a natural death. This also makes unclean (a) by contact, (b) by unconscious using thereof, (c) through carrying and throwing it away. The one defiled must wash his clothes and hold himself unclean until evening.” [Yet from Leviticus 7:24 it is evident that this precept applied to the dead body as a whole, not to the fat, or probably to the skin, when it had been separated. The reason for the uncleanness of the carcase was evidently that its blood had not been poured out, but was still in the veins and arteries, and spread about in the flesh. This would not apply to the separate fat, nor to the skin, when properly cleaned. The provision for purification of one who had eaten of the flesh may apply not only to unconscious eating (Lange), but also to eating in cases of necessity. It did not constitute a sin, but only a ceremonial defilement, for which purification was provided.—F. G.]

Leviticus 11:41-42. “At last the true vermin are spoken of. Every thing that crawls, that goes on the belly (in addition to the division already given), four-footed vermin, and those having more than four feet (beetles).” [It was a curious conceit, adopted from Münster by some of the older writers, that flies and worms living upon fruit and vegetables are not here prohibited because they do not “creep upon the earth.” The text evidently intends to forbid all creeping things, and is especially comprehensive in Leviticus 11:43. The Talmudists also exclude from the operation of the law all the minute creatures supposed by them to be spontaneously generated in vegetables, fruits, cheese, etc., and all the minute parasitic animals. It is plain enough, however, that the law, making its distinctions by obvious and popularly recognized marks, does not enter at all into minutiæ of this sort.]

[Ye shall not make yourselves abominable.—Lit.] “Ye shall not make your souls an abomination—a strong expression, but the key to this legislation. From the educational standpoint of the law for this morally infant people, purification must be made from all beastly conditions by a strong exclusion of all the lower animal forms, and the people thus be elevated to a consciousness of personal dignity. Therefore it is also further said that this is in conformity with the character of Jehovah your God. Ye shall therefore sanctify yourselves, and ye shall be holy—i.e., become sanctified personalities; for I am holy—i.e., the absolute sanctified Personality. They could thus, by the defilement of their body, defile also their souls. This also is made prominent: that Jehovah bringeth you up out of the land of Egypt, the country defiled by animal worship.”

Leviticus 11:46-47. “This is the law.—Although it is not specifically extended over the whole animal kingdom, it is still a general regulating principle according to which the distinctions are to be made. In principle, with this, the distinction is also introduced in regard to the vegetable kingdom, the contrast of edible and inedible plants. Yet the application of this to the manner of living, to the usages, is left untold.”

“In regard to the law of clean animals, we have to distinguish different classes: the specifically clean, or cleanest animals, are those used in sacrifice—old and young cattle, sheep and goats, turtle-doves, and (young) pigeons. These animals form the common food of Jehovah and His people; the symbolical food of Jehovah, and the actual food of the Israelites—a mark of the divine dignity of Prayer of Manasseh, and of his designation as the image of God. Of the vegetables: with this animal centre correspond the cereals, especially barley and wheat, incense, wine, and oil; of the mineral kingdom, salt. The second class is made up of the clean animals which men were allowed to eat, but which were not fitted for sacrifice. The third class is made up of the unclean animals, the touch of which,—so long as they are living.—does not make men unclean, but of which they are not allowed to eat, and whose carcase defiles them, (not the fat of the slain animals). In the fourth class, finally, are the repulsive animals, which even while living are repulsive at least to men, the creeping and crawling animals. That this classification was to be symbolic of spiritual conditions is shown to us very clearly in the vision of Peter in Acts 10; but that the ordinary symbolism is limited by extraordinary symbolical requirements is shown to us by the appearance of the eagle in the forms of the Cherubim. With the New Testament this symbolism generally has reached its end, that Isaiah, face to face with Christian knowledge. But yet. conditionally, it remains in the New Testament era proportionately through the Christian national customs, as this can be deduced from the prohibition of the eating of blood, and of things strangled ( Acts 15). The condition of natural abhorrence towards all repulsive objects certainly remains more or less ineradicable, although even in this respect, necessity can break iron.”

“We should distinguish here most carefully between the theocratic teleological rules, which have a divine and ideal force, and their exemplification, which belongs to the Jewish sensus communis, and its product, popular usage; as is shown here, particularly by the example of the unruminating animals, the badger and hare (which seemed to the people to ruminate to some extent). Obstinacy in valuing the literal inspiration would certainly make here an irreconcilable conflict between theology, or even nominal belief, and natural science, and the hare would become the favorite wild game of negation as Balaam’s ass is its favorite charger.”

“In regard to the animals mentioned here, we must refer to the detailed treatment of Knobel and Keil, the quoted literature of the latter, and the natural history of Calwer and others.”

[It is to be observed that there is no defilement whatever produced by the contact with any living animal. The distinction between animals which are attractive and those which are repulsive to man is not at all recognized; nor indeed, judging from the habits of different nations, would it be easy to draw any line of distinction on this ground. The law simply prescribes what animals shall be, and what shall not be used for food—between the beast that may be eaten and the beast that may not be eaten, Leviticus 11:47. The distinction is nevertheless symbolical, as the line of separation is plainly so taken as to exclude from the list of the clean all carnivora, except in the case of fish whose habits are to a great extent hidden under the waves from common observation. But while no living animal defiled, the bodies of all dead animals, not properly slaughtered, did defile. The peculiar care with which defilement is guarded against in the case of the carcasses of certain of the smaller animals ( Leviticus 11:29-38), seems to be due to the greater liability to contact with them. The degree of uncleanness occasioned by contact with the dead body of any animal which died of itself, was the same in all cases, Leviticus 11:25; Leviticus 11:28; Leviticus 11:31; Leviticus 11:40, even in that of animals otherwise fit for food. The only exception is in case of sacrificial or food animals when properly slaughtered, an exception obviously necessary unless sacrifices and animal food were to be prohibited. The Apostle has expressly taught “that there is nothing unclean of itself” ( Romans 14:14); and we must look therefore for the ground of the distinctions made in this chapter, not directly to anything in the nature of the various animals themselves, but to the educational object of the law. That educational object, however, was of course best sub-served by having regard to such characteristics of the animals as should make the lessons to be taught most impressive and most easily apprehended.—F. G.].

DOCTRINAL AND ETHICAL
I. The doctrinal significance of the distinction between animals clean and unclean for food, must be considered in view of two facts: first, that as far as food is concerned, this is distinctly a part of that law which was “added because of transgressions.” It limited an earlier freedom, and it passed away when the law was superseded by a higher revelation. Secondly, that for the time while the law was in force—the whole period of Israel’s national existence—these precepts were elevated into distinctly religious duties, resting upon the holiness which should characterize the people of a holy God ( Leviticus 11:44-45). These two facts can only be brought into harmony in view of the educational purpose of the law. The people, in their spiritual infancy, could only be taught purity by sensible symbols, and among these there was nothing which entered more thoroughly into all the arrangements of daily life than the selection of food. By this, therefore, they were taught to keep themselves pure from all defilement which God had forbidden.

II. The evil consequences attending a neglect of the precepts in this chapter are represented in a twofold aspect: First, there was sin in disobedience to these as to any other divine commands, and this is described as making yourselves abominable, ( Leviticus 11:43). This phrase precisely is applied only to the eating of creeping things, but is implied in regard to the others ( Leviticus 11:11; Leviticus 11:13; Leviticus 11:23). It carries with it the idea that he who offended in these matters put himself in that relation towards God in which these things intended to stand towards man:—he had sinned by transgression, and thus made himself an abomination. The other aspect is that of the violation of the theocratic order, and here the penalty is very light. The kind of un cleanness contracted in any of these instances found a sufficient purification in any case by the washing of the clothes and remaining unclean until the evening. In cases of a secondary defilement of other things, they also must be similarly purified, or be destroyed. Even the eating of a clean animal which had died a natural death required no deeper purification. Here, then, the line is very distinctly drawn between ceremonial defilement and moral sin, even when both were incurred by the same act.

III. All commands to holiness, whether expressed by symbolical Acts, or to be wrought out in the efforts of the spirit, rest upon the same ground, For I am the Lord your God, …. I am holy.—This is the teaching alike of the Old and the New Testaments, and again brings out in a striking way the impossibility of any true communion between God and man except on the basis of man’s restoration to holiness. This teaching has been already seen to be the object of the Levitical law in regard to sacrifices, and it is here none the less so when the law enters into the details of man’s daily life.

IV. While the uncleannesses here enumerated were purged simply and speedily if attended to at once, if neglected, they required (v2) the more serious expiation of the sin offering. Such is the nature of sin; like leaven, it is ever prone to spread and intensify its effects.

V. “The cleanness of the animals for sacrifice and the purification of the sacrificer. Chaps11–16.”

“Through sacrifice Israel is made holy, i.e., they become in the fellowship of a personal God, a people of personal dignity belonging to God. The preliminary condition of sanctification by fire is the purification especially produced by water and blood. Only clean, or rather, purified men can serve as sacrificers in the presentation of clean animals.”

“Clean men must be circumcised, sanctified by the symbol of circumcision to the new birth under the power of Jehovah, and thus especially taken out from the confusion of the unclean world; and Song of Solomon, too, the clean animals, as animals of civilization, form a contrast to the unclean creation, as the elite of domestic animals, some of which are too human, too sympathetic (horse, ass, and dog), while swine are too brutally unclean to become domestic animals for the Israelites.”

“Cleanness is the negative side of holiness, and so purification is the negative side of sanctification.” Lange, Dogmatik zum Lev.
HOMILETICAL AND PRACTICAL
The homiletical teaching of this chapter may be briefly summed up in the weighty words of the Apostolic proverb ( 1 Corinthians 15:33) “Evil communications corrupt good manners.” It is easy to deceive ourselves here. It is easy to work out plausible reasons why particular divine commands may not be founded in the nature of things, and hence may not be of binding force upon us. But all God’s commands are binding, and he who chooses to violate them, however unimportant they may seem to him to be, incurs the risk of making himself an abomination.

Sins in matters of little importance, intrinsically and inadvertently committed, may, through the means which God has provided, be readily put away on repentance, and a true seeking of restored communion; but if neglected, or passed over because they seem of little moment, they lead to a heavier guiltiness.

The defiling effect of personal contact with that which is unclean is set forth in this chapter. Origen, in treating of it, calls attention to the corresponding effect of contact with that which is holy as illustrated by the restoration to life of the body of the man which touched the bones of Elisha ( 2 Kings 13:21), and of the woman whose issue of blood was staunched when she had touched the hem of the Saviour’s garment ( Matthew 9:20). Both serve to show the influence exerted upon us by our associations; the spirit as surely as the body is defiled by contact with the unclean, and elevated by association with the pure.

Certain moral qualities of men are commonly described by reference to the animal creation. As this is frequently done in the New Testament ( Matthew 7:15; Matthew 10:16; Matthew 23:33; Luke 13:32; Philippians 3:2; 2 Peter 2:22, etc.), so it appears always to have been common among mankind. Therefore, in the classification as clean, of those animals associated with excellent qualities, and as unclean of those associated with evil qualities, a praise of virtue and a condemnation of evil was introduced into the domestic associations of the daily life. The necessity of such teaching has passed away with the coming of the clearer light of the Gospel.

Parting the hoof and chewing the cud are two marks of the clean animal which go together, and must both be found; though one may be apparently possessed, yet if the other is wanting, the animal is unclean. This Origen applies to one who meditates upon and understands the Scriptures, but does not order his life in accordance with their teaching. So it may be applied to faith and works; neither can truly exist without the other, and the semblance of either alone is unavailing.

