Concordia Seminary - Saint Louis
Scholarly Resources from Concordia Seminary

Master of Sacred Theology Thesis Concordia Seminary Scholarship

6-1-1957

The Original (God-Intended) Meaning and Purpose of the Old
Testament Sacrifices

James Dishop

Follow this and additional works at: https://scholar.csl.edu/stm

b Part of the Biblical Studies Commons

Recommended Citation

Dishop, James, "The Original (God-Intended) Meaning and Purpose of the Old Testament Sacrifices"
(1957). Master of Sacred Theology Thesis. 150.

https://scholar.csl.edu/stm/150

This Thesis is brought to you for free and open access by the Concordia Seminary Scholarship at Scholarly
Resources from Concordia Seminary. It has been accepted for inclusion in Master of Sacred Theology Thesis by an
authorized administrator of Scholarly Resources from Concordia Seminary. For more information, please contact
seitzw(@csl.edu.


https://scholar.csl.edu/
https://scholar.csl.edu/stm
https://scholar.csl.edu/css
https://scholar.csl.edu/stm?utm_source=scholar.csl.edu%2Fstm%2F150&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/539?utm_source=scholar.csl.edu%2Fstm%2F150&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://scholar.csl.edu/stm/150?utm_source=scholar.csl.edu%2Fstm%2F150&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
mailto:seitzw@csl.edu

Short Title

SACRIFICES: MEANING AND PURPOSE




THE ORIGINAL (GOD-INTHENDED)
MEANING AND PURFOSE OF THE
OLD TESTAMENT SACRIFICES

A Thesis Presented to the Faguliy
of Concordis Seminary, St. Louls,
Department of Exegetical Theology !
in partial fulfillment of the
requirements for the degree of
llagter of Sacwed Theolcgy

by
James Lowell Dishop
June 1957

Approved byz@kmcp Ubdes. @51: 5 gﬁu,g,/\_

Advisor

~ Regder







| L

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Chapter Page
I . II\ITRODUCT IOI:'-’ L L3 L] L L ] L] L ] ° L] ° ° L ] °

II. THE DIVINE INSTITUTION OF SACRIFICE o ¢ o o o

III. THE RELATIONSHIP OF ISRATL'S SACRIFICE TO PAGAN
SACRIFICTE o & & 6 66 @ 60 & % ee s

IV. VARIOUS THEORIES OF THE PURPOSE OF SACRIFICE
V. PRE-LEVITICAL SACRIFICE AMONG GOD'S PEOPLE .

VI. Ld" HEANING AND PURPOSE OF THE CHIEF ANIMAL

ﬁ(:RIEICE:‘J OF LEVITIGU.J e & ® © e e © o @ o @
Pactors Involved in A1l Four of the Szeri-
flces » o o 8 o B e e e e

The Bumt OffGI‘it‘lg L] [ ] o ° L] ® e L] ° [ ] L] (]
The Peace Offering .« o S
The Sin Offering and the Guilt Offering « s 104
Sacrifice as Preparation for Christ « ¢« « 116

VII. CONCLUS IOI\T * L ] L] o ° L] L] o L L L e e L] L] L L 121
BIBLIOGRAPIII ° ° L] o ° ° o - L] L L] L L e L ° L] L L] ° L] 126

g L e N (7 b e Sl ;
e N T e SR b b b R A s



CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

When the present vriter was still a child, he somewhere
picked up the idea thet sacrifice in the 0ld Testament was
related to work-righteousness. He thought that by pilinz up
e sufficient number of sacrificezs in ohedience to the law,
the 0ld Testament saints could somehow earn thelr own salva-
tione That this was actually the belief of many of the
people, at least ai times, is evident froc the complaintes of

the prophets.l

But these same prophetic complaintes indicate
that such a concept was not to bhe understood gs the true,
God-intended counceplt of sacrifice.

Somewhere this writer also plcked up the idea that the
014 Testament sacrificlal system was inteunded to point God's
people directly to the suffering and death of the coming
Saviore Slnee Christ has come and we now hgve a much fuller
revelation of him, this writer believed that the Old Testa-
nent gacriflclal system had become outmeded, and that there
wag no longer any value in studying it.

Leter, the writer began to reallze that his youthful
ldeas vwere Tar from accurate. Bu%t he still had no interest

in studying the 0ld Testament sacrifices.

In an 014 Testament Introduction course at Concordia

ler. ulcah 6:6=-8; Amos 4:445; 5321-é#; Jer. T:1=26.
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Seminary, the members of the class were required to read

rapidly many of the books of the Old Testement in the Revised

Standard Version. A4s the present writer hastily read through

ol R

the Hosaic legislatlion on sacrifice, he became impressed with
a thought that had not occurred to him before. It no longer
seemed 0 him that the gacrificial system was a matter of
galvation through the piling up of human works. Instead, he
found in the system a concrete expression of God's zrace. . The
whole idea of sacriflice secmed %0 be bound up with the cove-
nant which had been established by CGod in grece. The whole
validity of the sacrifices seemed to be derived not from the
humen acts in themselves, but from the promises of God. The
writer began %0 view the presentation of the sacrifice as a |
very concrete expression of the worshiper's confession of sin, 3
and the consumption of the sacrifice by fire as a visual agssur-

ance of God's forgiveness.

Since in liturglcal language the parte of a worship
service in which the congregation speaks or offers something
to God are called sacrificial, and the parts in which God
speaks or offers something to the worshipers are called sacra-
mental, this writer began to toy with the idea that perhaps
the sacrifices of the 01ld Testament should be called sacra=-
ments, in order to emphasize the facts (if, under investiga-
tion, these would prove to he facts) thatt (1) God instituted
the sacrificial system; (2) sacrifices were brought on the

basis of God's command and promise, not on man's initiative
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as an attempt to persuade God to do man's bldding; (3) the

validity of the sacrifices was derived from God's institution B

and promiges, not from the acts themselves; (4) the chlef pur-

immn

pose of sacrifices was to offer wisugl aassurance of forglve-
ness of sine to the worshipers, who brought thelr sacrifices
as the visual counterpart of their confession of sin.

According to thls theory, there were both sacrificiasl
and sacramental ¢lements in the sacrificial system. But since
the sacrificlal elements have usually been stressed to the
point that people seldom conslder the sacramental elements,
this writer begsn to think that it might be worthwhile to
shift the emphasis to the other side by epeaking of the 0ld
Testament sacrlilces as sacraments.

When this writer learned that Dr. Sauer waz Interested f
in having a student study the whole area of 0ld Testament
worshlp with a view to finding material that could some day
be incorporated into a new course at the Seminary, he decided
to apply fof the fellowship that was belng offered 1n this
areaz. He looked upon thig as an opportunity to dig into this
subject and find out whether his latest theory on sacrifice
would hold up against g careful study of the Biblical passages
involved and the writings of scholars in the field.

Once thie writer began his study, it wasn't long before
he found that the subject was much more complicated than he
had imagined. He soon discovered also that there are more

theories or modifications of theories on the origin, meaning,
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and purpose of sgcriflce than there are writers on the subject.
And the number of writers is very large. :

Although the 01ld Testament gives some very minute detalls
regarding the proper performence of saeriflces, many scholars
feel that there are only hints at the meaning and purpose of
sacrifice to be found in the 0ld Testament. Therefore, some
wrlters have allowed their imaginations to run away with them
in determining the neaning and purpose of Israel's sacrifices.
Other men have very carefully studled pagan worship rites as
they have been revealed by recent stu&iea,g and have sought
%o Tind the origin as well as the original meaning and purpose
of Israel's sacrificial system in these pagan rites.

To exhsust in half a year all the material that bears
upon the subject of this investlgation is lmpossible, espe~
clally for a student who is carrylng a full load of graduate
studies. A person could spend many years studying the mate-
rial, and still not e sure that all his concluslons were

correct «0 One way to get around this difficulty would be to

2During the last seventy=-flve years, much information
about pagan worshlp rites contemporary with the history of
Izsracl has been uncovered by archaeologists. Numerous sclen-
tiflc investigations of uncultured peoples of today have also
been carried on by anthropologists. 4&4s a sample of the number
of books that have been writtem and the type of work that has

been done, cf. the footnotes In W. 0. E. Oesterley, Schif%gee

in Ax_lc;ent Israel: Their Origin, Purposes and Development (New
York: nacmillan, L1937), PP» 11=T4.

JNorman .H. Snaith, The Distinctive Ideas of the Old
estament (Philadelphiai Westminster Press, c.1940), DDs 20=2,
a8 clearly demonstrated that even James G. Frazer has drawn

unwarranted conclusions from the vast amount of material that

he has studled and presented in his voluminous work, The
Golden Boughe. '
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nerrow the scope of this investlipation considerably. But that
would defeat the original purpose of the study. The writer 1s
not at thieg time interested in exhaustively studying some
gmall detail of the sacrificisl system. Ille is interested in
looking at the concept of sacrifice in pgeneral and trying to
£ind the origingl meaning aaud purpose of Tthe institution.

Therefore, the wrlter hap tried to stand with both feet
801idly grounded in the Seriptures and with hils eyes surveylng
the rede Of countless theorles, trying to select the best
from these theories and to glve an explanagtion of those
theories which contradlct the Scriptural concept of sacriflce.4

We do not propose to add another theory to the already
long list. Instead, we want to present an overview of the
chief theories that have been set forth--an overview thatl may

serve as & briel introduction to the subject for any student

Aonie presupposées that Seripture is a valid place to
stand in surveying and Judging theorles on sacrifice. This
writer assumes that the Blble is a2 rellisble source of infor-
mation on all matters concerning which it speaks. He holds
that the Pentateuch presents an sccurate, though incomplete,
historical account of the period of which it speaks. There-
fore, since the Bible speaks at great length concernling sac-
rifice, thisgs writer congiders it a primary source of informa-
tion on the subject, a criterion according to which other
theories may validly be judged. Because the Bible does not
tell us everything we would like to know, it is certalnly
valid to go outside Heripture for informatione. But where the
Blble does speak clearly, its statements are not to be either
ignored or denled. Where the Bible speaks, but not clearly,
or where 1ts statements are subject to verious interpretations,
outside sources can often throw light upon the interpretation
of such passages. But no statement of Scripture is ever to be

interpreted in such a way that it conflicts wlth other clear
statements of Scripture.
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who 1ls laterested in such é survey. We also want to show that
the many theorles that have been presented do not succeed in
overthrowing the Blblicsl concept of sacrifice. Flnally, we
want to show what thils writer belleves %o be the directlon
that Lutheran acholarship should take in using the vast amount
of material available for further atudy.