Positive Divine laws, simply as laws, and even without regard to their immediate object, have a high moral value from their educationary power. From the garden of Eden down, man has been always subjected to such laws. As disobedience to them has resulted in harm, and placed the transgressor in an attitude of opposition to God; so has the faithful effort to obey them resulted in blessing, and brought those who have undertaken it into nearer relations to God. Whether the ground of the command could be understood, or whether the act enjoined or forbidden might seem to man morally colorless, yet the simple habit of obedience has always had a most salutary effect. “A law, the fitness and utility of which we cannot discover by our natural reason, is more a test of the spirit of obedience than a moral requirement that commends itself to our judgment as good and proper; because our compliance with the latter may be but a compliment to our own intelligence, and not at all an act of deference to the divine authority.” Hallam. The multitude of daily demands made upon the obedience of the Israelites offered to them a great opportunity of blessing, and is repeatedly declared to have been a test whether they had a heart to do God’s will or no. Under the higher dispensation of the Gospel we are allowed to see more clearly the grounds of the Divine commands; nevertheless, the opportunities of rendering obedience, simply as obedience, without seeing the grounds upon which the command rests, is by no means entirely withdrawn from the Christian. Such opportunities improved are means of blessing, and become to us one of the many ways in which we “walk by faith and not by sight.”

Footnotes: 
FN#1 - Leviticus 11:2. הַחַיָּה is a different word from בְּהֵמָה in the following clause, and the difference should be recognized in the translation, as it is in the Semitic versions. The former is the more general term, the latter (comp. Genesis 1:24) refers to the quadrupeds included in this section ( Leviticus 11:1-8) in contradistinction from birds and reptiles.

FN#2 - Leviticus 11:3. וְשֹׁסַעַת שֶׁסַע פְּרָסֹת. The idea is that of not merely partially (like the camel), but completely dividing the hoof. The Sam, LXX, Syr. and nine MSS. make this still more indefinite by inserting שְׁתִּי=two before the last word.

FN#3 - Leviticus 11:5. הַשָּׁפן. The animal is indicated here as one that chews the cud (or appears to do so), in Psalm 104:18; Proverbs 30:26, as living in the rocks, and in the latter as being very weak. It occurs elsewhere only in the parallel place, Deuteronomy 14:7. Here the LXX. renders it δασύπους, Aq. λαγωός; in Deuteronomy 14:7, the LXX. has χοιρογρύλλιος=bristly animal, which is adopted by the Vulg. in both places. The Sam. translates it Vabr, the Hyrax Syriacus, which is said to be still called tsofun in Southern Arabia. First says: “The Targ. points to the same animal when it translates טַפְסָא,טַוְזָא,טַפְזָא (leaper) since the Vabr goes by leaps.” The Duke of Argyle (Reign of Law, p264) speaks of a specimen of it in the Zoological Gardens, and states that in the structure of the teeth and the foot it is assimilated to the rhinoceros. Cuvier classed it with the pachyderms. The Rabbins understood it to be a rabbit, and were followed by Luther and the A. V. in the old word Coney. Bochart (Hieroz. Lib. III, c33) understands it of the Jerboa or bear-mouse, and so Gesenius, Geddes and others. Although the word in the A. V. is certainly wrong, yet as it is obsolete, it seems unnecessary to make a change which could only be either to the Heb. word, or to the scientific name.

FN#4 - Leviticus 11:7. The construction is the same as in Leviticus 11:3. See note2.

FN#5 - Leviticus 11:9. The Sam, one MS, the LXX. and Syr. prefix the conjunction וְ.

FN#6 - Leviticus 11:12. The same, with fourteen MSS, here prefix the conjunction.

FN#7 - Leviticus 11:13. נֶשֶׁר is uniformly translated eagle in the A. V, ἀετός in the LXX, and aquila in the Vulg. Kalisch says this “is beyond a doubt.” The same meaning is given by Fürst and Gesenius, although both would include also the sense of vulture. Clark's proposed emendation, the great vulture, seems therefore unnecessary.

FN#8 - Leviticus 11:13. עָזְנִיָה פֶּרֶם. Both, by preponderance of authority, species of eagles, and the former sufficiently well described by ossifrage; the latter species is not certainly identified, the word occurring only here and in the parallel, Deuteronomy 14:12. The LXX. renders ἁλιαίετος=sea eagle, Fürst prefers Valeria, the black eagle. Kalisch prefers the sense vulture. Gesen. (Thesaur.), black eagle.
FN#9 - Leviticus 11:14. דָּאָה, a word, ἁπ. λεγ. In the parallel passage, Deuteronomy 14:13, it is רָאָה. Its etymology indicates a ravenous bird of swift flight. LXX. γύψ=vulture, Vulg. milvus=kite. Bochart considers it a species of hawk or falcon. So Kalisch. In Deuteronomy 14:13 there is mentioned also דִּיָה, making twenty-one varieties of birds; but that word in Deut. is omitted by the Sam. and four MSS.

FN#10 - Leviticus 11:14. אַיָּה is only to be identified by the fact that it here stands for the name of a class—after his Kind, and that in Job 28:7 it is spoken of for its great keenness of sight. The LXX. renders here kite, in Deut. and Job vulture. Clark makes it milvus regalis.

FN#11 - Leviticus 11:15 and Leviticus 11:20. The Sam, many MSS. and versions prefix the conjunction.

FN#12 - Leviticus 11:16. בַּת הַיַּעֲנָה. LXX. στρουθός. The word is uniformly rendered owl in the text of the A. V.; but in the marg. of Job 30:29; Isaiah 13:21; Isaiah 34:13; Isaiah 43:20, it is rendered ostrich in accordance with the Targ, LXX, Vulg. and Syr, and there can be no doubt that this is the true sense. The fem. stands for the bird collectively, of both sexes. Rosen.: “Vox, בַּת, apposita est ex more quodam Orientalium, qui nomina pater, mater, fuius, filia, animalium quoruneam nominibns præfigrere solent sine respectu ætatis et sexus.” Bochart, however, thinks it means distinctively the female.

FN#13 - Leviticus 11:16. תַּחְמָם (from חָמַם, to do violence), interpreted by Bochar, and others on his authority, of the male ostrich; but this is now generally rejected. The Targ. Onk. has צִיצָא, and Targ. Jerus. חַטְפִיתָא swallow. Others (Knobel) consider it the cuckoo; but the rendering of the LXX. and Vulg, owl, is now adopted more generally than any other.

FN#14 - Leviticus 11:16. שַׁחַף occurs only here and in Deuteronomy 14:15. Knobel understands it of a species of hawk trained in Syria for hunting gazelles, etc.; but most other interpreters understand it of a sea bird, whether the stormy petrel (Bochart) or more generally the sea gull alter the Vulg. and LXX. λάρος.

FN#15 - Leviticus 11:17. כּוֹם. There seems no sufficient reason to question the accuracy of the A. V, which is substantially that of the ancient versions. Tristram identities it with the Athene meridionalis common in Syria. Bochart, however, would render Pelican, and Riggs Night-hawk.
FN#16 - Leviticus 11:17. The A. V. is probably right. The LXX, Vulg. and Targ. Onk. have Ibis. which seems to have arisen from a misplacement of the words of the text, rather than from a different translation of יַנְשׁוּף. They are followed by Riggs and others.

FN#17 - Leviticus 11:18. תִּנְשֶׁמֶת. The same word is used, Leviticus 11:30, for mole (probably chameleon): here it refers to a bird, and it is likely that this is the word for which Ibis stands in the LXX. and Vulg. But it is not probable that the Israelites would have come much in contact with the Ibis. The preponderance of authority (see Fürst) is for some variety of owl, according to the Chald, Syr. and Sam.; but there does not appear to be sufficient certainty to warrant a change in the text of the A. V.

FN#18 - Leviticus 11:18. רָחָם LXX. rendering doubtful. The best authorities agree that some species of vulture is meant. Gesenius (thesaur.) would make it a very small species, of the size of a crow. Others consider it most probably the large Egyptian vulture, Neophron percnopterus. Perhaps something of this kind was meant by gier eagie. Kalisch, governed only by the order of the birds, would translate pelican.
FN#19 - Leviticus 11:19. חֲסִידָה, LXX, Aq, Symm, Theod, heron, but LXX. in Job 39:13 stork. Either bird answers well enough to the etymology and to the passages when it occurs, and stork is as likely to be right as heron.
FN#20 - Leviticus 11:19. The Sam. and sixteen MSS. prefix the conjunction which is found in the parallel place in Deut. For the want of it Knobel would connect the word with the preceding as an adjective; but it seems better to consider it as an accidental omission.

FN#21 - Leviticus 11:19. אֲנָפָה. The meaning of the rendering in Targ. Onk. is unknown, Syr. retains the Heb. word, LXX. χαραδριός, a bird chiefly remarkable for its greediness. The Heb. etymology is uncertain. Clark identifies it with the great plover (Charadrius œdicnemus). Fürst defines it Parrot, and so Gesen. Bochart, following the etymology of the Rabbits, defines it the angry bird, and considers it some species of eagle. It seems probable that the A. V. is wrong, but difficult to determine upon a substitute.

FN#22 - Leviticus 11:19. דּוּכִיפַת. The bird intended has not been certainly identified; but the authority of the LXX, ἔποπα, and Vulg, upupa, is here followed. The Arab. adopts it, and it is followed by Riggs. Bochart would render mountain cock alter the Chald.

FN#23 - Leviticus 11:20. כֹּל שֶׁרֶץ הָעוֹף. The idea of fowls that creep is not less strange and grotesque in Heb. than in English. The word שֶׁרֶץ by its etymology means those creatures that multiply abundantly, swarm, whence it came to be applied to very much the same creatures as we mean by vermin. It can hardly be better expressed than by creeping things. Going upon all four does not necessarily mean having just lour feet, but going with the body in a horizontal position.

FN#24 - Leviticus 11:21. For the לֹא of the text the k’ri has לוֹ, and so the Sam. and many MSS. So it must necessarily be understood, as it is in the versions.

FN#25 - Leviticus 11:21. For בָּהֵן the Sam. and thirty-seven MSS. have בָּהֵם.

FN#26 - Leviticus 11:22. Beetle is certainly wrong; for this, like the rest, must have been one of the leaping insects. There are no means of identifying these four varieties. Each of them stands for a class “after his kind.” Two of them, the סָלְעָם and the חַרְֹגּל, do not occur elsewhere. The others are of frequent occurrence, and are uniformly translated in the A. V. the first, locust, the last grasshopper. It would probably be better in the other cases to follow the example of the older English and most modern versions in giving simply the Hebrew names without attempting translation.

FN#27 - Leviticus 11:26. Six MSS. and the LXX. specify, what is sufficiently plain, their carcases.
FN#28 - Leviticus 11:27. See note 1 on Leviticus 11:2.

FN#29 - Leviticus 11:29. חֹלֶד occurs nowhere else. The A. V. seems justified in following the LXX. and Targ, although Bochart would render mole, which is still called Chuld by the Arabs.

FN#30 - Leviticus 11:29. צָב, a word in this sense, ἁπ. λέγ. There seems no doubt that this and all the names following in Leviticus 11:30 indicate various species of lizard. So Riggs. This particular one is called by the LXX. ὁ κροκόδυλος ὁ χερσαῖος=land crocodile, and so St. Jerome. Bochart considers it a kind of large lizard abounding in Syria, often two feet long. Tristam identifies it with the uromastix spinipes. The translation proposed by Clark, the great lizard, is probably as good as can be had.

FN#31 - Leviticus 11:30. אֲנָקָה in this sense only here. LXX. μυγάλη=shrew mouse; Onk. יָלֵי=hedge hog; the other oriental versions by various names of lizard. Almost all the authorities concur in making it some variety of lizard. Knobel is certainly wrong in identifying it with the Lacerta Nilotica, an animal four feet long. Fürst only so far defines it as “a reptile with a long narrow neck.” The translation of Rosenmüller, lacerta gecko, seems as probable as any.

FN#32 - Leviticus 11:30. כֹּחַ, a word of frequent occurrence for strength, power, but as a name of an animal occurring only here. The etymology seems to indicate a characteristic of strength (although Furst makes it the slimy), and the connection, same variety of lizard. The translation chameleon is derived from the LXX, and is probably wrong. Keil shows that Knobel (followed by Clark) is in error in translating by frog. The uncertainty is too great to substitute another word for that of the A. V, which yet must be changed, because the last name belongs to the chameleon. The etymology simply is therefore indicated.

FN#33 - Leviticus 11:30. לְטָאָה, another word, ἁπ. λέγ. LXX. καλαβώτης, Vulg. stellio. Knobel makes it a crawling, and Fuerst a climbing lizard. The latter is adopted as a probable sense in order to avoid confusion in the text.

FN#34 - Leviticus 11:30. חמֶֹט, also ἁπ. λέγ. LXX. σαῦρα, Vulg. lacerta, and so also the Syr. The A. V. comes from the Targ. Jesus, and Rabbinical authorities. Otherwise there is a general agreement with Bochart that it should be rendered lizard.
FN#35 - Leviticus 11:30. תִּנְשָׁמֶת, has already occurred, Leviticus 11:18, as the name of a bird. Here it is some variety of lizard, and from its etymology—נָשַׁם, to breathe, to draw in air—there is a good degree of unanimity in understanding it of the chameleon, either as inflating itself, or as popularly supposed to live on air.

FN#36 - Leviticus 11:32. כְּלִי is evidently here used, as in Exodus 22:6 (7), in its most comprehensive sense. It is only limited by the clause wherewith any work is done. This change of course makes it necessary to translate בָּהֶם, wherewith, instead of wherein.
FN#37 - Leviticus 11:34. אֹכֶל means any kind of food, especially cereal. The English meat is now so altered in sense that it is better to change it.

FN#38 - Leviticus 11:34. The word such is unfortunately inserted in the A. V. The idea is (comp. Leviticus 11:38) that all meat prepared with water should be rendered unclean by the falling of any of these animals upon it.

FN#39 - Leviticus 11:35. כִּירַיִם occurs only here, and there is much question as to its meaning. According to Keil it “can only signify, when used in the dual, a vessel consisting of two parts, i.e. a pan or pot with a lid.” So Knobel and the Targums; others a support for the pot like a pair of bricks, LXX. χυρτόπους; others, as Fürst, “a cooking furnace, probably consisting of two ranges of stones which met together in a sharp angle.”

FN#40 - Leviticus 11:36. The Sam. and LXX. add of waters.
FN#41 - Leviticus 11:36. Rosenmüller, Keil, and others understand this in the masculine, he who, viz. in removing the carcase. The meaning, however, seems to be more general: the person or the thing touching the carcase, in removing it or otherwise.

FN#42 - Leviticus 11:37. The Sam, two MSS, and Vulg. omit any; but two MSS. and the LXX. insert it before seed in the following verse.

FN#43 - Leviticus 11:39-40. Several MSS. and the LXX. have the plural in these places.

FN#44 - Leviticus 11:42. The letter ו in גִּחוֹן=belly is printed in larger type in the Heb. Bibles to indicate that it is the middle letter of the Pentateuch.

FN#45 - Leviticus 11:45. The Sam, two MSS. and the Syr. add, as in Leviticus 11:44, your God.
FN#46 - Leviticus 11:47. See note on Leviticus 11:2.
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Introduction
PART THIRD THE LAWS OF PURITY
______________

Leviticus 11-15
“The Preliminary Conditions of Sacrifice: the Typical Cleanness and Purifying”—Lange.

______________

PRELIMINARY NOTE ON CLEAN AND UNCLEAN ANIMALS—AND ON DEFILEMENT BY CONTACT

______________

There has been no little debate as to the origin and ground of the distinction between clean and unclean animals. Such a question can only be settled historically. In Genesis 7:2 Noah is directed to take into the ark “of every clean beast by sevens, the male and his female,” while “of beasts that are not clean by two, the male and his female.” There was then already a recognized distinction, and this distinction had nothing to do with the use of animal food, since this had not yet been allowed to man. After the flood, when animal food was given to man ( Genesis 9:3), it was given without limitation. “Every moving thing that liveth shall be meat for you; even as the green herb have I given you all things.” It may therefore be confidently affirmed that this distinction did not have its origin and ground in the suitableness or unsuitableness of different kinds of animal food, as has been contended by many. Neither could it possibly have been founded in any considerations peculiar to the chosen people, since it is here found existing so many ages before the call of Abraham. Immediately after the flood, however, we have a practical application of the distinction which seems to mark its object with sufficient plainness: “Noah builded an altar unto the Lord; and took of every clean beast, and of every clean fowl, and offered burnt offerings on the altar” ( Genesis 8:20). The original distinction must therefore be held to have been between animals fit and unfit for sacrifice (comp. Calvin in Leviticus 11:1). On what ground the selection was originally made for sacrifice is wholly unknown; but it is altogether probable that the same kind of animals which were “clean” in the time of Noah were included in the list of the clean under the Levitical law. Many of the latter, however, were not allowable for sacrifice under the same law, nor is it likely that, they ever were; on the other hand, all were admissible for food in Noah’s time, while under the Levitical law many are forbidden. While, therefore, the original distinction must be sought in sacrificial use, it is plain that the details of this distinction are largely modified under the Levitical law prescribing the animals that may be allowed for food.

When inquiry is now made as to the grounds of this modification, the only reason given in the law itself is comprehensive ( Leviticus 11:43-47; Leviticus 20:24-26; Deuteronomy 14:21): “For I am the Lord your God; ye shall therefore sanctify yourselves, and ye shall be holy; for I am holy.” “I am the Lord your God, which have separated you from other people.” This points plainly to the separation of the Israelites by their prescribed laws of food from other nations; and it is indisputable that the effect of these laws was to place almost insurmountable impediments in the way of familiar social intercourse between the Israelites and the surrounding heathen. When this separation was to be broken down in the Christian Church, an intimation to that effect could not be more effectively conveyed than by the vision of St. Peter of a sheet let down “wherein were all manner of four-footed beasts, and creeping things, and fowls of the air,” with the command, “Rise, Peter, kill and eat” ( Acts 10:13). The effectiveness of the separation, however, is to be sought in the details, not in the general character of the distinction, as it is now well known that the ordinary diet of the Egyptians and other nations of antiquity was substantially the same with that of the Israelites. Various reasons given by the fathers and others, with replies showing their fallacy, may be found in Spencer, de leg. Hebr. I. c. vii, § 1, what he considers the true reasons (seven in number) being given in the following section. Comp. also Calvin in Leviticus 11:1.

It is to be observed that the distinction of clean and unclean animals has place only at their death. All living animals were alike clean, and the Hebrew had no scruple in handling the living ass or even the dog. The lion and the eagle, too, as has been well observed by Clark, were used in the most exalted symbolism of prophetic imagery. But as soon as the animals were dead, a question as to their cleanness arose; this depended on two points: a) the manner of the animal’s death; and b) the nature of the animal itself. All animals whatever which died of themselves were unclean to the Israelites, although they might be given or sold to “strangers” ( Deuteronomy 14:21), and the touch of their carcasses communicated defilement ( Leviticus 11:39-40). This then was one broad distinction of the law, and was evidently based upon the fact that from such animals the blood had not been withdrawn.

But a difference is further made between animals, even when properly slaughtered. In a very general way, the animals allowed are such as have been generally recognized among all nations and in all ages as most suitably forming the staple of animal food; yet the law cannot be considered as founded upon hygienic or any other principles of universal application, since no such distinction was recognized, in the grant to Noah. Moreover, the obligation of its observance was expressly declared to have been abrogated by the council at Jerusalem, Acts 15. The distinction was therefore temporary, and peculiar to the chosen people. Its main object, as already shown, was to keep them a separate people, and it is invested with the solemnity of a religious observance. In providing regulations for this purpose, other objects were doubtless incidentally regarded, such as laws of health, etc., some of which are apparent upon the surface, while others lie hidden in our ignorance of local customs and circumstances.

Before closing this note it is worthy of remark that the dualistic notions which formed the basis of the distinction between clean and unclean animals among the Persians were absolutely contradicted by the theology of the Israelites. Those animals were clean among the Parsees which were believed to have been created by Ormuzd, while those which proceeded from the evil principle, Ahriman, were unclean. The Hebrews, on the contrary, were most emphatically taught to refer the origin of all things to Jehovah, and however absolute might be the distinction among animals, it was yet a distinction between the various works of the one Creator.

The general principles of determination of clean animals were the same among the Israelites as among other ancient nations; in quadrupeds, the formation of the foot and the method of mastication and digestion; among birds, the rejection as unclean of birds of prey; and among fish, the obvious possession of fins and scales. All these marks of distinction in the Levitical law are wisely and even necessarily made on the basis of popular observation and belief, not on that of anatomical exactness. Otherwise the people would have been continually liable to error. Scientifically, the camel would be said to divide the hoof, and the hare does not chew the cud. But laws for popular use must necessarily employ terms as they are popularly understood. These matters are often referred to as scientific errors; whereas they were simply descriptions, necessarily popular, for the understanding and enforcement of the law.

Defilement by contact comes forward very prominently in this chapter, as it is also frequently mentioned elsewhere. It is not strange that in a law whose educational purpose is everywhere so plain, this most effective symbolism should hold a place, and the contaminating effect of converse with evil be thus impressed upon this people in their spiritual infancy. It thus has its part with all other precepts of ceremonial cleanness in working out the great spiritual purposes of the law. But beyond this, there is here involved the great truth, but imperfectly revealed under the old dispensation, that the body, as well as the soul, has its part in the relations between God and man. The body, as well as the soul, was a sufferer by the primeval sentence upon sin, and the body, as well as the soul, has part in the redemption of Christ, and awaits the resurrection of the just. The ascetic notions of the mediæval ages regarded the body as evil in a sense entirely incompatible with the representations of Scripture. For not merely is the body the handmaid of the soul, and the necessary instrument of the soul’s action, but the service of the body as well as the soul is recognized in the New Testament (e.g., Romans 12:1) as a Christian duty. On its negative side, at least, this truth was taught under the old dispensation by the many laws of bodily purity, the series of which begins in this chapter. The laws of impurity from physical contact stand as an appendix to the laws of food and as an introduction to the other laws of purity, and form the connecting link between them.

Verses 1-8
SECOND SECTION
“The purification and cleanness of the human conditions of the offerers. The lying-in women. The leprosy in men, in garments, in houses. Sexual impurities and purifications. Leviticus 12-15”—Lange

Laws of Purification after Childbirth
Leviticus 12
1And the Lord spake unto Moses, saying, 2Speak unto the children of Israel, saying, If a woman have conceived[FN1] seed, and born a man child, then she shall be unclean seven days; according to [as[FN2]] the days of the separation for her infirmity shall she be unclean 3 And in the eighth day the flesh of his foreskin shall be circumcised 4 And she shall then continue in[FN3] the blood of her purifying three and thirty days; she shall touch no hallowed thing, nor come into the sanctuary, until the days of her purifying be fulfilled 5 But if she bear a maid child, then she shall be unclean two weeks, as in her separation: and she shall continue in the blood of her purifying threescore and six days 6 And when the days of her purifying are fulfilled, for a Song of Solomon, or for a daughter, she shall bring a lamb [sheep[FN4]] of the first year for a burnt offering, and a young pigeon, or a turtledove, for a sin offering, unto the door of the tabernacle of the congregation, unto the priest: 7who shall offer it before the Lord, and[FN5] make an atonement for her; and she shall be cleansed from the issue of her blood. This is the law for her that hath born a male or a female 8 And if she be not able to bring a lamb [one of the flock[FN6]], then she shall bring two turtles, or two young pigeons; the one for the burnt offering, and the other for a sin offering: and the priest shall make an atonement for her, and she shall be clean.