We have chosen as our title: "The Original (God-Intended)
Yeaning and Purpose of the 0ld Testament Sacrifices." This
means that this thesis is intended %o answer two baslc gues-
tiones: {1) What waes CGod's purpose in instituting sacrifices?;
(2) what meaning did God intend sacrifices Lo have for man?

This presupposes that God did lastitute sagrifices, and
that the origin of sacriflce is with God. But since sc many
writers on the subject reject Cod's instltution of secrifice
and view it simply as o humgn development, it sesems necessary
to at least consider whether it is poséible in the light of
recent discoveries to hold that God did institute sacrifice.
The second chgpter takes up this question and secks to show
that God did imstitute sacrifice.

The third chapter takes up another questlion that is
really not a part of this study. ¥Yet, because g0 many writ-
ers hold that Israel's worship rites were totally or almost
totally based on pagan religious rites, it seems necessary to
say a few words about the relationship of Iepael's sacrifice

to pagan sacrifice.

Chapter four presents and evaluates a nuaber of theories
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that have been set forth with regard to the meanlng and pur-
poge of sacrifice.

With chapter five beging the presentation of the answers
to our basic guestions. We begin with the meaning and purpose
of sacrifice before the Levitleel legislation, Chapter six
takkes up the chief animal sacrifices of Leviticus: the "burnt-
offering," the "peace-offering," the "sin-offering,” and the
"ezuilt-offering.”

Chapter seven is a sumsary and conclusion, and it in-

cludee suggestions for Turther study.
A correct understanding of the 0ld Testanent secriflces

is luportant becsuse the New Testament usee the sgorificlal

syeten to explaln the suffering and death of Jesus to Jewe.s

And the continued study of the sacrlificlal system is iamportant
also because man is ever in need of learning and relearning

the ancient lessons that the szerificlal system taught.

5Part1cularly the FEpistle tc the Hebrews.
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THE DIVINE IRSTITUTION OF SACRIFICE

The question of whether or not JGod instituted sacrifilce

is not a part of the intended scope of this thesis. Thi

(i}

writer would like to assume that God did institute sacrifice,
and go on lmmedlately %o discuss the purpose of that insti-
tution and the meauning that it was intended to have for man.
But mest recent writers on the subject of sacrifice do not
accept this assumpticn. Almogt all of them either explicitly
gtate or very clearly luply that CGod did not instltute sacri-
fice, that sacriflce 1s a purely human development, and that
if God hed anything to do with it at all; his functlion was
not that of inetituting but that of adapting and purlfying..
It is immedietely obvious that unless we can establish
that God dld institute sacrifilce, there is no point in trying

to dlscuss the God-intended mesning and purpose of sacrifice.

Therefore, it is the purpose of thies chapter to show briefly
how far recent writers have gone in rejecting the divine in-
stitution of sazerifice, to show that this rejection is based
on theory, not on fact, and to reaffirm the Biblical assertion
that sacrifice had 1ts origlin with God.

There is a great deal of disagreement among scholars

lThia theory that God adepted and purified pagan sacri-
fice is discussed further in the next chapter.
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regarding the origlin and original meaning of sserifice among
men.c After a thorough study of the magterial avallable, some

have come to the concluslon that the ordgzin of sacrifice

gimply is not known and cannot be known on the basls of the
present evidence.3 :
In vrecent years anthropologists have studied the worship
prachices of many primitive peoples and have tried to discover
the meaning that these rites had or have to these primitive

men. These scholars have largely dlsregarded the Blble, be-

L im R A T e Y o

cause they consider it Lrrvelevent to a study of pagsn worship
yil
rites. On the basis of anthrepological studies, writers

have come tc the conclusion that the practlce of sacrifice

%arold H. Rowley, The Meaninz of Sacrifice im the Old
Testament (Manchester: University Press, 1950), De 70, writes:
"I do not propose %0 speak on the origin of sacrifice among
men, oy on the first mes ninp whlch 1t may have hade « « « Suf- |
fice 1t to say that those who have conducted such an inguiry |
are not agreed as to its results." BSome of the disagreement |
is shown in this present thesis.

Sthis e suggested by Rowley's reluctance to apesak on
the subject (loc. ¢it.). Royden Keith Yerkes, Sacrifice in
Greek and Roman Rellzions and Xerly Judsiem (New York: Charles
Seribner's Hong, 1952), D 1952, p. 57, says that the origzin of many
religious rites and ceremonies will never be known.

Aﬂt first glance 1t seems to be a valld statement that
the Bible is irrelevant to a study of pagan worshlip rites.
But as one studlies the theories that have been proposed con-
cerning pagan sacrifice, one soon realizes that these theoriles
not only ignore, but also contradict express biblical state-
ments. Therefore, for the person who holds, as this writer
holds, that the Tirst five books of the Bible present a his-
torical account that 1s gecurate, though not by any means
complete, it is lumpossible to study even pagan sacrifice with=-
out taking into consideration as a reliable authority, as far
as 1t goes, the blblical informastion on the subject.
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antedates the concept of a personal deity.S Some have even
sald that ancient man once offered sacrifices without any con-

crete idea of why he was doing 1t, and certalnly without any

thought that his sacrifices hesd something to do with the rela-
tionshlp between him and the gods.6

According to some theories, man gradually beceme avWare
of the gods.7 Andl as he Dbegan to recognize the higher povers
in nature as gods, and began to look upon them as personal
deities, he also began to consider the gods as having human

appetitea and wentz. ‘hen primltive theology had advanced %o

this pelnt, man hegan to look upon his sacrifices as means of

Syerkes, ops cite., p. 1x, writes: "Sir James G. Frazer,
in his exhaustilve studies in The Golden Bough, left no doubt
that gacrificial rites can be traced to a perliod long ante-
dating any concept of delty. He concluded that these rites
arose from purely magical practices. « « o [Horris] Jastrow
himeself leaned to the oplnion thet all sacrifices were devel-
oped from divinmation rites, especially hepatoscopy [the per-
ception of omens of the future by means of study of the
entrails of animels] as practised in Babylonia. Burning the
corpse of the animal used in the rites seemed the mogt fitting
disposgition of what had been used for a quasi-supernatural
purpose." On p. 86, he says that the Passover feast probably
antedated any concept of personal delty.

sYerkea, 9D clt., p. 103, speaking of early Greek thu-
sias, writes: "One method of showing great honour to prominent
men and benefactors and t0 slain warriors was to offer thuslas
for them. They had not developed theilr thinking so far as to
reason or argue upon just what was accomplished by such offer-
ings. They were happy and thankful; a thusia expressed that
attitude."

7Ierkes, op. cit., P+ 94, suggests this development in
the thinking of man.
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feeding and thereby strengthening the gods.8
Now if the gods had human appetites and wents, and 1if

man was the chief or only suppllier of these wants, then the

aods were dependent upon man, to some extent at lsast, for

continued life and health.? It is at this polnt that magle

comeg into the picture.lo Maglc ls the means by whilch man

manipulates the gods and the forces of nature sccording to a

gtrict ritual pattern to make them serve his own ends. The

PR g P e, S| .

acts of magic which man performs determine the course of his-
torical events and the destinies of many individusl men or
groups of men (auch as armles or nations).

It seens thal man later reallzed the fact that the forces
of nature and history were not completely within his own power.
With thle concept of gods who were avove the control of man ?
went fear of offending the gods by falllauz to offer the serv-
ice that they demanded or by commnitting acis that dizspleased

them. Sacrifice now hecame 2 means by which man might

8Row1ey, op. citey, P. 77, quotes Edward Westermarck,
The Origin and Development of Morsl Ideas (1908}, II, 611:
"The idea that supernatural beings have human appetites and :
human wante lecads to the practice of sacriiice. « « « If
such offerings fall them they may even suffer want and become
feeble and powerless."

I1bid.

10
Rowley, ope. cit., pP. 78, quotes H. H. Gowen, Histo¥x
of Religion ¥1934), Pe 64, as defining sacrifice thu§= man's
effort to sustaln the course of Nature by providing the re-
guisite replenlshment of power. It has therefore affinity
with Imltative Maglc." Rowley agrees that sacrifice had its
roots in maglcal practice, but he does not think that the 0ld
Testament presents a magical view of sacrifice.
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epproach the gods to appease thelr anger and to avert whatever
misfortune they had i1u store for him. It 2l80 became o means
of requesting or even bribing the gods %o do the will of man-ll

A8 we have seald before, scholars disagree widely with
regerd to the origin of sacrifice. But most of them agree in
meking of sacrifice an organ of man's approach to God. The
writer who speaks of saerifice as God's gift or God's approach

3 s - 3 12
0 man is a rare one lndeed.

1lﬁowley, op. cl%., P 77, gquotes Bamuel Ivee Curties,
Primitive Semitic Religion Today (1902}, p. 221: "Sacrirfice
may be regarded as a gift on the part of the suppliant, which
ig designed favourably to digpose the being, who is God to
nim, in some undertaking oa which he is about to enter; or to
remnove hiles snger. It may be sowething like & bribe to blind
the eyes of the delty, « « « 80 that the divine being who 1is
displeaged may overlook the offence on account of which he is
angry." Yerkes, op. git., p. 95, speaking of pre-Homeric
Greek thusias in connection with the slgying of animals for
eating purposes, writes: "len were convinced that to kill and
eat wlthout due recognition of the goda would be to stir their
enger and bring misfortune. Present although unseen, they
would not tolerate rudensss."

120ne of the few is F. D. Kidner, Sacrifice in the 0ld
Tesgtament (London: Tyndale Fress, 1952), pp. 23=-4: "The initi-
ative of God in maklng the covenant was extended also to the
appointing of the offerings. . « « The very means of making
atonement was His gift to man: 'the 1life of the flesh is in
the blood: and I have glven it you upon the altar to make
atonement for your souls.' The theology of this is essen-
tilplly that of grace: ite crowning statement is that 'God so
loved the world that He gave His only begotten Son.'" Rowley,
Op. cit., PP« 95 and 110‘ gtates that gacrifice can not be
understood merely as man's approash to God. He speaks of a
two-way trafflc Detween man and God, with God reachlng down
in power to save man at the moment when he offered his sacri-
flce. But Rowley alwayse makes man the initiator, the one who
opeuns the two=-way traffic by his approach to God. Willlam
Moenkemoeller, The Festivals and Sacrifices of Iarael (St.
Louls: Concordia Publishing House, 1932), De 29, emphasizes
that the blood was God's gift to man as a symbol of man's
atonement with God. The offering, then, of the flesh of the
animal to God was a gift of the offerer to the merciful God
in gratitude for hils blessings.
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The gonclusions that have been drawn on the basls of
archaeclogical and anthropological studles have led men to
force the same conclusions on the 0ld Tesgstament. For example,

in almost complete diarcgard of the Cld Teatament statements

to the contrary, some writers have speculgied that the origin

4
of the Passover among the Israelltes goes back way beyond :

- A
floses and the beginning of the Txodus . Lo They gay that the i
Passover story ls something thot wes added after the Txodus |

to a much older rite as an exzplanatlon of its origln.la 4

Furthermore, it was not long ago that the theory was \
populer which sald that the propheis categorically opposed
pll sacrifice. Thls was halled as clear evidence that sacri-
fice did not orizinate with God, and that God nelther demanded

nor approved of sacrifice, but that he only tolerated it so

long as it did not interfere with the true worship that he j

demanded-IS

1550 Yerkes, op. ¢it., pp. 86-7; Rowley, op. cit., p. 83.

450 Yerkes, op. cit., pp. 86-T; on p. 86 he says; "The
feast iteelf, like other feaste of ilts kind, probably ante-
dated any concept of personmal delty. Its continuation, long
after the invisible Power had been thought of as an intelli-
gent, volitional Belng, necessltated deflnite reference to the
Beidng when the feast was kept." On p. 138, he applies the same
principle to the perpetusl fire on the altar, saying that what
wag once slmply a necesslty was later explained symbolically.