TEXTUAL AND GRAMMATICAL
Leviticus 12:2. תַּזְרִיעַ. The Sam. here has the Niphal. Comp. Genesis 1:11 for similar use of Hiphil.

Leviticus 12:2. כִּימֵי. The text institutes a comparison, saying that the one is the same as the other, rather than makes one the law for the other.

Leviticus 12:4. עַל. There is no distinction in the A. V. between this and the preposition of the preceding verse. Two MSS. read here also בִּדְמֵי as in Leviticus 12:4.

Leviticus 12:6. כֶּבֶשׂ. See Textual Note5 on Leviticus 3:7.

Leviticus 12:7. One MS, the Sam, LXX, and Syr, here supply the word priest, which is necessarily understood from the connection.

Leviticus 12:8. שֶׂה a different word from that in Leviticus 12:6, and used either of sheep or goats, but according to Fürst, only of the young of either.

EXEGETICAL AND CRITICAL
Here begins a new Parashah of the law extending to Leviticus 13:59; the parallel section of the prophets is 2 Kings 4:42 to 2 Kings 5:19, a prominent subject of which is the cleansing of Naaman from his leprosy.

The previous chapter was addressed to Moses and Aaron conjointly, and so is the following, the latter part of Leviticus 14 (beginning at Leviticus 12:33), and Leviticus 15; the present chapter and the earlier part of Leviticus 14are addressed to Moses alone. The reason of this difference seems to lie in the fact that the parts addressed to Moses alone are simple commands given to him as the legislator, requiring no exercise of judgment in their application; while those addressed to both called for more or less of a discrimination which was entrusted by the law to the priests.

The previous chapter treated of uncleanness of men arising from the lower animals which, if attended to promptly, in no case required more for its purification than ablutions, and continued only until evening. This and the three following chapters treat of uncleanness arising from the human body, in most cases requiring expiatory sacrifices with various, and often prolonged, periods before the purification became complete. The various sources of this defilement are: child-bearing (12); leprosy (13, 14); and certain secretions (15); to these is added in Numbers 19:11-16 the most intense of all defilements, that arising from contact with a human corpse. The omission of a vast mass of other sources of impurity, and restriction of rites of purification to these few, certainly indicates (as Keil has shown) that these are not simply regulations for the promotion of cleanliness, or of good morals and decency, but had a higher symbolical and educational meaning. The defilement of child-bearing, which occupies the present chapter, is placed first not only because birth is the natural starting point for the treatment of all that concerns the human body, but also plainly to prevent any possible confusion between this defilement and those mentioned in Leviticus 15:19-30. There is indeed a certain degree of connection between the two, and this made it all the more necessary that this should be treated by itself, as being a different thing and resting upon different grounds.

In regard to purifications in general, Kalisch says: “Next to sacrifices, purifications were the most important part of Hebrew rituals. Whenever both were prescribed together, the latter appeared indeed as merely preparatory to the former, since sacrifices were deemed the main agency of restored peace or holiness; but purifications, like offerings, were frequently ordained as separate and independent acts of worship: closely entwined with the thoughts and habits of the Hebrews, they formed an essential part of their religious system.…. The Hebrews ‘purified,’ or, as they understood the term, sanctified themselves, whenever they desired to rise to the Deity, that Isaiah, before solemn ceremonies and seasons, as sacrifices and festivals ( Genesis 35:2-4; 1 Samuel 16:5; comp. 2 Chronicles 30:17); or whenever they expected the Deity to descend to them by some supernatural manifestation, as a disclosure of heavenly Wisdom of Solomon, or a deed of miraculous power and help ( Exodus 19:10; Exodus 19:14-15; Joshua 3:5; Joshua 7:13). Therefore, when in a state of impurity, they were forbidden to enter the sanctuary, to keep the Passover, and to partake of holy food, whether of sacrificial meat, of sacred offerings and gifts, or of shew bread, because the clean only were fit to approach the holy God and all that appertains to Him ( Leviticus 7:19-21; Leviticus 22:3; Numbers 9:6; Numbers 18:11; Numbers 18:13; 1 Samuel 21:5).” Later he adds: “If compared with the purificatory laws of other nations, those of the Pentateuch appear in a favorable light..... They exhibit no vestige of a dualism; in every detail they are stamped by the monotheistic creed; God alone, the merciful, wise and omnipotent Ruler, sends trials and diseases; and no evil genius has the power of causing uncleanness. They are singular in the noble principles on which they are framed—the perfection and holiness of God; and they are thereby raised above frivolity and unmeaning formalism. Moreover, it would be unjust to deny that they were understood as symbols, or as means of sanctification; to defile oneself and to sin, and also to cleanse and to hallow, are frequently used as equivalents. They must be pronounced simple if considered side by side with those of the Parsees, the Hindoos, the Egyptians, or the Talmud.”

The connection here hinted at between uncleanness and sin, between purity and holiness, is a very important one. It rests partly on a symbolism which finds place in all languages, and is abundantly recognized in the diction of the New Testament; and partly upon that actual connection existing between the soul and the body (spoken of in the last chapter), whereby the one is deeply affected by the state and condition of the other. In both respects the educational value of the Levitical laws of purity to a people in their spiritual infancy were of the utmost value. The importance of the symbolism was further enhanced by the broad distinction made between defilements arising from human and those from other sources, and connecting the sin offering only with the former.

This chapter consists of two parts: Leviticus 12:1-5 relate to the time of seclusion, Leviticus 12:6-8 to the means of purification. The following are Lange’s Exegetical Notes on the chapter in full:

“The origin of life makes man unclean in regard to his theocratic right of communion; just as death, or the touch of the dead, and no less that which impairs life—sickness, especially as it is represented by the leprosy, and so also every disturbance of the springs of life. But this surely does not mean that finite life itself was thought of as unclean, and that it must therefore be reconciled to the universal life (Bæhr II, p461, opposed to which Sommer and Keil); and it also does not mean that original sin alone has produced all this darkening of life, although the natural condition appears here throughout laden with sinfulness; since we find directions for the purification of lying-in women among the most different nations (see Knobel, p466).” [The following brief summary of some of these is given by Clark: “The Hindoo law pronounced the mother of a newborn child to be impure for forty days, required the father to bathe as soon as the birth had taken place, and debarred the whole family for a period from religious rites, while they were to ‘confine themselves to an inward remembrance of the Deity:’ in a Brahmin family this rule extended to all relations within the fourth degree, for ten days, at the end of which they had to bathe. According to the Parsee law, the mother and child were bathed, and the mother had to live in seclusion for forty days, after which she had to undergo other purifying rites. The Arabs are said by Burckhardt to regard the mother as unclean for forty days. The ancient Greeks suffered neither child-birth nor death to take place within consecrated places: both mother and child were bathed, and the mother was not allowed to approach an altar for forty days. The term of forty days, it is evident, was generally regarded as a critical one for both the mother and the child.—The day on which the Romans gave the name to the child, the eighth day for a girl, and the ninth for a boy, was called lustricus dies, ‘the day of purification,’ because certain lustral rites in behalf of the child were performed on the occasion, and some sort of offering was made. The Amphidromia of the Greeks was a similar lustration for the child, when the name was given, probably between the seventh and tenth days (Menu v62; Ayeen Akbery, Vol. II, p556; Zend Avesta, ap. Bähr; Thucid. III:104; Eurip. Iph. Taur. 382; Callim. Hym. ad Jov. 16, Hym. ad Del. 123; Censorin. De Die Nat. c. xi, p51; Celsus, II:1; Festus, s. Lustrici Dies with the note in Lindemann, II:480; Smith, Dict. of Antiq. s. Amphidromia).”—F. G.]—“But, in general, by this establishment of the uncleanness of the natural processes of birth and death, the truth was expressed, that the ideal life of man was already a kind of immortal life, which had to raise itself above the natural conditions of human life—the natural side of his being—and set itself in opposition thereto.”

“If now any one says that all these regulations are not to be considered under the aspect of sanitary or dietetic, but only of typical or religious precepts, we must hold this antithesis to be thoroughly false; there are plain indications that always, from the tree of knowledge down, especially from the circumcision, the one particular was joined with the other.”

“ Leviticus 12:2 ss. In regard to the uncleanness of lying-in women, in the first place there are two conditions to be distinguished: first, the time of their especial sickness; secondly, the time of their recovery through the blood (the issue of blood) of their purification. These times differ according as she has borne a son or a daughter. If the child be a boy, the time of her especial sickness is fixed at seven days, exactly like the regulation in regard to the monthly courses. Then on the eighth day the circumcision of the boy was to follow, and from that time for thirty-three days—the eighth day reckoned in—she was to remain at home with the boy, engaged in a constant process of recovery and purification. But why are the seven days of her especial uncleanness doubled to two weeks by the birth of a girl? It is said that this has its foundation in the belief of antiquity that “the bloody and watery issues last longer after the birth of a female than of a male” (see the citations from Hippocrates [op. ed. Kühn. i. p393], Aristotle [Hist. anim. vi22; vii3], and Burdach [Physiologie III, p34] in Keil). Whether this view formed a natural reason for the above regulation or not, there was certainly also a theocratic reason of importance: the boy was circumcised—the girl was not; for this the twice seven days might form an equivalent. The girl was so far a Jewess, but not yet an Israelitess” [i.e. a descendant of Abraham after the flesh, but not yet incorporated with the chosen people.—F. G.]. “It was now moreover the proper consequence that the thirty-three days of recovery were doubled to sixty-six days, wherein, indeed, the law of circumcision is still more strongly reflected. The totality of the forty days of purification at the birth of a boy corresponds to the former explanation of the forty days in the life of Moses and Elijah: it is the symbolical time of purification, of exclusion from the world, as it was extended for the whole people to forty years. And the doubling of the forty days in the case of the new-born girl explains itself, if forty days are reckoned for the girl and forty for the mother; a doubling which could not be applied to the circumcised boy. Moreover, the coöperation of the physical view, already noticed, may be also taken into consideration.” [It is particularly to be noticed that the uncleanness continued only seven or fourteen days. During this time it appears from the analogy of Leviticus 15:19-24, the woman was unclean in the sense that every person and thing touched by her became itself unclean and capable of communicating defilement. After this period, the woman was no longer unclean, but might perform at home all the ordinary duties of domestic life; only she was forbidden to approach the sanctuary (i.e., the court of the tabernacle) until the time of her purification. The suggestion of Lange (which was also the opinion of Calvin) that the difference in the length of time for the uncleanness and the purification at the birth of a boy or a girl was due to the fact of the boy’s being formally received into the visible Church of God by circumcision, is a complete and satisfactory solution of a long-vexed question; but this solution necessarily carries with it the determination that the law had respect to the child as well as to the mother. To this two objections are proposed: first, the case of still-born children; but this was so exceptional that there was no occasion to provide for it in the law. When it did occur—if the principle above given is correct—there being no child for whom purification was required, the time would probably have been reduced to that which was considered necessary for the mother alone. The other objection arises from the necessity of including the infant Jesus in the purification of the Virgin Mary, Luke 2:22 (where it is very observable that the Evangelist does not hesitate to say τοῦ καθαρισμοῦ αὑτῶν[FN7]), but this is easily disposed of on the principle announced by Himself in regard to His baptism that “thus it becometh us to fulfil all righteousness” ( Matthew 3:15). This is the view taken by S. Augustine (Quæst. in Hept. L. III:40).—F. G.].