15y, Qs Fe Qesteriey and Theodore . Robinson, Hebrew
Religion: Its Origin and Development (eecond, revised and en-
larged, edition; New York: The Macmillan Co., 1937), p. 232,
write: "The God of Israel, alone among the deltles worshipped
by men, made no ritual demands; to Him sacrifice was always E
a weariness, and, when substituted for morality, an abomination."
(Continued on p. l4.) 4
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Now the facts that are being uncovered by archaecloglcal
and anthropological studiece can be of great value to studenis
of the Bible as well as to studente of hisgtory. But 1t 1s
alvays necessary for us to keep in mind the difference between

focts and interpretastions. Faels are completely objectlive,

But interpretations of facis und c¢onclusions based on them are
often very subjective, especlally in hlstorical studles where
not all the Tacis sre known and where certaeln very important

facts are oftean mieping. Because of the lack of complete in- 3

formation, every writer who wants to come to definite, or even

tentative, concluslions has to begin with certain g priori as-
gsumptions snd hae to engeme in a certain amount of speculatlon.

If the theorles that are developed by this method are able to

survive all tests and criticlsms, they can usually be consid-
ered true. But if they are contrary to the revealed word of
God, they can not estand, because they are unsgble to account
for all the avallable facts.

gome of the g priorl assuaptions with whlch men who

write on sacrifice often begin are contrary to our Christian

Paul Volz, Prophetencestalten des Alten Testaments (Stutt-
gart: Calwer, 19338), p. 19, says, 'Die glttestamentliche
Relliglion, die Propheten-Religion, ist Yort-Relizion, und da-
durch steat die alttestamentliche Propheten-Religion. im -
scheerfsten Gepensatz zur Priester-Rellgion, zur Kult-Relizidn.
Prieater-Religion 1ls Opfer-~Religlon. « « « Propheten-Religion
ist Wort-Religion." J. Philip Hyatt, Prophetic Religion (lNew
York: ibingdoun-Cokesbury Press, c.1947), p. 127, states: "The
opposition of the prophets to the whole sscrificlal snd ritual-
istic system and practices of thelr day seems to have been
sbsolute, and they thought it should be abollished as an of-
fense egalnat the God of Iarael."
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faith. Men who begin with such assumptlons are bound to reach
conclusions that are also contrary to our falth, even though
they may have operated with a large amount of purely objlective
materiel. When we read thelr writings, it la often easy to
follow them and agree with their reasoning. But suddenly we
find thet we are being led to conclusions which do not agree
with our falth. VWhen we check back tc Tind out how we were
led astray, we ususlly Tind that the g priori assumptions with
which the writer began {(which sre usually just taken for
grented without being ststed) are assumptions that we can not
accept. 4nd it is at this polint and very often only at this
point that we can challenge these writers.

Everyone who writes or thinks about szerifice has to
operate with some presuppositions. These agsumptions usuaglly
can not be proved, azlthough they can sometimes be established
by the coneclusions that are derived fron them, if the conclu-
gione hold up under critical examination. This writer oper-
ates with the prezupposition that the Pentateuch presents an
accurate, although very incomplete, picture of the historical
gituation of which it speaks. He also opergtes with the as-
sunption that the Pentateuch was composed at an early date
and that the words that are attributed to Moses were actually
spoken by him. This wrlter further holds that this Hoses
lived and acted at the time of the Fxodus, which was also a

historical event. Therefore, this writer considers the Penta-

teuch a valuable egource of information on the origin, develop-
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ment, and practice of sacrifice. ihen 1t speaks on the sub-
ject, what it saye can not be lznored or denied.
Thic writer believes that his assunptions have not been
disproved, and that they can still be used as & basis of oper-
ation. However, most recent writers on the subject of sacri-

fice deny these assunptiouns and propose a get of thelr own,

Juuds

ud

l._)

inc np the followings: (1) Most of the material on sacrifice
contained in the Fentateuch 1is of lgte orizin. Huch of it is

pogst=exilic: (2) The words and acts attributed toc Mosee were

largely or entirely not spoken or performed by a historical
person nsmed Moses who lived at the time of the Wxoduss (3) i

The Pentateuch, especially the book of Geneslis, precents nei-

ther an accurate nor s historicsl asccount of the early days

of mang (4) Therefore, the Pentateuch iz not a relisble source
of information on the subject of sacrifice in ancient days,
and it csn be used only to corroborate informetion gathered
from other szources. These are essumptions that have not been
proved, and which thies writer does not aceept.

A comnon method of studying primitive sacrifice is to

find an uncultured tribe of natives who still practice sacri-
flce and ask.them what their sacrifices mean to them. This is

suppoged to throw light on anclent sacrlfice.l6 But this

18y, o. . Oesterley, Sscrifices in ancient Israel (New
York: HMaomillan, L£1937]), p. 16, saeys that Robertson Smith's
communion theory involved the contention that sacrifice was
originally comnected with totemism. Totemlsm is z term that

belongs originally to some of the North Americsn Indlan tribes.
(Continued on p. 1T.)
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method operates on the gssumption that the thinklng of modern
sevages ie egulvalent to that of ancient man. Now it seeme
to this writer that, although there wmay be some validlty %o
thie method, modern savages are not zs valid a source of in-
formation on ancient sacrifice (particularly the sacrifice of
God's people) as is the Bible, which is itself a very anclent
SOUPQCE.

Therefore, where the Blble speaks clearly, thils writer

considers it a primary source. All secondary sources must be

conglidered, but they must remain secondary.
On the basie of clear Biblical stetements we can give

the Tollowing answers to the theories thal have been summg- 4

rized earlier in this chapter. God Instituted sacrifices

anongz men. God himself explicitly states that the sacrifices

On p. 18, Cesterley speaks of Durkheinm's studies of the
Intichiuma rites of the Arunta tribe of Central asustralia,
which Durkheim believed to be an indicatlion of a very primi-
tive, perhaps the earliest, concept of sacrifice. The Tirst
of the rites which Durkhelm considered significant "is an act
of oblation undertaken to increase the totem species; in this
Durkheim discerns the idea of sacrifice: 'The purpose of the
ceremony at the present day, so say the natlves, l=, by means
of pouring out the blood of kangaroo men upon the rock, to
drive out in all directions the spirits of the kangaroo ani-
mals, and sc %o increase the number of the animals.'" On

De 22, Oeaterley speaks of Lolesy examinlng the rites of the
aborigenes of Australia (whom he places in the lowest scale
of civilization known), finding no sacrifice among them, and
concluding that these rites must have been in exlstence be-
fore the ldea of sacrifices arose. These are only a Tew
examples of this method.
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of Isracl were hie gift to hils peop;c.l7 The author of

the book of Leviticus informs us that the laws regarding

Israclite sacrifices were gziven to Hoses by God on Mount

8 3 - :
Sinei.l” But the bock of Genesis clearly tells us that \

1Tyev. 17:11, Kidner, op. git., po. 23-4, usintains that J
the sacrifices of Iasrael weve o gift on God's own initiative, |
and that "the giving was first of all on Zod'as gide." On !
P« 5, he says that the existence of heathen sacrificlal rites j
"no more weakens the Israelite clalm to a divine sanction,
than the gblillity of the Nazarenes to namne the brothers and
sisters of Jesus disproved the incarnstion.” ?owle op. cit., ﬁ
ps 110, 15 willing to eay that sagrifice is God’siaporde Lo )

man, charped with power. RBut he makes this only ithe response
to man's initlazl approach to God. Noenkemoeller, Qs. citae,
Dle e % uritss. "when God organized His chosen people in “that
nomentous year of thelr stay at Mount Sinal, He gave them a :
constitution at once complete and all-embracing, which was to '
govern them throuzhout the entire duration of tneir national
exlstence.” It is true that in 1 Sam. 26:19, David says, "If
it 1c the Lord who has stirred you up sgainst wme, may be sc=-
cept an offering.” Thia seemg to indlcate that Devid looked
upon sagcrifice as & ang of gppeasiong God's wrath. But the
word that he used for offerlng“ is the same as that which
generally refers to the cereal offering. It seems strange
that he would propose using the cereazl offering rather than
the burnt offering ag a weans of grpeasement. Perhgps David
hed something other than gppeasement in mind. On the other
hand, this same word seexs to have been used as a general word
for gacrifice before the Levitical lezislation (cf. Gen. 4t
3-5), and it is possible that this general usage continued
even after the sacrificial laws had been glven. If this is
trues, and if David was spesking of appeasement, 1t is worthy
of note that in the cpinion of many scholars the context of
this statement indlcates that at the time David had a very

low concept of God. He looked upon God as a natlonal God,
whese influence did not extend beyond the borders of Israel

(1L Sam. 26:19-20)., Therefore, thles statement must be taken

a8 an indicastion of the extent to which he had been influenced
by pagan concepte, and not as a criterion for judging the true
and orlginal concept of God and of sacrifice.

181 ev. 7:38. Xidner, op. cit., p. 5, writes, "the exist-
ence of other cults invites comparisons which soon compel the
auestion whether thelr cruelties, thelr licentlousness and
thelr ideas of bribery and maglc, which persistently fasci-
nated the Israelltes themselves, were excluded from the 0ld b
Testoment code by any influence less powerful than the author-
ity of God." MNoenkemoeller, op. git., D. 3. d
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gaerifice went back far beyond the givinzg of the law on Sinaislg
probably to the orizin of the human race. We find Nogh, the

second Tether of the human race, offering sacrifice immnedi-

abtely after the flood. 4nd his sacrifice is offered to the

20

true Cod. Beyond this it is worthy of note that the earli-

eat sacriifices recorded anywhere were sacriflces offered to
3 | X ] a2 Y g = L) 21
the true God by GCain and Abel. |

Therefore, 1t is contrary to Scripture to say that the ‘
oprlgln of sacrifice among men is unknown. There is clear

evidence thet sgerifice was practiced by Cgin and Abel,22 and |

there 18 every rcason to believe that they learned the practice

190r o fuller discussion of this sub ject, 2ee chapter
five of thie thesis. Rowley, 9p. cit., D. 82, states: "the
antliguity of these sascrifices can no longer be guestioned.”
And he says that thle carriees with 1t "the evidence that these
Torms of sacrifice did not originste 1n a divine revelation to
loges on the mount. Thelr antiguity goes back behind Hoses
Citalice added]."

20Gcn. £120. The historicity of Hoah and the Flood is
attested beyond doubt by 1 Pet. 3:18-20: "For Chrigt also died
Tor sins once for all, the righteous for the unrighteous, that
he might bring us to God, being put to death in the flesh but
magde allve Iln the spirit; in whlch he went and Ereaehed to the
apirite in prison, who formerly @id nol obey, when God's pa-
tience walted 1ln the dagys of Noah, during the building of the
ark, in which a a few, that 18, Teight persons, were saved
through water." Christ could not have gone to preach to the
gpirite of people who existed only in the imaginatlon of the
author of the book of Genesis. The historicity of lioah and
the Flood is further attested by Heb. 11:7.

2lgen. 4:3-4., The historlcity of Caln and Abel is
attested by Heb. 11l:4. It is interesting to note that even ;
some writers who reject the histordcity of Cain and Abel speak
of them as actual, hilstoricel persomns when this sulis their
purposes and helps to further their theories.

221514,
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from thelr parente, Adam and Eve, who in turn must have
learned it Trom God himaelf 2o

It is contrary to Scripture to say that sascrifice ante-
dates the concept of & personal God,24 because the flrst sac-
riflces that were offered were offered to the true God, who
was already then recognlized a8 = personal being.25

In view of these things, for one who accepts the first
Tive books of the Bible as true and as glving a correct,
though often sketchy, hilstorical plcture, it is impossible to
say that God opposed sacrifice as secrifice. The author of

the book of Leviticus states that God commanded the people of

231ne ctory of the sacrifices of Cain and ibel is told
in Gen. 413-5 ag though this was something that they were
accustored to doing. There is no evidence that the author of
Geneala intended with this story to account Tor the origin of
sacrifice. That is not the purpose of the story. The follow=-
ing tranelation would probably best convey the emphasis in-
tended by the author of Genesis, and it is a translation that
i1z allowed by the naw consecutives that are used: "ind it
heppened in the course of time, when Cain brought to the Lord
an offering of the fruit of the ground, and Abel brought of
the firatlings of his flock and of their fatl portions, that
the Lord had regard for 4bel and his offering, but for Cain
and his offering he had no regard.” Host likely, sacrifice
wae practiced from the time that Adsm and Eve were expelled
from the Garden. Perhaps non-bloody sacrifices were offered
even before that, slthough this writer is lncliuned to doubt
this.

247t 18 intercsting to note that at least one writer has
maintalned that sacrifices do not belong to the earlliest ideas
about religlion at all. Oesterliey, op. cit., p. 22, calls this
“"a notable contribution to the whole subject” of sacrifice by
Lolsy.

25Goq 1s represented as carryling on a conversation with
Cain in Gen. 4:6-7, 9-15.
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26 Furthermore, the

Israel to bring thelr szcrifices to him.

once popular view that the prophets opposed all sacrilfice has ‘E

been almost completely abandoned today in favor of the true

Biblical view that the prophets oppoged corrupt cultic prac-

ticees thel hindered true worship, but did not opposze the

correct use of sacrlfice.27
One source of error for many writers leg the theory that

the concept of God has been developed through an ever-advance

ing evolution. Thls theory lecads writers to classify worshipld

ritea according to thelr distance from the concept of God that

”7‘itn regard to Amos 5:25, Rowley, op. cit., P. 79,
writes: "D. B. Macdonald noted the significance of the un- ]
usuzal order of the iiebrew worde, and the unusuasl word used 7
for bring, more than half a ccntur; ago, and rendered: 'Was 5
it onlj i.lcs=’1—t.==:z.‘::z'“l 1ccs gnd meal-offerinze that ye brought g

me in the wildernces?' where the exocctea answer iz 'ie i
brought more than thls; we brought true worship of heart and
righteousness.'" ith regard to Jer. T:22, Rowley, OD. cit.,

P 80 iritcs. £ rlnu the passage %o indicate the relative
1moort°ncc of sacriflce and obcdlence, in accordance wlth the
well-znown Bibllcal idiom, whereby 'mot this but that' means
'that iz more important thanm this.'" H. “Yheeler Robinson,
Redempticn and Hevelgtlon: In the Actuality of History (New
Yorks: Haroev and Brotherz, c.l942), p. 250, states: “"The
prophets' critlicism of contemporary sacrifices was not neces-
sarily intended to do away with them altoaether, but was more
probably intended to check the abuse of them, by which they be=-
came the substitutes, instead of the accompaniments, exprea-
slons and encouragements, of true piety and right conduct."

In Inspiration and Revelatlon in the 01d Testament (Oxfards
The Clerendon Press, 1 » Ds 226, he further states: " The
attlitude of the classical prophets to the sacrifices of thelr
times does not deny any legitimate place to an offering ac-
companied by the right moral and spiritual attitude. It 1is
difficult to concelve how these prophets would have devised a
worship wholly without sacrifices. They were attacking a
false and non-moral reliance upon them, rather than the ex-
preasion of true worship through a eucharistic gift."
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is held by modern western civllizatlon. Those rltes that are
farthest from the current view are consgidered earlier than
rites that are not s0 far removed. By this method it is

posasible to develop & table of the progress inm religious

:

thinking from prinitive times to the present.
But we have already seen that it is contrary to Scrip- 1

ture to trace the origins of sacrifice back to a time when

mon dild not yet recognize the existence of z personal God.

Furthermore, this claossifyling of religious rites lesves com-

pletely out of the picture the well-known fact that man'e
plety and theologlesl lnelgzht does not develop according to

a progresglve pattern of evolutlion. Periods of intense plety

and periods of indiffercnce often follow one another with
angzing rapidity. In addition to this well-known fact, we
have cleasr Biblicsal evidence that man's spiritual and theo-
logical development has often involved retrogresslon'rétﬁer
than progreasion.aa
Therefore, when we find primltive peoples practicing

religloug rites that lnveolve a low concept of God or that

2BEvidence of this agbounds In the Old Testament. A few
exgmples are the Fall of Adam and Fve and the retrogression
that followed, leading up to the Flood; the retrogression
after the Flood from the pilety of Woah to the pagan conceptis
involved in the construction of the Tower of Babel; the
retrogression from the Davidic klagdom to the later state of
affalrs in both kingdoms; the retrogression from the zeal with
which the exiles returned to Judea to the apathy against which
the post-exille prophets had to speak. In the New Testament,
as but one example, we have the Dlsciplee, whose faith and
understanding fluctuated conslderably.
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leave God completely or almost completely out of the picture,
we must recognize this as what it really ls? evidence of sin-
ful man's retrogression from the high concept of God and wor-

ghip that the earlicet of men had. And we must look upon

religlous maglc as one of man's longest steps on the road that

leade away from man's original knowledge of the true God and
: 29
from the true concept of sacrifice.””
This discussion is carried farther in the next chapter,;
where gome of the basic prianciples just meantloned are applied

to the question of the relationship of Ierael's sacrifice to

pagan sacrific

ﬂ

Qgﬁowley has ruled out the magical view of sacrifice

from the Qld Testament concept. In op. cit., e 72, he states
hat he does not think the 0ld Testaoment presents a magical
view of sacrifice. On p. 96, he rays, "Tn the same way, H.
WWheeler Robluson qULFCFbr, the sacrifices were symbolic acts,
actualized approaches tc God, not mere operg operata in the
realm of magie, but expressions of the spirit of tne offerer";
he quotes an interesting statement from Robinson, "Hebrew
Sacrifice and Prophetic Syubolism," Journal of Theologmicel
Studies, XLIII (1942), 13?. “hsgic constralns the unseen;
religion means surrender to it." This is a very zood dla-
tinction between maglc and religlon, showing that the two are
not at all compatible with one another. aoplyin thle %o the
prophets, Rowley saye, "his word and act zlike expressed God's
will and not his own, so that the power with which they were
charged was not human power to control God but divine power
released to fulfil the purpose of {(od.
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PAGAN SACRIFICE

This discussion, as the discusslon of the Divine insti-
tution of szerifice, is not really a part of the intended
scope of thls theslis. But archaecology has uncovered many
gsimilarities between the woprshilp rites of Israel and the wor-

tnl

ghip rites of the Canaanites, end anthropolozy has discermed
meny primltive practices among other pagens that seem to be
related to the worship of the Israelites. Therefore, many
writers look to pagen sacrifices, ¢apeclially the sacrifices

of the Canscenltes, in thelr search for ithe meaninz and pur-
poee of Isracl's sacrifices. Tor this reason, 1t seems neces-
sory tc soy a few words about the relationship of Israel's
cacrifice to pagan sacrifice.

It ig not the purpose of this chapter to discuss at
length the actual similarities that have been clalmed or
proved. This chapter 1s intended onliy to summarize the chierfl
conclucions that have been drawn from these similarities, to
ghow where error is involved in these conclusions, and to set
forth a theory that this writef conslders harmonioue with
Seripture and adeguate as an explavatlon of the simllarities.

Hany writers have concluded that a large part of the sac-
rificial system of Israel was taken over directly from paganse.
They attribute the origins of various Israclite sacrifices to

such peoples as the Canaanlites, the Phoeniclans, and the
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Babylonians.l Although most recent writers agree that at
least some of Isracl's gaserificlal system wae adopted from
the pagans, they disagree widely among themeelves with re-
gard to just wnich sacrifices were thus adopted and to how

great an extent these sucrifices were altered in the process

ljohs. Pedersen, Isrselt: Its Life and Qulture, III-IV
(London: Oxford University Press, 1940), p. 317, says, "our
lnowledge of the °noenlciun-ganean1te cult ig now quite suffi-
cient to warrant the conclusion that the ater part of the
Israelitish secrificlal practlces had bee W lehrna from the
Canzanitec. « o « 1t 18 indeed 4difficult to draw the line be-
tween what 1s Canaanite and what is strictly Israelite." H.
Wheeler Robinson, Redemption and Revelsation, in The Library of
Conastructlive Theolopv, edlted by W. Re Aatuhe 8 and H, “heeler
Robinson (hc'r York: Harper aund Brothers, c.1942), p. 249,
writes: "It was probably within Canaan, and ;roq their Canaan-
ite kinsfolk, that the Hebrews derived the ‘burnt-offering.