“ Leviticus 12:6. The equalization of girls with boys appears again in the appointed completing sacrifice.” [That Isaiah, in the time at which it was offered; there was no distinction in the sacrifice itself.—F. G.]. “And in this there is not first a sin offering brought, and then a burnt offering, as in the trespass offerings; but first a costly burnt offering, as the expression of the consecration of the new life;—namely, a year old lamb, and then a sin offering small in proportion, a young pigeon, or a turtle-dove.” [This order of the offerings is a remarkable deviation from the general principle that when the two offerings came together, the sin offering always preceded. The reason of this exception appears to lie in the fact that at the birth of a child feelings of joy and gratitude are naturally uppermost; the thought of the child’s heritage of sinfulness comes afterward.—F. G.]. “Only in case of necessity was the burnt offering reduced and made the same as in the sin offering.” [This necessity seems to have been liberally interpreted by custom, and the smaller offering to have been allowed generally to the humbler classes of society. Comp. Luke 2:22-24. The time of the offering also could not be before the fortieth or the eightieth day, but only a very strict construction of the law could forbid its being deferred to a later period for those living at a distance from the sanctuary, as appears to have been done at the birth of Samuel, 1 Samuel 1:22-25.—F. G.]. “That bearing and being born, as well as being unclean through sickness and touching the dead, could not be thought of without human complicity in sin, or at least in guilt, was set forth by this law; but how gently was this judgment expressed! If it is now said of this sacrifice from one point of view: for a Song of Solomon, for a daughter [ Leviticus 12:6], and then again so she shall be clean [ Leviticus 12:8], so again is the time, just as much as the sacrifice of purification, designated as common for mother and child. Keil is thus incorrect when he supposes that the woman did not require purification for the child, but only for herself. According to the fundamental principles of the Levitical law, it could not be conceived that a clean child lay on the breast of an unclean mother. In this very community of the Levitical uncleanness, this inner fellowship between mother and child is raised above the supposed separation in their condition. It is evident that the thing here treated of is indefinite sinfulness, but not “sins becoming known indirectly in the corporeal manifestation of them.”

“Upon the laws of purity among other nations in regard to women in childbed, see Knobel, p466, and so too on the circumcision, p467.”

DOCTRINAL AND ETHICAL
I. “The theocratic law is joined throughout with the sanitary law, without giving up its pre-dominating and symbolical Levitical signification. In the law of lying-in women there comes especially into notice the connection or unity between mother and child, and the difference between the Prayer of Manasseh -child and the woman-child. See the Exegetical.” Lange.

II. “The doctrine, echoed in a hundred creeds, that ‘Purity Isaiah, next to life, the highest boon of Prayer of Manasseh,’ was among them also [the Israelites] a truth and a reality.” Kalisch.

III. “The fall casts a shade of impenetrable darkness over the birth of a child of man. All that reason can say Isaiah, that this is another child of sin and heir of death.… The mother in Israel is here taught that while there is impurity and guilt connected with the bearer and the born of the fallen race, yet there is a propitiation on which she may rely for herself and for her off-spring, and a purification which she has for herself, and may confidently expect for her child, while she trains him up in the way he should go.” Murphy.

IV. This chapter shows clearly in the difference between the times of uncleanness and of purification at the birth of a boy and of a girl, the difference in relation to the ancient church brought about by circumcision. The Christian church has taken the place of the Jewish, and baptism has taken the place of circumcision; the same relation therefore may be expected to hold between these.

V. Inasmuch as a sin offering was to be presented conjointly for the mother and the new-born child, the doctrine of original sin is plainly taught in this law. Origen (Hom. viii. in Leviticus, § 3) draws the same conclusion from the fact that baptism is appointed “for the remission of sins,” and yet is administered to infants.

HOMILETICAL AND PRACTICAL
As the primeval curse on sin fell, for the woman, on child-bearing, so in child-bearing she becomes by the law unclean, and must present for her purification a sin offering. That curse remains and still clings to every child of sin coming into the world; for purification resort must be had to that true Propitiation for sin of which the sin offering was a type.

“As the mother and her child emerge out of the impurity, she learns to hope for the day when both will emerge out of the bondage and corruption of sin; as the child is circumcised on the eighth day, the confiding parents pray and wait and watch and work for the circumcision of the heart, which is hopefully foreshadowed by the outward rite; as the mother offers her burnt sacrifice and sin sacrifice she rejoices in the knowledge that there is a propitiation that is sufficient for her, and for her children, and for her children’s children to all generations.” Murphy.

“The priestly people of God have always a war to wage with the defilements of the natural life. Even the uncleanness which belongs to the natural vigor of a lying-in woman, and to a newborn child, must be taken away and atoned for.” Lange.

In accordance with this law, “on the fortieth I day after His birth from the Blessed Virgin’s womb, Christ, the second Adam, our Emmanuel, was presented in the substance of our flesh; and on the fortieth day after His resurrection, or birth from the grave ( Colossians 1:18; Revelation 1:5), He was presented in our flesh in the heavenly sanctuary, and we were presented in Him in the dress of a cleansed and glorified humanity.” Wordsworth.

Footnotes: 
FN#1 - Leviticus 12:2. תַּזְרִיעַ. The Sam. here has the Niphal. Comp. Genesis 1:11 for similar use of Hiphil.

FN#2 - Leviticus 12:2. כִּימֵי. The text institutes a comparison, saying that the one is the same as the other, rather than makes one the law for the other.

FN#3 - Leviticus 12:4. עַל. There is no distinction in the A. V. between this and the preposition of the preceding verse. Two MSS. read here also בִּדְמֵי as in Leviticus 12:4.

FN#4 - Leviticus 12:6. כֶּבֶשׂ. See Textual Note5 on Leviticus 3:7.

FN#5 - Leviticus 12:7. One MS, the Sam, LXX, and Syr, here supply the word priest, which is necessarily understood from the connection.

FN#6 - Leviticus 12:8. שֶׂה a different word from that in Leviticus 12:6, and used either of sheep or goats, but according to Fürst, only of the young of either.

FN#7 - In note on Luke 2:22 the view taken by Oosterzee is that the plural refers to Mary and Joseph.
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“The Preliminary Conditions of Sacrifice: the Typical Cleanness and Purifying”—Lange.

______________

PRELIMINARY NOTE ON CLEAN AND UNCLEAN ANIMALS—AND ON DEFILEMENT BY CONTACT

______________

There has been no little debate as to the origin and ground of the distinction between clean and unclean animals. Such a question can only be settled historically. In Genesis 7:2 Noah is directed to take into the ark “of every clean beast by sevens, the male and his female,” while “of beasts that are not clean by two, the male and his female.” There was then already a recognized distinction, and this distinction had nothing to do with the use of animal food, since this had not yet been allowed to man. After the flood, when animal food was given to man ( Genesis 9:3), it was given without limitation. “Every moving thing that liveth shall be meat for you; even as the green herb have I given you all things.” It may therefore be confidently affirmed that this distinction did not have its origin and ground in the suitableness or unsuitableness of different kinds of animal food, as has been contended by many. Neither could it possibly have been founded in any considerations peculiar to the chosen people, since it is here found existing so many ages before the call of Abraham. Immediately after the flood, however, we have a practical application of the distinction which seems to mark its object with sufficient plainness: “Noah builded an altar unto the Lord; and took of every clean beast, and of every clean fowl, and offered burnt offerings on the altar” ( Genesis 8:20). The original distinction must therefore be held to have been between animals fit and unfit for sacrifice (comp. Calvin in Leviticus 11:1). On what ground the selection was originally made for sacrifice is wholly unknown; but it is altogether probable that the same kind of animals which were “clean” in the time of Noah were included in the list of the clean under the Levitical law. Many of the latter, however, were not allowable for sacrifice under the same law, nor is it likely that, they ever were; on the other hand, all were admissible for food in Noah’s time, while under the Levitical law many are forbidden. While, therefore, the original distinction must be sought in sacrificial use, it is plain that the details of this distinction are largely modified under the Levitical law prescribing the animals that may be allowed for food.

When inquiry is now made as to the grounds of this modification, the only reason given in the law itself is comprehensive ( Leviticus 11:43-47; Leviticus 20:24-26; Deuteronomy 14:21): “For I am the Lord your God; ye shall therefore sanctify yourselves, and ye shall be holy; for I am holy.” “I am the Lord your God, which have separated you from other people.” This points plainly to the separation of the Israelites by their prescribed laws of food from other nations; and it is indisputable that the effect of these laws was to place almost insurmountable impediments in the way of familiar social intercourse between the Israelites and the surrounding heathen. When this separation was to be broken down in the Christian Church, an intimation to that effect could not be more effectively conveyed than by the vision of St. Peter of a sheet let down “wherein were all manner of four-footed beasts, and creeping things, and fowls of the air,” with the command, “Rise, Peter, kill and eat” ( Acts 10:13). The effectiveness of the separation, however, is to be sought in the details, not in the general character of the distinction, as it is now well known that the ordinary diet of the Egyptians and other nations of antiquity was substantially the same with that of the Israelites. Various reasons given by the fathers and others, with replies showing their fallacy, may be found in Spencer, de leg. Hebr. I. c. vii, § 1, what he considers the true reasons (seven in number) being given in the following section. Comp. also Calvin in Leviticus 11:1.

It is to be observed that the distinction of clean and unclean animals has place only at their death. All living animals were alike clean, and the Hebrew had no scruple in handling the living ass or even the dog. The lion and the eagle, too, as has been well observed by Clark, were used in the most exalted symbolism of prophetic imagery. But as soon as the animals were dead, a question as to their cleanness arose; this depended on two points: a) the manner of the animal’s death; and b) the nature of the animal itself. All animals whatever which died of themselves were unclean to the Israelites, although they might be given or sold to “strangers” ( Deuteronomy 14:21), and the touch of their carcasses communicated defilement ( Leviticus 11:39-40). This then was one broad distinction of the law, and was evidently based upon the fact that from such animals the blood had not been withdrawn.

But a difference is further made between animals, even when properly slaughtered. In a very general way, the animals allowed are such as have been generally recognized among all nations and in all ages as most suitably forming the staple of animal food; yet the law cannot be considered as founded upon hygienic or any other principles of universal application, since no such distinction was recognized, in the grant to Noah. Moreover, the obligation of its observance was expressly declared to have been abrogated by the council at Jerusalem, Acts 15. The distinction was therefore temporary, and peculiar to the chosen people. Its main object, as already shown, was to keep them a separate people, and it is invested with the solemnity of a religious observance. In providing regulations for this purpose, other objects were doubtless incidentally regarded, such as laws of health, etc., some of which are apparent upon the surface, while others lie hidden in our ignorance of local customs and circumstances.

Before closing this note it is worthy of remark that the dualistic notions which formed the basis of the distinction between clean and unclean animals among the Persians were absolutely contradicted by the theology of the Israelites. Those animals were clean among the Parsees which were believed to have been created by Ormuzd, while those which proceeded from the evil principle, Ahriman, were unclean. The Hebrews, on the contrary, were most emphatically taught to refer the origin of all things to Jehovah, and however absolute might be the distinction among animals, it was yet a distinction between the various works of the one Creator.