J. Philip Hyatt, Prophetic Religion (hev York: Ablngdon-Cokes-
bury Press, c.1947), PP. 129-9, gays, "Modern discoveries and
rescarch have confirmed the belief that the Hebrew sacrificial

system waec largely of Canganite origin. Thls has long been
suepected on the basls of fragmentary evidence, and has been
further proved by the discovery of cunelform texts in a near-
Hlebrew language at modern Ras Shamra in Syrig, the silte of
ancient Ugarit. These tabletes cgontain ancient Canaanite re-
ligious llterature of about the fourteenth century B.C., and
reveal guite clearly that at that time Canaanite religion in-
cluded many sacrifices and rites which were lagter incorporated
into Hebrew religion. In some instances the nagmes of the
Ugarltic sacrifices are the same as those in Hebrew." Harold
Ha. Rowley, The Meaninz of Sacrifice in the 01d Testament
(Manchester: U Unilversity Press, 1950), De Bl, says that lsrael
"borrowed much from the Cansanites for 1ts development in the
poat-Setilenent pe§iod.“ Royden EKeith Yerke?, Sacrifice in
Greeck and Roman Religlions and Farly Judalsm (New York: Charles
Seribner's cons, 1952), D. 124, writes: "The well-gsubstentiated
tradition that much of Hebrew culture came from Fhoenlcla makes
it guite posgible that the Phoenicians furnished not only the
temple for Solomon, but also muchh of the pattern of the rites
connected with that temple and its successors." On p. 123,

he gives names and descriptlons of nine North Semitilic rites
that have been found in inscriptions, and polints to parallels
to Hebrew rites.

L"
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of adoption.z

Among writers who agree that pagan sacrifices were not
adopted hy Israel without modification, there ie a dilference
of opinion with regard to the factor that iafluenced the modi-
fications. Some attrlbute the purificatlion of pagaon sacrifice

t0o the great national religlous genlues of Ierael.” Others

2Pedersen, o cit., D. 317, says that "the Israclites

did not adopt the Canaanite custom as a dead syetem. The sac~
rifices, also, entered as a natural element into the organism
of Israellte culture, not as a thing merely zcauired in an
outward sense.” Rowley, op. gite., Ps 76, has an interesting
statement on Israel's adaptation of Cenaanite religiont "ie
can no longer, therefore, think of Isreecl's religlon and
Canaagnite rcligion as set over agalnst one another in sharp
and gomplete antithesls, and enzaged in o life and death
gtruggle with one another. There was much that bound the two
religions together, and not a little of Cansanite origin has
gurvived in Judasism, so that the struggle was rather between
the religion of Isrgel, that could adapt and reinterpret some
elements of Canaanlite relizion but that had no place for
othere and that had s distinctive character of its own, and
the reliczlon of Canaan that retalned those other elements and
differently understood them all.” On the same paze, he points
out that "the religion of ¥Yahwism was not a Nature religion,
as the relipion of Canaan was."

With regard to whilch rites were borrowed and which were
not, Robingon, Oop. cit., P. 249, says that the “peace-offering"
wae a development from anclent nomadic sacrifices, whille the
"burnt-offering" was probably learned in Canaan and from the
Conaanites. However, it i1s interesting that in Yerkes's list
of nine North Semitic rites, op. cit., . 123, the word that
secms t0 be parellel to the Hebrew "burnt-offering" is used
only once, in a neo~Punic inscriptlon of the second century
BeCs, and is accompanied by no description. On the other
hand, the word for "peace-offering" is common zmong the
Canganites. Rowley, Ope cit., p. 83, thinks that the Passover
was not derived from Canaanite sources.

3Pedersen, op. cit., pP. 317, says, "The Israelites aid
not adopt the Cenaanlte custom as a dead system. « « «» Behind
the sacrificlel practlces adopted by Israel there lay deeply
rooted elemental ideas, which lived in the Israelite people.”
Rowley, op. cit., P. 76, also seems to suggest this.
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give Hoses credit for the sccomplishment of the great task of
surveying the host of pagsn worshlp rites and selecting and
adaoting them to hle own concept of God and worshlip. In aome
instances, Mosez's concept of CGod and worshlp 12 enuated with
the true concept, taught to him by God.4

4 Tew wrlters attribute the purification of pagan sacri-
Tlce to God himself.5 Thess same wrilters are usually not
willing to attribute to God the origin of sacrifice. But they

are willing to say that God took the forme of contemporary

pagon worehip rites, cleansed them of objectionable features,

and added his own epecisal meaning to them.

3]

ome wrliers g0 80 far as to say that Isrsel's adspted
gacrifice had a dlstinctive character of lts own, and that it
contoined new forma and new viewpoints thst had not been found
in pazan sacrifice.5

Aware that not 211 of Israel's sacrifices czn be conaidered

l !
1t ie interesting to note that moet of the writers con-
sulted seldom epoke of Moges except in a negative way.

5F. D. Kidner, Socrifice in the 01d Testoment (Londont
Tyndale Press, 1952), P, 5, writes: "Indeed the existence of
other cults invites couparlisons which soon compel the guestion
whether their cruelties, thelr licentiousness and their idess
of bribery and of magic « « « were excluded from the 0ld Tes~-
tameﬁt by any influence less powerful than the authority of
God..

6Pedersen, op. glt., P. 292, says that to a certaln ex-
tent Israelite sacrifice, though not much different from
Canaanlte sacrifice, "has acquired a special Israclitish
character.” On p. 317, he says of the Israsslites: "they could
independently appropriate the entire sacrificlal cult, but
also create mew forms and new viewpoints from it."
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copien of Cansanite worship rites, some recent wrlters
have tried to trace certain Israelite sacrifices back beyond
the settlement in Canaan. They have not been very successful

in tracing the exact development of these sacrifices, But

they have conjectured that these saerifices originated some-

time before lioges and the establishment of Israel as a nation.7
Some nave conjectured that the origin is te be found in certain
(]
&

primitive pagan ritee. Others have placed the origin some-

where in Isreel's own early history, prior to her establish-
ment a8 a nation.9 Perhaps most widely sccepted iec the view
that Isracl's worshlp must be considered in relation to both
her own paet and the background of culture and religion in the
contemporary world ln which she 1ived.10

This brings uz to the polnt that thiles writer wants to
make. As we have already seen, the Bible traces the origin
of sacrifice back to the beginning of the humasn races It
tells us of sacrifices brought to the true God by Cain and
Abel and by Noah.ll

The true tradition of sacrifice must have been carrlied

Tso Rowley, op. cit., pp. 82-3. 1In one sentence in which
he speaks particularly of the Passover, he sasys that "the
origin of this rite is highly obscure, though it is probable
that 1t long antedated the time of Hogesg."

8
9

S0 Yel“kes, QDo gltey, Do 168.
So Rowley, op. clt., pp. 75, 82.
101b1d., p. 5.

llGen. 413-6; B:120-21.,
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on gmong the falthful, sinece we later flnd Abraham, Isaac, and
Jacob building altare and offering sacrifices to the true
God .12 Jucob was specifically commanded by CGod %o build an
altar at Bethel >

When iosesn gave the people of Isrsel the laws of God
regardlng sacrifice, he was not lntroducingz something new to
the minds of the people. At 3inal a band of God's elect,
organized only according to a loose tribal system, was welded
Into a nation. The laws that God gave to his people at Cinail

were not entirely new councepts. They were, rather, a restor-

ation and ccdificatlon of things that God's people had learmned
before from thelr fathers. The elements that were new were
thoge thot applied to Israel as a nation.

It seems particularly true that the laws of sagcrifice
were a continuation, nationalization, and formalization of
worship thet had existed since the beginning of the human
race. Ae Israel became a natlon, 1t wae uvecessary that 1%
have a foecal point for worship, a sanctuary, and that it have
a prieathood to carry on the ritual of worship in a decent and
orderly manner. The laws regarding sacrifice are not con-

cerned with explaining sacrifice as if 1t were something nEW-l4

& 12gen. 12:7,8; 13:18; 22:13-143 26125; 31153-54; 35:6=T3
2y

L36en. 3511,

4 ev. 1-7 speaks of sscrifice as a known thing. It does
not explain why sacrifices are to be brought; it does not ex~-
Plain the meanlng and purpose in any detall. It assumes that
the people know these things. “hat it 1s concerned with are
the detalls of priestly functlion and other pstterns that need
to be established for sacrificial worship on a national level.



30
They are primarily concermed with giving specificatlions for
the sanctuary and instructions to the priesthood for carrying
on worahip on a nationsl leve1.15
Evidently, the Israeclites were not permitted to carry on

sacrifice during the Egyptian bondage.l6 Therefore, the

defunct practice and refreching the people's memory of how

worship was tc be carried on. But although God's people prob-
gbly Aid not sacrifice in Tgypt, it seems that they knew some-
thing about the sacrificez of thelr fatherzs from oral
traditlon end posgibly even written records.l7

Now, Af Israel's sacrifices as prescribed by loses were
a continuation on a natlonal level of the true sacrifices that
had exlzted on an informel and individuszl or small-group level
from the beginning of the human race, then how 4o we account

for the similarities that exleted between Israclite sacrifices

1511dner, Ope citse, PPe 8-9, writest "It should be remem-
bered at the outset that the codifying of the sacrificial sys-
tem is not represented as a break with the past g0 much as g
reorganizing of whalt already existed in an elementary form.
The basic sacrifices, the burnt-offering agnd the peace-offer-
ing, were gtill baslc, and kept the genersl character which
they had had before. What was new was the priesthood, the
sanctuary and the law. %“here these were in full operation,
the full range of sacrifices and the full detalls of their
ritual could be expected; when they were defectively adminis-
tered, a return to informallty would be unavoidable."

1518rae11te sacrifice would have been an gbomination to
the Egyptiane (Ex. 8:26).

1Tynen saron told the people of God's plans for them to
g0 into the wlldernese to offer sacrlfices, everyone seemed
to understand (Ex. 4:29-31).



3L
and pagan sacriflces? The answer that appeals to this writer
ls very simple. But in spite of ite simplicity, it ls not the
answer that is given by most modern writers. Howaever, its
very slupllicity coumends 1t as the anawer that is likely o
be correct.

Seint Psul tells us that the heathen have a natural
Enowledge of Goa,ls and that the content of the law has been
written on thelr hearts and into thelr consciences.lg lie
tells ug that the heathen once knew God, and thegt it was
through their own sln that they fell away from the true God
and turned to the worshlp of idols.ao Thie is exactly the
picture thet the 01ld Testament gives us, although 1t does not
express 1t in such exact words.

Caln and Abel stood at the head of the human rzce, the

firet-born in the secound world, the world outslde the Garden

of Fden, 4nd they olffered sscrifices to the true God.gl Noah

lgﬁom. 1:18=-20.

1%20m. 2114-16.
20n0m, 1121-2:1: "although they knew God they did mnot
honor him as God or zive thanks to him, but they becane fu-
tile in their thinkling and thelr senselese ninde were dark-
ened. Claiming to be wise, they became fools, and exchsnged
the glory of the immortsl God for images resembling mortal
men or birds or animale or reptiles. Therefore God gave them
up in the lusts of thelr hearts to luwpurity . . . because
they exchanged the truth about God for a lle and worshiped
and served the ecreature rasther than the Creator. . « « They
did not see fit to acknowledge God. « « . Though they know
God's decree that those who do such things deserve to dle,
they not only do them but approve those who practice them.

Therefore you are without excuse, O man, whoever you arc. « P

2laen, 413=05.

l
4
4
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also atood at the head of the human race, the {irst to enter
the third world, borne into this pogt-deluviagl world by the
ark, e, too, offered sacrifice to the true God.. 22

But in both the second and the third world, it was not
long before men began to wander awasy f{rom the true God. A&
amgll segment of the humen race remalned falthful, and this
smgll segment carried Torward an unbroken tradition of knowl-
edge of the true God and of true worship. But the vast mgjor-
ity of men fell away from the true God and turned to the
worship of idolg.2?

N

Now LI the hecathen, who do not kanow the law, do by nature

gome of the things that the law reguires; if their conscilences,
which are not acqualnted with the written law, bear witness to
a2 knowledge of the reguirements of the 1&‘W;24 and if these

same heathen, even though they no lenger know the true God,
gtill have a natural knowledge of the Divine whilch drives them
to geek God in the form of mgn-made 1magea;25 then it is also
reasonable to assume that thely worship practices, no matter

hoy corrupt they may have become; still bear traces of the

226en. 8320-21.

255t the time of the Flood, there were only eight faith=-
ful persons; all of the rest of the population of the world
had turned away from the true God. After the Flocd, it was
not long before most of the population of the earth had turned

awagy from the true concept of God and went about building the
Tower of Babel.

24Rom. 2114=15.
253013] e L8 19"23 s
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original concept of worship that they have inﬁerited from
thelr fathers.

This is not to say thalt pagan worshlp practices are in
any way naturel outgrowths from true worship practices. It
is only to ggy that the need for worship, the desire to wor-
ship, and worship itself are found among the pagans as a
recult of thelr descent from the founders of the hunan rasge,
who were God=Ffearing men.

And no matter how corrupt the worship practices of the
hesthen may at any time become, it is glways possible for

gome vestiges of the origiansl, true worship to show up here

It should be gtated at this point that this writer has no
personal or theologlesl objections to the theory that Israel's
gscrilficivl syctem was taken over by God from the pagans and
reworked intoc a system that expressed the ldeesls of worship
that God had for his people. It is not prejudice but evidence
that has led this wrlter to conclude that Israel's sacrifice
was not taken from pagsn sacrifice.

The theory presented by this writer is in harmony with
the Biblical evidence and offers an adequate explanation of
the archaeclogical and anthropological evidence. The theory
that Israel's sacrifice was borrowed may explain the non—Bib-g
lical evidence, but it can not account for the Biblical evli- i
dence except by discounting it as poor or invalld evidence.

If Israel borrowed from the Canaanites, then Israel's

S RN [Ty e
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sacrificial system could not have been estaeblicshed at the time
of the Exodus, neither the sacrificisl system nor the author-
ship of the Pentateuch can be attributed to lMoges, and the
Pentateuch must be dated conslderably later than the time of
the Txodusg.
Mogee was brought up as an Egyptian. 4nd if he estab-

lighed the ssorifliclal system of Israel, it is

i

difficult %o
explain why he chose the Canasanlte type of sa0?1f166,26 and

how he had become fanillisr enough with that type of sacrifice

t0 be able to adopt it and adapt it to the needs of hisg
peoplsogr
One could argue that God's people acguired Canaanite

practices in the days of the Patriarchs. But this 1s the

exact oppesite of the pilcture that is presented in Genesls.

There the patrlarchs are presented as religlous aseparatists

In feet, thelr falith is presented as the chief cause of thelr

separation and distinction from thelr unbelieving neignhors.eg
The zccount of the establishment of the sacrificial sys-

tem 1n Leviticus is presented as a direct revelation from God.

25This could possibly be explalned as a reaction to

Zgyptian worship rites, which the pcoplc of Israecl must have
hated.

2Trnie could poasibly be explained on the basis of
Moses's forty-year stay with Jethro, who was a priest of
Hidlan. But the HMidlanites were not Canaanites.

asﬂbraham even had to leave his Tanily and his friends
in an act of faith (Gen, 12:1-5; cf. Heb. 11:8-10).
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It is true that God ordinarily works through nature, history,

and peocple. But he does at times perform miracles and speak

#2)

directly to persons. At Sinal, God spoke %0 establish his 0ld

.

Testanent people as a nation. He had lald the fToundatlon for
thie much earlier; this was not a new idea.eg But at Sinal he
acted declslvely t0 create a naticn.

Cod later entered history declsively in the person of his
Son to re-estaeblich hles kingdom. This act, too, had been pre-
pared Tor by the prophets. DBut when the tliue came, God acted

apart from natural lavse.

fevw years later, God epoke to Paul in order to establish

5.

Gentile mizsglons. The Uld Testemeni and Jesus had spoken
about Gentile mleslone, and other Apostles elao engaged in the
work. But to Paul God spoke in a decisive act in order to get
nis Gentile misslon programn moving on a large scale.

The flret zeven chapiters of Leviticua spegik of saerifice
ag g knoun practice. This can be explalned 1n elther of two f !
wayet (1) the laws of Leviticus were given at the time of the .-
Exodus, and the practlces ilncorporated into those lawse had
already been in existence for a long tlae; (2) the laws of
Levitlcue were glven a long time after the people of Israel
had settled in Palestine, in which case the practlces incor-

porated into those laws could have come into common use

through borrowing from the Canaanites.

29%.z., Gene 12:1-3; 17:1-8; 26:11-5.
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This writer holds thet the lawa of the first seven chap-
ters of Leviticus were given by God through Hoses at lount
Sinal. The theory that we have presented glves an adeguate
account of the slmilarities that have been revesled between
Israel’s sacrifice and pagan sacrifice. The theory that we
nave presented {its the words of St. Zaul to the Romang much
better than the theorles that invelve borrowing. Therefore,
we malntaian thet Israel did not derive itz secrifices from the
Canaanites or any other pagan natlion.

It is true that in actual practice the veople of Israel

often mixed pagan worship with worship of the true God,30 and
sometimes even subgtituted pagan worshin for true worship.al
But this was always done by a degenerate Isracl, and was al-
waye evidence that Israel hed fallen awgy from Gad.32 And we
must not allow the false worshilp practices of God's people to
cloud ouy vision as we conslder sacrifice ag God intended 1t.
On the other hagnd, it is euntirely possible that the

Canaenites borrowed some things from the Israelites.33 And

it will prohsbly never be known how much influence men like

3O7nis was especiglly true under King ihaz in the king-
dom of Judah.

3133, €+g+, the worship of the Tyrian Baal which was
Introduced into the kinpgdom of Israel by Jezebel.

32Gf. the complaint of ©Tlijah in 1 Egs. 19:10.
33The Canaanites, with their many gods, would have less

difficulty borrowlng Israelite worship practices or ideas than
the monotheistic Israelites would have borrowing pagan customs.




37
Abraham and others had on the worshlp practices of the land
of Canaaneﬁﬁ

It seems possible to say that some of the terminology

ueed in connection with sacrifice may have been borrowed from
the pagans But this in no way means that the rites them-
selves or the meaning and purpose of the ritea were tuoken over
from them.

ne sinmilarities that exist, then, between the sacrifices
of Teracl and the sacrifices of the pagans are %o be explalned

ond understood on the basls of the common origin of all men.

True worship and false worship both came from one source, and

no matter how Lfar the pagans may have fallen away from the r
true worship, certein original patterns perslisted or fecurred,
causing at least surface sinllaritles to appear at tlmes be-
tween true worship and false worship. The common culture
which God's people shared with the pagans offered auple oppor-
tunity for the heathen to borrow or adapt certaln worship
practices from the 0ld Testoment saints.

Therefore, when wé atudy pagan worshlp rites and note
thelr sinmilaritics in many respects to true worship, we can
use our knowledge of these pagan rites for several good pur-
poses: (1) to show us what great temptatlons presented them-

V4
selves to God's people; (2) to help us to understand the sins

34Gen. 21:28-32 seems to present Ablmelech as learning a
religious or, at 1east, semi-religious custom from Abrahame.
Some evidence of Isaac's wiltnese 1s seen in Gen. 26:26-29.
These are only two random examnples.
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The purpose of this chapter is to set forth in sumaary
form the major theories that have been sdvanced with regard %o

. 1,

he meaning and purpose of sacrifice. In add
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mg jor theoriecs, a few minor ones that scem worthy of mention

are zleco included. In this chepter; meaning snd purpose are

-

not disting

3

uished as clearly

o

s they are in the next two chap=

ters. Moglt of the theories discuased In this chaplter do not

conglder God's purpose in instltuting sacrifice, since the

advocetes of thess theories do noi, as a rule, look upon God

as the aguthor of sacrifice. These theories look upon sascri-
fice from man's viewpoint, and the only distinction between
meaning and purpose is thie: meanlnz epplies to what man
thinks he is doing when he sacrlfices; purpose appllies to what
man hopes 1o achieve by sacriflcing. S8ince hoth of these
thoughte are anthropocentric, it is not always necessary for
ugs to speak separately of meaning and purpose.

It is not the purpose of this chapter to trace the full
development of the varlious theories that are mentlioned. Nor
is it our purpose to discuss all the arguments that sre given
to support the various theories. OCur one purpose is to set
forth the major and a few important minor theories, and to
lndicate briefly where there are weaknesgsses 1n these theories,

80 that the reader may have a general overview of the work

<l
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that has been done in thls field, of the complicatlions that
are lovolved in the solutiouns that have been offered, and of
where the basic wesknegsses lle in some of these theorles.