The general principles of determination of clean animals were the same among the Israelites as among other ancient nations; in quadrupeds, the formation of the foot and the method of mastication and digestion; among birds, the rejection as unclean of birds of prey; and among fish, the obvious possession of fins and scales. All these marks of distinction in the Levitical law are wisely and even necessarily made on the basis of popular observation and belief, not on that of anatomical exactness. Otherwise the people would have been continually liable to error. Scientifically, the camel would be said to divide the hoof, and the hare does not chew the cud. But laws for popular use must necessarily employ terms as they are popularly understood. These matters are often referred to as scientific errors; whereas they were simply descriptions, necessarily popular, for the understanding and enforcement of the law.

Defilement by contact comes forward very prominently in this chapter, as it is also frequently mentioned elsewhere. It is not strange that in a law whose educational purpose is everywhere so plain, this most effective symbolism should hold a place, and the contaminating effect of converse with evil be thus impressed upon this people in their spiritual infancy. It thus has its part with all other precepts of ceremonial cleanness in working out the great spiritual purposes of the law. But beyond this, there is here involved the great truth, but imperfectly revealed under the old dispensation, that the body, as well as the soul, has its part in the relations between God and man. The body, as well as the soul, was a sufferer by the primeval sentence upon sin, and the body, as well as the soul, has part in the redemption of Christ, and awaits the resurrection of the just. The ascetic notions of the mediæval ages regarded the body as evil in a sense entirely incompatible with the representations of Scripture. For not merely is the body the handmaid of the soul, and the necessary instrument of the soul’s action, but the service of the body as well as the soul is recognized in the New Testament (e.g., Romans 12:1) as a Christian duty. On its negative side, at least, this truth was taught under the old dispensation by the many laws of bodily purity, the series of which begins in this chapter. The laws of impurity from physical contact stand as an appendix to the laws of food and as an introduction to the other laws of purity, and form the connecting link between them.

Verses 1-46
A.—EXAMINATION AND ITS RESULT
Leviticus 13:1-46
1And the Lord spake unto Moses and Aaron, saying, 2When a man shall have in the skin of his flesh a rising, a scab, or bright spot, and it be in the skin of the flesh like the plague [a spot[FN1]] of leprosy; then he shall be brought unto Aaron the priest, or unto one of his sons the priests: 3and the priest shall look on the plague [spot1] in the skin of the flesh: and when the hair in the plague [spot1] is turned[FN2] white, and the plague [spot1] in sight be deeper than the skin[FN3] of his flesh, it is a plague [spot1] of leprosy: and the priest shall look on him, and pronounce him unclean 4 If the bright spot be white in the skin of his flesh, and in sight be not deeper than the skin, and the hair thereof be not turned 3 white; then the priest shall shut up him that hath the plague [shall bind up the spot[FN4]] seven days: 5and the priest shall look on him the seventh day: and, behold, if the plague [spot1] in his sight be at a stay, and the plague [spot1] spread not in the skin; then the priest shall shut him up [shall bind it up4] seven days more: 6and the priest shall look on him again the seventh day: and, behold, if the plague be somewhat dark [spot1be somewhat faint[FN5]], and[FN6] the plague [spot1] spread not in the skin, the priest shall pronounce him clean: it is but a scab: and he shall wash his clothes, and be clean 7 But if the scab spread much abroad in the skin, after that he hath been 8 seen of the priest for his cleansing, he shall be seen of the priest again: and if the priest see that, behold, the scab spreadeth in the skin, then the priest shall pronounce him unclean: it is a leprosy.

9When[FN7] the plague [spot1] of leprosy is in a Prayer of Manasseh, then he shall be brought unto the priest; 10and the priest shall see him: and, behold, if the rising be white in the skin, and it have turned[FN8] the hair white, and there be quick [a mark of[FN9]] raw flesh 11 in the rising; it is an old leprosy in the skin of his flesh, and the priest shall pronounce him unclean, and shall not shut him up [bind it up4]: for he is unclean.

12And if a leprosy break out abroad in the skin, and the leprosy cover all the skin of him that hath the plague [spot1] from his head even to his foot, wheresoever the priest looketh; 13then the priest shall consider: and, behold, if the leprosy have covered all his flesh, he shall pronounce him clean that hath the plague [pronouncethe spot 1 clean4]: it 10] is all turned white: he is clean 14 But when raw flesh appeareth in him, he shall be unclean 15 And the priest shall see the raw flesh, and pronounce him to be unclean: for the raw flesh is unclean: it is a leprosy 16 Or if the raw flesh turn [change[FN11]] again, and be changed [be turned10] unto white, he shall come unto the priest; 17and the priest shall see him: and, behold, if the plague [spot[FN12]] be turned into [unto[FN13]] white; then the priest shall pronounce him clean that hath the plague [pronounce the spot 1 clean4]: he is clean.

18The flesh also, in which,[FN14] even in the skin thereof, was a boil,[FN15] and is healed, 19and in the place of the boil 14 there be a white rising, or a bright spot, white, and somewhat reddish [and glistening[FN16]], and it be shewed to the priest; 20and if, when the priest seeth it, behold, it be in sight lower than the skin, and the hair thereof be turned white; the priest shall pronounce him unclean: it is a plague [spot1] of leprosy broken out of the boil 1421 But if the priest look on it, and, behold, there be no white hairs therein, and if it be not lower than the skin, but be somewhat dark22[faint5]; then the priest shall shut him up [shall bind it up4] seven days: and if it spread much abroad in the skin, then the priest shall pronounce him unclean: it is a plague [spot1]. 23But if the bright spot stay in his place, and spread not, it is a burning boil [a scar of the boil[FN17]]; and the priest shall pronounce him clean.

24Or if there be any flesh, in the skin whereof there is a hot burning [a burn by fire[FN18]], and the quick flesh that burneth [the mark of the burn8] have a white bright spot, somewhat reddish [glistening13], or white: 25then the priest shall look upon it: and, behold, if the hair in the bright spot be turned white, and it be in sight deeper than the skin; it is a leprosy broken out of the burning: wherefore the priest shall pronounce him unclean: it is the plague [spot1] of leprosy 26 But if the priest look on it, and, behold, there be no white hair in the bright spot, and it be no lower than the other [omit other] skin, but be somewhat dark [faint5]; then the priest shall shut him up [shall bind it up4] seven days: 27and the priest shall look upon him the seventh day; and if it be spread much abroad in the skin, then the priest shall pronounce him unclean: it is the plague [spot1] of leprosy 28 And if the bright spot stay in his place, and spread not in the skin, but it be somewhat dark [faint5]: it is a rising of the burning, and the priest shall pronounce him clean: for it is an inflammation [a scar15] of the burning.

29If a man or woman have a plague [spot1] upon the head or the beard; then the priest shall see the plague [spot1]: and, behold, if it be in sight deeper than the skin; and there be in it a [omit a] yellow thin hair; 30then the priest shall pronounce him unclean: it is a dry scall, even a leprosy upon the head or beard 31 And if the priest look on the plague [spot1] of the scall, and, behold, it be not in sight deeper than the skin, and that there is no black[FN19] hair in it; then the priest shall shut up him that hath the plague of the scall [shall bind up 4 the spot 1 of the scall] seven days: 32and in the seventh day the priest shall look on the plague[FN20] [spot]: and, behold, if the scall spread not, and there be in it no yellow hair, and the scall be not in sight deeper than the skin; 33he shall be shaven, but the scall shall he not shave; and the priest shall shut up him that hath the scall [shall bind up the scall4] seven days more: 34and in the seventh day the priest shall look on the scall: and, behold, if the scall be not spread in the skin, nor be in sight deeper than the skin; then the priest shall pronounce him clean: and he shall wash his clothes, and be clean 35 But if the scall spread much in the skin after his cleansing; 36then the priest shall look on him: and, behold, if the scall be spread in the skin, the priest shall not seek for yellow hair; he is unclean 37 But if the scall be in his sight at a stay and that there is black hair grown up therein; the scall is healed, he is clean: and the priest shall pronounce him clean.

38If a man also or a woman have in the skin of their flesh bright spots, even white bright spots; 39then the priest shall look: and, behold, if the bright spots in the skin of their flesh be darkish [faint5] white; it is a freckled spot[FN21] that groweth in the skin; he is clean.

40And the man whose hair is fallen off his head, he is bald;[FN22] yet is he clean 41 And he that hath his hair fallen off from the part of his head toward his face, he is forehead bald: yet is he clean 42 And if there be in the bald head, or bald forehead, a white reddish sore [glistening 13 spot1]; it is a leprosy sprung up in his bald head, or his bald forehead 43 Then the priest shall look upon it: and, behold, if the rising of the sore [spot1] be white reddish [glistening13] in his bald head, or in his bald forehead, as the leprosy appeareth in the skin of the flesh; 44he is a leprous Prayer of Manasseh, he is unclean: the priest shall pronounce him utterly unclean; his plague [spot1] is in his head.

45And the leper in whom the plague [spot1] Isaiah, his clothes shall be rent, and his head bare,[FN23] and he shall put a covering upon his upper lip [his mouth[FN24]], and shall cry, Unclean, unclean 46 All the days wherein the plague [spot1] shall be in him he shall be defiled: he is unclean: he shall dwell alone [apart[FN25]]; without the camp shall his habitation be.
B.—LEPROSY IN CLOTHING AND LEATHER
Leviticus 13:47-59
47The garment also that the plague [spot1] of leprosy is in, whether it be a woollen 48 garment, or a linen garment; whether it be in the warp, or woof; of linen, or of woollen; whether in a skin, or in anything made of skin; 49and if the plague [spot1] be greenish or reddish [very green or very red[FN26]] in the garment, or in the skin, either in the warp, or in the woof, or in anything of skin; it is a plague [spot1] of leprosy, and shall be shewed unto the priest: 50and the priest shall look upon the plague, and shut up it that hath the plague [spot,1and bind up 4 the spot1] seven days: 51and he shall look on the plague [spot1] on the seventh day: if the plague [spot1] be spread in the garment, either in the warp, or in the woof, or in a skin, or in any work that is made of skin; the plague [spot1] is a fretting leprosy; it is unclean 52 He shall therefore burn that garment, whether warp or woof, in woollen or in linen, or anything of skin, wherein the plague [spot1] is: for it is a fretting leprosy; it shall be burnt in the fire 53 And if the priest shall look, and, behold, the plague [spot1] be not spread in the garment, either in the warp, or in the woof, or in anything of skin; 54then the priest shall command that they wash the thing wherein the plague [spot1] is, and he shall shut [bind4] it up seven days more: 55and the priest shall look on the plague [spot1], after that it is washed: and, behold, if the plague [spot1] have not changed his color, and the plague [spot1] be not spread; it is unclean; thou shalt burn it in the fire; it is fret inward, whether it be bare within or without.[FN27] 56And if the priest look, and, behold, the plague be somewhat dark [the spot1be somewhat faint5] after the washing of it; then he shall rend it out of the garment, or out of the skin, or out of the warp, or out of the woof: 57and if it appear still in the garment, either in the warp, or in the woof, or in anything of skin; it is a spreading plague [omit a and plague;] thou shalt burn that wherein the plague [spot1] is, with fire 58 And the garment, either warp, or woof, or whatsoever thing of skin it be, which thou shalt wash, if the plague [spot1] be departed from them, then it shall be washed the second time, and shall be clean.

59This is the law of the plague [spot1] of leprosy in a garment of woollen or linen, either in the warp, or woof, or anything of skins, to pronounce it clean, or to pronounce it unclean.