There are three mgjor theoriea of the purpose of gazeri-
flce that are widely favored today. These three theories can
be convenlently labeled: (1) the gift theory; (2) the commun-
lon theory; (3) the liberation of 1life theory.. This sounds
eimple enough. But actually, it ls more complicated than 1t
secms on the surface. There is disagreement as to which of
these theories represents men's earllest view of sacrifice.
There ig sowme disegrsement as to which of these theories rep-
reasente man's wvlew of which sacrifices. Does each individual
gacrificc have a single meaning and purpose? or does more than
one element play a part lu a single sacrifice?® And within

~

gach of the three theories mentloned, there is disagreement as

lok. 4e Oo Tw Oesterley, Sacrifices in anclent Israel
(New York: Maemillan, [1937]), PP. 7s il, 23; Harold He R0w-
ley, The leaning of Sacrifice in the 0ld Testament (Manchester:
University Press, 1950)s PDe 76-8s

20€sterley, oDe ¢ite, Do 13, says, "Roughly speaking, two
stages are to be discerned in the history of the study of our
subject: the earlier was that during which it was held that
all szcerifices had in origin a single purpose; the second was,
and is, that wherein it iz realised that the origln and pur-
poses of sacrifices cannot be explalned on the theory of any
one single underlying principle. 4dccording to almost all
later theories, there was more than one object in offering

sacrifices.” Rowley, op. git., pe 78, writes: "It is probable °

that no simple theory can express even the first meaning of
sacrifice, and that 1t was already of complex slgnificance 80
far back as it goes." On p. 79, he saya, "In a particular
sacrifice one element might be to the fore, but it is probable
that other eclements were also often present."




41
to the exact purpose of giving, holding commuunion, or liber-
ating 1life. Furthermore, there is a certain amount of confu-
slon of the three theories. One guthor may speak of the gift
in the same terms that another author speakes of llberatlon of
life or communion.

The gift theory waa the first to be asdvanced on the basis
of a really scientiflc stus}y.3 Some writers conzider this the
basic iden behind sacrifice and the earliest of man's concepts
on the aubject.4 Partlcularly with regard to the sacrifices

of the Uld Testament it has been said that the zift 4

oy
m
o

is

(X

2gf. Oesterley, op. cit., p. 13, where he calls E. B.
Tyler the first to enter upon the subject in a reelly sclen-
tific menner. According to Royden XKeith Yerkes, Sacrifices
in Gregk and HRomen Rellmions and Farly Judalsm {(New York:
Charles Scribner's Sons, 1952), p. ix, the gift theory was
propoged by Tylor in 1874, in his book entitled Primitive
culture, II, 375.

LOesterley, ope ¢lt., p. 13, says, "[E. B. Tylor] main-
tained that sccrifice was in its orlgin g gift offered to
supernatural beings." Rowley, op. ¢it., p. 77, quotes Tylor,
Primitive Culture (5th edition; reorinted 1929), II, 376:

"Phe gift-theory, as standing on ite own independent basis,
properly takes the first place. That most chlldlike kind of
offeringz, the giving of a gift with as yet no definlte thought
how the receiver can take and use it, may be the most primi-
tive as it is the most rudimentary sacrifice." George Buchan-
an Gray, Sacrifice in the Old Testament (Oxford: Clarendon
Presz, 1925}, pp. L=35, thinks that glthough it may be true
that the communion idea represente man's earliest thoughts
about sacrifice, the pift ldea probebly played a grester rol.
in man's thoughts about sacrifice durling historic times.
Rowley, ope cit., D 77, quotes Samuel Ivee Curtiss, Priui-
tive Semitlc Religion Today (1902), p. 221: "Saerifice may be
regarded as a gift on the part of the suppliant. . . . It

may be something like a bribe to blind the eyes of the deity."
He alzo quotes from p. 222 of Curtiss: "The necessity for
sheddin§ blood does not exclude the charactcr of gsacrifice acs
a Elft—o
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the prevalling one.5

But why dlid man bring gifts to hle gods? It has been
sugpested that the purpose was elther to secure the favor of
the gods or to avert their wrath.5 Ur, the zift may have been
brought to induce the god to act on behalfl of the offerer.
another thought is this, that the zlft was brought In order to
gecure the blessing of the zod on some undertaking that the
offerer proposed to begin.ﬁ It hae been suggested that the

glft was Intended to serve as somethlng like a bribe, to blind

the eyes of the deity, &2 thet he might overlook the offence
that had made him angry.g The motive behind the gift; then,
mgy have been gratitude, desire for reward, fear, cr peni-
’c:rs‘mt:r.-t.l'-j Another suggeetlon ls thls, that the gift was

brought for the purpose of glving nourlishment to the gods.il

54. B. Davidson, The Theolomy of the Cld Testemeut, in
The Internationsl Theologzlcal Library, edlited by Charles A.
Brizze and Stewert Do i Salmond (New York: Charles Scribner's
sons, 19011‘), Pe 53.50

sAccording to Oesterley, 00« cit., P 13, thls was

Tylor's theory. ©f. also Curtiss, Primitive Semitic Relision

Today (1%02), pP. 221, as quoted by Rowley, OD. clt+., Do T7e
7Rowley, op. cit., pPp. T6=T.

840 curties, Primitive Semitlc Religion Today (1902},
Pe. 221, am guoted by Rowley, op. cit., p. 77,

“Ibid,

103, ¢. Gayford, Sucrifice and Eriesthood: Jewlsh and
Christian (London: Methuen, 1924), pe 12.

1190 Tichrodt, Theolopgle des Alten Testaments (1933), I,

65,4as)quoted by Oeeterley, Op. cite, P. 15. (Continued on
p‘ 3-
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This 1deca comes close to being a part of the llberation of
life theory.

The suggzestion has been mede tnat the conecept of sseri-
Tlce as a gift origlinsted in the practice of leaving glfts of
food gnd drink at the tombs of the dead.12

Another theory holde that origlinzlly sacrifice was
pPrayer accompanled by the unecessary 3ifts.13 This would be in

line with the anclent custom of accompanylinz with a multitude

On pp. 11-2, Cesterley wrltes: "The original institution of
gsacrifice wage baged upeon the conceptlion thgt the supernstursl
and powerful belings, upon whom men were dependent, were in
thelr nature similar to human beings, and therefore had the
same needs. Like men, too, they were of wvarisble temperament,
angry and vindictive 1f annoyed, but kindliy diesposed if ap-
proached in the right splrit, and treated as superior beings
should be by their inferiors." On p. 19, Oesterley says,
“Jestermarck believes that . . . 'supernatural beings have
human gsppetites and human waunbs,' but if these wants are not
supplied by their worshippers all kinds of evil may befsll
them; sc that 'in early religion the most common motive [of
sacrifice] ies undoubtedly a desire to avert evils.'™

laSee Herbert Speucer, The Principleg of Socioclogzy {(3rd
edition; New York: D. Appleton and Company, 188%5), pp. 261-84,

13Rowley, op. cit., P. 77, quotes Baumgarten, in Die
Relicsion in Geschichte und Gegenwert, edited by ¥. M. Schiele
und L. Zecharnack (1913), IV, col. 9563 "Urspruenglich ist das
Opfer sogar nichte guderes als eln mit Ggben dargebrechtes
Gebet, ein dle Bitte nach antlkem Urteil notwendigerweise be-
gleltendes Geschenk, dargebracht in der Abeicht, die YWirkung
jener zu verstaerken durch den Tatbewels dafuer, dasz msen sich
den Yrwerb des goettlichen “ohlgefallens etwas kosten lasse."
Yerkes, op. cit., pp. 180-1, pointe to the Septuagint and
Latin translators of the O0ld Testament as evidence that the
word kipper was at that time understood to mean "pray" or
"pray out." He connects this ldea of prayer to that of puri-
fication and saye, "This idea was admirably expressed by
exllaskesthal which mskes plain that, when men performed these
rites, they were praylng God to purify themselves and his
sanctuary in order that they might render him the worship
which alone insured snd mediated his protection.”
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of presents any reqguest directed to a king or auny other per-
gon in a position of authority.
Perhaps the gift ldez &1d play some part in Israel's
sacrifices, particularly iu the so-called burnt-offering.
But ineofar as this theory leaves out of the picture God's

institution of sacrifice znd God's own statement that sscri-

fice 1s hls gift to man, just so far is 1t impossible to apply
thie theory to the sacrifices of the Uld Tegstament. The idea
thet man can in any woy enrich or feed God is entirely forelgn
.14 And, as we shall see when we later
discuge the various sacriflgces of the 0ld Testaoment, some of
the crases motives involved 1n the gift theory can not be

called a part of sescrifice as God intended it.lS

The communlon theory was developed later than the gift
16

=

theory., It shares some ldeas with the gift theory and not
a Tew with the liberation of 1life theory. aAccording to this

theory, the chief purpose of sacrifice was 10 provide the

1*?. Do Kidner, Sacrifice in the 014 Testament (London:
Tyndale Press, 1952), D. 23, 8ays, "shatever ideas may have
been held by the heathen or by the ignorant in Israel, the
notion thnat man could feed or enrich his Creator had no basis
in the Law, and was held up to scorn by the Prophets and
Pgalmists

15Gajford, op. cite., Ps 105, writes: "There is nothing
in the regulations of the Sacrifices which gives any support
to the idea of propltiating an angry God."

1°The comnunion theory was introduced by W. Robertson
Smith, The Rcl;gion of the Semites. According to Oesterley,
Op. clt., p. 10, the Tirst edition of thls work was published
1n 1889. This was only two years before the third editilon of
Tylor's work appeared.
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necessary materlal for an sct of communion with the gods.l7

gone writers have claimsd thalt thls view of sacrifilice is =z more
ancient one than the concept of the gift.la Whether sacrifice
as conmunlon implies sn awareness of the need for renewal of
fellowehip with the gods, or whether such sacrifice czan bhe

perforned only by one wno is already in fellowship with the

]

gode is a debated point.

L)

Advocates of the communion theory generslly say that the
comnunion between men and the gods was brought about by the
consumption of the offering partly by the worshiper and partly
by the god through the medlum of fire or tharouzh the appointed
9

mediun of the prieathood.l But some wrilters have traced the

communion ldea back to concents that are involved in totenm

1730 gmith, The Relipion of the Semites (3rd edition;
1927)s pP. 245, as quoted by Oesterley, op. cit., p. 16, and
Rowley, ops. clt., D« T6.