Footnotes: 
FN#1 - Leviticus 13:2. נֶגַע, a word of very frequent occurrence in these two chapters where it is uniformly translated in the A. V. (except Leviticus 13:42-43, sore) plague, as it is also in Genesis 12:17; Exodus 11:1; Deuteronomy 24:8 (in reference also to leprosy); 1 Kings 8:37-38; Psalm 91:10. Elsewhere the renderings of the A. V. are very various: sore, stroke, stripe, wound. By far the most common rendering in the LXX. is ἁφή=tactus, ictus. The idea of the word is a stroke or blow, and then the effect of this in a wound or spot. Clark therefore would translate here stroke, which meets well enough the meaning of the word itself, but does not in all cases convey the sense in English. It is perhaps impossible to find one word in English which can be used in all cases; but that which seems best adapted to Leviticus is the one given by Horsley and Lee, and adopted here: spot. So Keil, Wilson and others. There is no article in the Heb.

FN#2 - Leviticus 13:4. The construction in Leviticus 13:3-4; Leviticus 13:10 is without a preposition; in Leviticus 13:16-17 it is with the preposition לְ, as is expressed in the A. V.

FN#3 - Leviticus 13:3. The sense is here undoubtedly the scarf skin (Clark), the cuticle, in contradistinction to the cutis, the true skin below. So Wilson, who says: “This distinction in reality constitutes one of the most important points of diagnosis between real leprosy and affections of the skin otherwise resembling leprosy.” But as we have in Heb. only the one word עוֹר for both (except the ἁπ. λέγ. גֶּלֶד, Job 16:15), there does not seem to be warrant for changing the translation, especially as in English skin answers to either with the same indefiniteness.

FN#4 - Leviticus 13:4-5, etc. According to Rosenmüller and Gesenius, נֶגַע is used by metonymy for the person upon whom it is. This view is adopted by Lange. It appears in the Targ. of Onk. and in the Vulg, and has been followed by the A. V. Far better is the rendering of the Sam, LXX. and Syr.: the priest shall bind up the spot, or sore. This is the exact translation of the Hebrews, and is advocated by Horsley, Boothroyd, and many others. Fuerst does not recognize the sense by metonymy. The same change should perhaps also be made in ver 12 See Exegesis. In the case of shutting up the leprous house ( Leviticus 14:38) the word house is distinctly expressed in the Heb.

FN#5 - Leviticus 13:6. כֵּהָה=dim, pale, faint, weak, dying. The idea is that of something in the process of fading away, disappearing. LXX. ἀμαυρὰ, Vulg. obscurior.
FN#6 - Leviticus 13:6. It does not appear why the conjunction in the A. V. should be printed in italics; it Isaiah, however wanting in18 MSS, the Sam, and LXX.

FN#7 - Leviticus 13:9. The conjunction is wanting in the Hebrews, but is supplied in the Sam. and versions.

FN#8 - Leviticus 13:4. The construction in Leviticus 13:3-4; Leviticus 13:10 is without a preposition; in Leviticus 13:16-17 it is with the preposition לְ, as is expressed in the A. V.

FN#9 - Leviticus 13:10; Leviticus 13:24. מִחְיָה, according to Rosenmueller and Fuerst an indication, and this is the sense given in Targ, Onk. and the Syr, and apparently also in the Vulg. The LXX. renders ἀπὸ τοῦ ὑγιοῦς τῆς σαρκὸς τῆς ζώσης ἐν τῇ οὐλῇ, taking the מ as preposition, and understanding it, as the Rabbins, of a spot of proud flesh in the midst of the cicatrice. The margin of the A. V. is the quickening of living flesh; scar would express the sense, but this is appropriated to צָרֶבֶת, Leviticus 13:23; Leviticus 13:28, and mark gives the exact rendering of the Hebrew, and meets the requirements of the context.

FN#10 - Leviticus 13:13. The pronoun should obviously refer to the man rather than the spot.

FN#11 - Leviticus 13:16. נֶהפַּךְ. This being the same verb as is used in Leviticus 13:3-4; Leviticus 13:17, in the same sense, the rendering should certainly be the same. The alteration in the A. V. was evidently on account of the previous translation of יָשׁוּב by turn. It is better to put the new word there.

FN#12 - Leviticus 13:2. נֶגַע, a word of very frequent occurrence in these two chapters where it is uniformly translated in the A. V. (except Leviticus 13:42-43, sore) plague, as it is also in Genesis 12:17; Exodus 11:1; Deuteronomy 24:8 (in reference also to leprosy); 1 Kings 8:37-38; Psalm 91:10. Elsewhere the renderings of the A. V. are very various: sore, stroke, stripe, wound. By far the most common rendering in the LXX. is ἁφή=tactus, ictus. The idea of the word is a stroke or blow, and then the effect of this in a wound or spot. Clark therefore would translate here stroke, which meets well enough the meaning of the word itself, but does not in all cases convey the sense in English. It is perhaps impossible to find one word in English which can be used in all cases; but that which seems best adapted to Leviticus is the one given by Horsley and Lee, and adopted here: spot. So Keil, Wilson and others. There is no article in the Heb.

FN#13 - Leviticus 13:17. The preposition is the same as in the previous verse, and the change in the A. V. may have been simply accidental.

FN#14 - Leviticus 13:18. The word בּוֹ seems redundant, and is wanting in 4 MSS. and the Sam.

FN#15 - Leviticus 13:18 (bis), 20, 23. שֶׁחִין, burning ulcer, would perhaps be a better, because a more general word; but boil was probably understood with sufficient latitude.

FN#16 - Leviticus 13:19. אֲדַמְדָּמֶת. The reduplication of the letters in Heb. always intensifies the meaning (see Bochart, Hieroz. Pt. II, lib. V, c. vi, Ed. Rosen. III, p 612 ss.); if therefore this be translated red at all, it must be very red, which would be inconsistent with the previous white. This obvious inconsistency has led the ancient versions into translations represented by the somewhat reddish of the A. V, and frequently to rendering the previous conjunction or. But as there is no conjunction at all in the Hebrews, it seems better to follow the suggestion of Pool, Patrick and others, and understand the word as meaning very bright, shining, glistening. Comp the description of leprosy, Exodus 4:6; Numbers 12:10; 2 Kings 5:27.

FN#17 - Leviticus 13:23; Leviticus 13:28. צ׳ הַמִּכְוָה,צָרֶבֶת הַשְּׁחִין, Rosenmueller, cicatrix ulceris. So all the ancient versions, and so Gesenius. So also Coverdale and Cranmer, and so Riggs. Fuerst, however, inflammation.
FN#18 - Leviticus 13:24. The margin of the A. V. is better than the text. This paragraph ( Leviticus 13:24-28) is plainly in relation to leprosy developing from a burn on the skin. So Gesen, Fuerst, Pool, Patrick, etc. So the LXX. and Vulg.

FN#19 - Leviticus 13:31. The meaning of שָׁחֹר =black is established. The LXX, yellow, can therefore only be considered as an emendation of the text, substituting צָהֹב, and this is followed by Luther, Knobel, Keil, Murphy and others; it Isaiah, however, sustained by no other ancient version nor by any MS, and the change in the LXX. must be considered as simply an effort to avoid a difficulty. Keil and Clark propose, as a less desirable alternative, the omission of the negative particle. There Isaiah, however, no real difficulty in the text as it stands. See Exegesis.

FN#20 - Leviticus 13:32. The Sam. here substitutes נֶתֶק, scall, for נֶגַע, spot.
FN#21 - Leviticus 13:39. בֹּהַק, a word ἁπ. λέγ. according to Gesen. a harmless eruption of a whitish color which appears on the dark skin of the Arabs, and is still called by the same name.

FN#22 - Leviticus 13:40. קֵרֵחַ, used here apparently for the back of the head in contradistinction to גִּבֵּחַ the fron4, which occurs only here (but its derivative, גַּבַּחַת, is found Leviticus 13:42 bis, 43,55). קֵרֵחַ, however, is elsewhere baldness in general. Comp. Deuteronomy 14:1.

FN#23 - Leviticus 13:45. Comp. Textual Note5 on Leviticus 10:6.

FN#24 - Leviticus 13:45. שָׂפָם. There is some doubt as to the true meaning. It is translated beard in the A. V, 2 Samuel 19:24 (25), and so Fuerst and Gesenius would render it here, guided by the etymology. All the ancient versions, however, translate it either mouth or lips, and a word etymologically signifying beard (or rather the sprouting place of hair) would easily come to have this sense in use. It is a different word from the זָקָן=beard of Leviticus 13:29.

FN#25 - Leviticus 13:46. בָּדָד. The alone of the A. V. would ordinarily be a good enough translation, but is liable to be misunderstood. The leper was simply to dwell apart from the clean Israelites, but might and did live with other lepers.

FN#26 - Leviticus 13:49. יְרַקְרַק. The reduplication of the letters intensifies the meaning. Comp. note 13 on Leviticus 13:19. אֲדַמְדָּמֶת, too, as noted above, may here mean either very red, or, as before, glistening. There is so little knowledge about the fact that neither of them can be certainly decided upon; but as in this case we have the disjunctive (as also in Leviticus 14:37), it seems more probable that two distinct colors were intended.

FN#27 - Leviticus 13:55. The margin of the A. V. gives the literal rendering of the Heb. bald in the head thereof, or in the forehead thereof, and there can be no doubt that these are terms figuratively applied to the cloth or skin for the right and wrong side, as in the text.

Verses 1-57
THIRD SECTION
Laws Concerning Leprosy
Chaps13, 14

______________

PRELIMINARY NOTE

The disease of leprosy has happily become so rare in modern times in the better known parts of the world that much obscurity rests upon its pathology. The attempt will only be made here to point out those matters which may be considered as fixed by common consent, but which will be found sufficient for the illustration of the more important points in the following chapters.

In the first place, then, it appears indisputable that leprosy is a broad name covering several varieties of disease more or less related to one another. These are separable into two main classes, one covering the different, forms of Elephantiasis (tuberculated and anæsthetic); the other, the Lepra vulgaris. Psoriasis, Syphilis, etc. It is the former class alone with which Leviticus has to do as a disease. At the present time the tuberculated variety is said to be the more common in those countries in which leprosy still exists to any considerable extent, while the anæsthetic was probably more prevalent in the time of Moses. The latter is described by Celsus under the name of λεύκη, and Keil maintains that the laws of Moses in regard to leprosy in man relate exclusively to this. Clark, however, has shown “that the two in a great number of cases work together, and as it did in the days of Moses, the disease appears occasionally in an ambiguous form.” Wilson has recorded a number of cases in detail, showing the interchange of the two forms in the same patient. The symptoms of the disease intended by Moses sufficiently appear in the text itself, and if these symptoms cover what would now appear in medical nomenclature as different diseases, then all those diseases, classified under the general name of leprosy were intended to be included in the Levitical legislation.

Nothing whatever is said in the law either of the origin, the contagiousness, or the cure of the disease. In modern experience it seems to have been sufficiently proved that it is hereditary, but only to the extent of three or four generations, when it gradually disappears; neither is it in all cases hereditary, the children of lepers being sometimes entirely unaffected by leprosy, and on the other hand the disease often appearing without any hereditary taint. In its first appearance it is now often marked only by some slight “spot” upon the skin, giving no pain or other inconvenience, but obstinately resisting all efforts at removal, and slowly but irresistibly spreading. Sometimes months, sometimes years, even to the extent of twenty or thirty years, intervene between the first appearance of the “spots” and their development. It is not improbable that in the course of many centuries a considerable modification in the rapidity of its progress may have taken place in a disease which is found gradually to die out by hereditary transmission. The question of its contagiousness is still much mooted among the medical faculty. The better opinion seems to be that it is not immediately contagious, but is propagated by prolonged and intimate intercourse in the case of susceptible persons. At least it is certain that in all known instances of the prevalence of the disease one of the most important of the means of control has been the segregation of the lepers, and where this precaution has been neglected, the disease has continued to prevail. After the leprosy has once acquired a certain degree of development, there is no known means of cure. Everything hitherto attempted has been found to rather aggravate than mitigate the disorder. It is asserted that it yields to medical treatment in its earliest stages when the “spots” first appear, and a number of distinct cases of cure are recorded; but the doubt will always remain whether the disease which yields is really leprosy, or whether something else has not been confounded with an undeveloped stage of the true disease. However this may be, it is certain that after it has once become developed to any considerable extent it is incurable by any remedies at present known, although spontaneous cures do sometimes occur. The reliance for its control is more upon diet, cleanliness, and general regimen, than upon specific antidotes.

Medical observations upon the disease in modern times have been made in the island of Guadaloupe, where it broke out about the middle of the last century, and was very carefully investigated by M. Peyssonel, a physician sent out by the French government for the purpose. An account of the result, of his examination, as well as of other investigations of English, French, and German physicians in other islands of the West Indies whither it had been imported from Africa, and in other parts of the world is given by Michaelis (Laws of Moses, Art208, 210). Also of especial importance is a “Report on the leprosy in Norway by Dr. Danielssen, chief physician of the leper hospital at Bergen, and Prof. Boeck” (Paris, 1848). The subject of late years has considerably interested physicians, and the London “College of physicians” have published a report upon it, based upon a series of questions addressed to nearly all parts of the world where the disease now prevails. Many other authorities are cited by Clark in his preliminary note to these chapters. A particularly valuable discussion of the disease may be found in Wilson, Diseases of the skin, ch. xiii. (5th Am. Ed, pp300–314,333–381). The disease appears to have been more or less common in Western Europe from the eighth century down, but received a great extension at the time of the crusades. At one time a partial enumeration by Dugdale mentions eighty-five leper houses in England alone, six of which were in London, and it continued to linger in Scotland until the middle of the last century. It still exists to a considerable extent in Iceland and Norway, and in all the countries bordering the Eastern shores of the Mediterranean, especially Syria and Egypt, where it has found a home in all ages, in some parts of Africa, Arabia, and India.

The characteristics of the disease are the exceedingly slight symptoms at its first appearance; its insidious, and usually very slow progress, the horribly repulsive features of its later stages when the face becomes shockingly disfigured, and often the separate joints of the body become mortified and drop off one by one; and its usually sudden and unexpected termination at the last, when the leprosy reaches some vital organ, and gives rise to secondary disease, often dysentery, by which life is ended. Meanwhile, during the earlier stages, generally very prolonged, there is no suffering, and the ordinary enjoyments of life are uninterrupted.

Leprosy, with these characteristics, especially its hidden origin, and its insidious and resistless progress, has always seemed a mysterious disease, and among the heathen as well as among the Jews, has been looked upon as an infliction especially coming from God. In fact in Hebrew history it was so often employed in Divine judgments, as in the case of Miriam, of Gehazi, and of Uzziah, and was also so often healed by miraculous interposition, as in the case of Miriam also, and of Naaman, as to give some reason for this belief; while the peculiar treatment it received in the law tended still further to place leprosy in a position of alienation from the theocratic state, and actually included the leper in that “uncleanness” which was utterly excluded from approach to the sanctuary. The disease thus became a vivid symbolism of sin, and of the opposition in which this stands to the holiness of God; while at the same time its revolting aspect in its later stages made it such an image, and indeed a beginning, of death itself that it is often most appropriately described by Jewish as well as other writers as “a living death.” Much of the association with death and the body in the corruption of death, thus attached to leprosy and the corruption at work in leprosy. It is not necessary here to speak of the prevailing Hebrew notion that all suffering was the consequence of individual sin, and was proportioned in severity to the degree of that sin; for however deeply seated such ideas may have been in the minds of many of the Israelites, and however much they may have increased the popular dread and abhorrence of leprosy, they find no shadow of encouragement whatever in the law.

In regard to what is called “leprosy” in houses, in textile fabrics, and in leather, it is not necessary to suppose that the name is intended to convey the idea of an organic disease in these inanimate things. The law will still be sufficiently clear if we look upon the name as merely applied in these cases to express a kind of disintegration or corruption, such as could be most readily and popularly described, from certain similarities in appearance, by the figurative use of the word. In the same way the terms out of joint, sick, and others have come among ourselves to be popularly used of inanimate things, and such words as blistered, bald, and rotten, have a technical figurative sense almost more common than their original literal one. These modes of disintegration have been often investigated with great learning and labor; but it is not surprising that at this distance of time, and after such profound changes in the arts and the habits of men, the result of all such investigations should remain somewhat unsatisfactory. Just enough has been ascertained to show that inanimate things, of the classes here described, are subject to processes of decay which might be aptly described by the word leprosy; but precisely what the processes were to which the Levitical law had reference it is probably impossible now to ascertain definitely. The most satisfactory treatment of the subject from this point of view is to be found in Michaelis (ubi supra, Art211). He instances in regard to houses, the formation of saltpetre or other nitrous salts upon the walls to such an extent in some parts of Germany as to become an article of commercial importance, and to be periodically scraped off for the market. By others the existence of iron pyrites in the dolomitic limestone used for building in Palestine has been suggested as leading in its decomposition to precisely the appearances described in the law—hollow streaks of the green ferrous sulphate and the red of ferric sulphate—upon the walls of the houses affected; but proof is wanting of the existence in that stone of pyrites in sufficient abundance to produce the effects contemplated in the law. Both these explanations, however, are suggestive of methods of disintegration which might have occurred, but for the determination of which we have not sufficient data. It is the same with the explanation of Michaelis in regard to woolen fabrics,—that the wool itself is affected by diseases of the sheep upon which it has grown. The fact itself does not seem sufficiently well authenticated; nor if it were, would it be applicable to garments of linen. Nevertheless, this is suggestive of defects in the materials,—which were in all cases of organic production—arising either from diseased growth, or from unskilfulness in the art of their preparation, which would after a time manifest themselves in the product, much in the same way as old books now sometimes become spotted over with a “leprosy” arising from an insufficient removal of the chemicals employed in the preparation of the paper pulp.

But whatever the nature and origin of this sort of “leprosy,” it is plainly regarded in the Levitical law as is no sense contagious, or in any way calculated to produce directly injurious effects upon man. It is provided for in the law, it would appear, partly on the general ground of the inculcation of cleanliness, and partly from association with the human disease to which it bore an external resemblance, and to which the utmost repugnance was to be encouraged. Even the likeness and suggestion of leprosy was to be held unclean in the homes of Israel.

No mention has thus far been made of a theory of this disease adopted by many physicians, and which, if established, might really assimilate the leprosy in houses and garments and skins to that in the human body, and explain the origin of all alike by the same cause. According to this theory, the disease is occasioned by vegetable spores, which find a suitable nidus for their development either in the human skin or in the other substances mentioned. If this theory should be accepted, the origin and effects of the disintegrating agencies would be the same in all cases. The late eminent physician, Dr. J. K. Mitchell, in his work upon the origin of malarious and epidemic fevers (Five Essays, p94), after quoting the law in relation to leprosy, says: “There is here described a disease whose cause must have been of organic growth, capable of living in the human being, and of creating there a foul and painful disease of contagious character, while it could also live and reproduce itself in garments of wool, linen, or skin; nay more, it could attach itself to the walls of a house, and there also effect its own reproduction. Animalcules, always capable of choice, would scarcely be found so transferable; and we are therefore justified in supposing that green or red fungi so often seen in epidemic periods, were the protean disease of Prayer of Manasseh, and his garment, and his house.” He further quotes from Hecker statements corroboratory of his views in regard to the plagues of786,959. This theory, however, has not here been urged, partly because it yet needs further proof, partly because no theory at all is necessary to account for the Levitical legislation in view of the facts presented in the law.

For the literature of the subject, besides the reference above given, see the art. by Hayman, Leper, Leprosy, in Smith’s Bibl. Dict., and the Preliminary note on these chapters in Clark’s Com. on Lev., together with the appended notes to the same.

At the opening of his “Exegetical” Lange has the following, which may be appropriately placed here: “First of all, it must be made prominent that the leprosy, under the point of view taken, and the sentence of uncleanness, is placed as a companion to the uncleanness of birth, as the representative of all ways of death, of all sicknesses. It is unclean first in itself, as a death element in the stream of life—in the blood—even as the source of life appears disturbed in the relations of birth; but still more it is unclean as a sickness spreading by transmission and contagion.

“Hence it appears also as a polluting element of physical corruption, not only in men, but also through the analogy of an evil diffusing itself, in human garments and dwellings. The analogous evils of these were, on this account, called leprosy.

“In this extension over man and his whole sphere it Isaiah, in its characteristics, a speaking picture of sin and of evil the punishment of sin; it Isaiah, so to speak, the plastic manifestation, the medical phantom or representation of all the misery of sin.

“Accordingly the leprosy, and the contact with it, is the specific uncleanness which excluded the bearer of it from the theocratic community, so that Hebrews, as the typically excommunicated person, must dwell without the camp.

“Nothing is here said of the application of human means of healing in reference to this evil. The leper was left with his sickness to the mercy of God and to the wonderfully deep antithesis of recovery and death; the more Song of Solomon, since leprosy in a peculiar sense is a chronic crisis, a progressive disease, continually secreting matter, whether for life or for death. Mention is made of external counteraction only in regard to leprosy in garments and houses. Hence, from its nature, it is altogether placed under the supervision of the priest. The priest knew the characteristics of the leprosy, and the course of its crises; he had accordingly to decide upon the exclusion and upon the restoration of the sick, and to express the latter by the performance of the sacrifice of purification brought for this purpose by the convalescent.

“Thus in conformity to the spirit of Oriental antiquity, the priest here appears as the physician also for bodily sicknesses, as a watchman over the public health. But for the cosmic evils he was still less a match than for those of the body; against such the prophet must reveal miraculous helps, e.g., against the bitterness of the water, and against the bite of the fiery serpents.

“The great contrast between the Old and the New Testaments is made prominent in the fact, that in the Old Testament the touch of the leper made unclean,—apparently even leprous;—while Christ by His touch of the lepers cleansed them from their leprosy. But it continued to be left to the priest, as the representative of the old covenant, to pronounce the fact. See Comm. S. Matthew, p150.”

“The name Leprosy, צָרַעַת is derived from צָרַע to strike down, to strike to the ground; the leprosy is the stroke of God. Gesenius distinguishes the leprosy in men, the leprosy in houses (probably the injury done by saltpetre), and the leprosy in garments (mould, mildew). On this chronic form of sickness, fully equal to the acute form of the plague, comp the article Leprosy (Aussatz) in the dictionaries, especially in Herzog’s Real-encyclopädie, and in Winer. Four principal forms are distinguished, of which three are particularly described by Winer: 1) The white leprosy, Barras, λευκή. “This prevailed among the Hebrews ( 2 Kings 5:27, etc.) and has hence been called by physicians lepra Mosaica. See the description in Winer, I. p1142) The Elephantiasis, lepra nodosa, or tuberculosa, tubercular leprosy, Egyptian boil, thus endemic in Egypt. “The sickness of Job was commonly considered in antiquity to have been this kind of leprosy.” 3) The black leprosy or the dark Barras. Later medical researches (to which the articles in Bertheau’s Conversations-lexicon, and Schenkel’s Bibel-lexicon refer) show the differences between the various kinds as less defined; the contagious character is called in question by Furrer (in Schenkel). In this matter indeed, it is a question whether the rigid isolation of the leprous has not hindered, in a great degree, the examples of contagion.” For a catalogue of the literature, see Knobel, p469 and beyond.