Browley, op. cit., p. 76, quotes Smith, The Relision of
the Semites (3rd edition; 1927), p. 245: "We can affirm that
the idea of a sacrificial mezl as an act of comnunion is older
than sacrifice in the sense of tribute." Oesterley, op. cit.,
P« 17, quotes F. B. Jevons, An Introduction to the History of
Religion (1904), p. 285¢ "The sacrificial and sacramental
meal, which from the bezinning has been the centre of all re-
ligion, has from the beglaning also always been a moment in
which the consciousness has been present to man of communlon
with the god of his prayers.' Gray, op. cit., p. 2, is will-
ing to admit the complete priority of the idea of communion.

19!erkes, op. clt., P. 113, speaks of the godes and men

sharing common food. Although he wrote before the communion
theory ag it is known today was 1ntrOQUc?d, Andrew Jukes, The
Law of the Offerings in Leviticus I-VII (London: Jamee Nigbet,

77, D. 99, expressed a similar ldea: "The second point in
which the Peace-offering differed from others was, that in
it the offerer, the priest, and God, gll fed togmether. . « .
They held communion in feeding on the same offering.




45

worship. In totemism, the animgl wae often identified with
the god. Then, the eating of the animal by the worshiper was
more than communion with the godj it was union with him. By
eating the pgod, the worshiper recelved divine 1life and
strenzth into himself .0

ihen the communion theory is extended to the ides of
cating the god, 1t comes very close to belng the same a= the
1lberation of 1lifec theory in practice. 4t least two men have
comblined the elements of these two theories into one theory.al

One purpose of comaunion with the gods that 1s the same
ge one of the purposes of glving gifts to the gods is that of
secking to recelve supernatursl protection against the super-
natural dengers that surrounded primitive man .22

It geems that communion is definitely a major factor in
the so=-called peace=-offering of the Old Testament. DBut there
18 no evidence at 211 in the 014 Testament that the idea of

eating God wae ever a part of true worship-aB And once agaln

2080 Smith, The Rellzlon of the Semites (3rd editilon;
1927), pp. 245-6, as guoted by Oesterley, op. cit., p. 16.

21Oesterley, ope cits, p. 13, writes: "Next we may men=-
tion the view of Hubert and Mauss; + « « By the act of the
congsecration of the victim the divine principle is infused
into 1t; the victim then belng slain, this divine principle
ia released; but in consuning part of the victim the offerer
receives within himself something of the divine, whereby he
ie made a different man.”

2255 Jevons An Introductlon to the i
4 to listory of Religion
(1904}, p. 285, as quoted by Oesterley, Ops Clbe, D+ 17

23Gayford, op. cit., p. 14, says, "every trace of the
pPrehistoric ‘'eating the god' has diseppeared from the 0ld
Testament."
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it secms appropriate to mention the Tact that the communion
theory, as 1t is usually advocated, leaves God's institution
of sacrifice completely out of the plecture. It clalms that
in sacrifice man was geeking to establish fellowship with the
zods, not that thls was an lustitution of God throuszh which
he sought fellowship with hig people.

The liberation of llfe theory shares some elements with

1]

each of the two previous theories. The theory maintains that
in sacrifice the death of the animal was siuply a means of
liberating the life principle, the 1life itgelf, or at least
the vitality from withln the snimal. There are varying rea-
gsons for which 1life was llberated. One purpose was to in-
creage the power of the god in order to make him able to
perform hils beneficent functions on eart-h.a4 Thig purpose is
80 sglmilar to one of the purposes involved in the gift theory,
that it is often difflcult to diecern whether a writer is
epeaklng of the gift theory or the liberation of 1life theory
when he teglike gbout sacrifice for the purpoese of offering the
god nourisnment. VWas the snimal itself food for the god? or
was the life of the animal the real nourishment for the god?
There is some guestion whether the life that was libersted
and given to the god was necessary to malntain his life, or

whether it was offered to glve the god additional strength

24z, o. James, Origins of Sacrifice (1933), pp. 256f.,
as quoted in Ocsterley, op. cit., s 20,
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for a special task that the worshlper wanted performed.25

Another purpose of liberating 1life in secrifice was to
meet the forces of death and destruction with a fresh out-
pouring of vital potency. Thls would strengthen the wor-
shiper against evil 1nfluences.26

it hss also been suggested that the liberated 1ife served
the purpose of coverlug or wiping out the transgresaious of
the worshiper.zT

This theory has been combined with the communion theory
%o produce the theory that when the aniamsl was killed, its
1ife was liberated to strengthen both the god and the wor-

shiper as they together consumed the anima1.28

Before the introduction of modern medicine, people

25mne 1des that the pod needed the sitrength which the
sacrifice afforded le suggested by Oesterley, 0p. cit.,
pp. 11-2; estermarck, Origin and Development of the Morsl
Idess (1908), II, 611ff., ae quoted by Oesterley, op. cit.,
De 193 ‘alther Tichrodt, Theologie des Alten Testagments
(3rd edition; 1949), I, 62, as cited Dy Rowley, OD. Glt.,
Pe 77 (Elchrodt's edition of 1933, II, 65, is cuoted by
Oesterley, op. clt., P 15). The idea that the sacrifice
supplied additional strength for a specilal task is suzgested
by T. O. James, Qripins of Sacrifice (1933), pp. 256f., as
quoted in Qesterley, oD, clt., D. 20,

2637, 0. James, Origins of Sacrifice (1933), pp. 256f.,
as quoted in Oesterlcy, OP. Git., D. 20.

27Ib1d. This ls also the view of Dussaud, Les Origines
canaaneennes du sacrifice isrselite (1921), p. 27, as ex-
pressed in Tnglish by Oesterley, op. cit., p. 20,

280eaterley, %Q. c%t., pe 18, attributes this theory to
Hubert and Mauss, "Zsgal sur la nature et la fonetion du
sacrifice," L'Aonee gsociologigue, II (1899), 133.
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commonly believed that 1ife resided in the blood.?? 4s a
result, some primitive pcople not only ate the flesh of sac-
rificial animals, but also dranit their blood.30 Sometimes
the flesh was even eaten raw, while 1t was literally still
aquivering with 11fe.31

A Turther development of the liberation of 1life theory
1s the theory that the shed blood, which contained the life

of the animal, was 1llfe that had passed through death; it was

8
regurrected lﬂ.fe.?’2 This theory is then tled to the death
and resurrcction of Christ, who passed through death but
smerged alive.

But one wrlter has presented a very convinclinz argument

o
n

zainst the view that the blood of gacrifices signified liber-

ated life, and in favor of the view that the blood signified

29Geyford, op. clt., p. 68, writes: "The blood ie the
seed of 1life; more than this, to the Semlte it was the actual
life itself. Not only does the 'life [soull] of the flesh'
reside 'in the blood' (Lev. 17:¢11) as a spiritual principle
embodied in a material, the blood and the life (soul) are one
and the same thing: 'The blood is the life' (Deut. 12:23;
Gen. 2:4). It is not too much to sgy that the Hebrews re-
garded the 1life-blood almost as a llving thing inside the body
which 1t guickened; and not only was it the vitalizling 1life
while it pulsated within the body, but it had an independent
life of ite own, even when taken from the body Lbrackets in
the originall."

BOYerkeB, 22. g__i_gc. Pe 82; cf. D 430
31l1pid., pp. Tl-4, 79, 82.

32Th18 ls the theory of Gayford, op. cit., speclfically.
discussed on ppe. 1, 2, 68-9.
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the violent death, or execution of the victim.33
The Old Testament legislation forbade the drinking of
bloeﬂ54 and required that all mest eaten in a sacrificial zct
be roasted.
domevhat clogely related to the idea that in sacrifice
o, poverful force vas released is the idea that sserifice arose

from certain primitive magical practices.35 One writer

27gidner, op. git., PP. 24-5, writes: "Agalust this
theory three points may be made. (I) The criminel lew desliing
with blood that was shed by violence, while it may support at
first slght the vlew that the shed blood was still active,
prezcribes a penalty that is inconsistent with it. It would
geen & curious remedy for the defilement of the land by blood,
‘regarded, ! according to Westcott, 'as still living,'! to add
to it the bloed cof the murderer, which would 1tself be as
active ge the victim's; wheress it 1s o slmple conception to
make the murderer's life forfeit, as the full price of his
crime., The accusastion, 'the volce of thy brother's blood
crieth,® is vivid enough without being taken literally; and
ncbody supposes ‘the hire of the labourers' in St. James's
Tpistle to be alive because it alzo ‘erieth.' (II) The pro-
hibition of the use of blood for food ls consistent with the
ldea of 1ts preclousness, but hardly with that of its potency.
Indeed, on the theory that the function of the hloed in sacri-
Tice was to be a source of energy, 1t would have been appro-
priate to have at least one offering in which 'eating with the
bloed ' was prescribed. But such a procedure was untainkable.
(IIT) Atonmement has refercence to an existinz breach of rela-
tiong, brought about by sin already committed. The Guilt-Of-
ferinz, in wnich there was not only repayment reauired, but
even a veluatlion of the sacrificial victim, shows that the 0ld
Testament dld not regard the reformation of the offender as
closing the incldent alone. To offer blood as a symbol of
paying the extreme penalty is an intelligible act of atonement;
but to offer it as representin% energy for future service is
to leave the past to bury itself as best it may. This is not
atonement even in its loosest sense. « « «» The blood, then,
« o« « 8ignified not life but the violent death, or execution,
of the victim."

34 .av. 1T110~24.

35¥erkes. OD. cib., pe. ix, calls thils James G. Frazer's
conclusion in his exhaustive studies in The Golden Bough.
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connecte sacrifice wlth divination rites, especially hepato-
gcopy as it wag practiced in Bebylon. After certain parts of
the animal had been used foy such purposes, it seemed that
the mosgt fltting disposal of the corpse was burming.35

Another writer counects sacriiice closely to the practice
of imitatlve magic.37 Stlll another makes of gacrifice a
magdcal act by which it wee possible to compel the gods to
grant the things deﬂiPGd.38

The old theory that sacrifices were offered to bring
about rceconciliation with God has not been completely lost
by all modern writers, although few of them consider this an

early or primary purpose of sacrifice.39 Those writers who

36Yerkes, op. cit., P. ix, says that MHorris Jastrow
leaned to this opinion. L

'5Tso He H. Gowen, 4 History of Religion (1934), p. 6%,
as quoted by Rowley, ops cit., p. 78. Rowley himself agrees
that sacrifice hag its roots in maglcal practice. But he
doesz not think the 014 Testament presents a mazical view of
gacrlfice.

3850 wundt, Voelkerpsycholoazie (1915), VI, 463ff., as
cited by Oesterley, op. cit., p. 21,

39%esterley, op. clie., D. 13, begins his discussion of
theories of sacrifice with a reference to Lasaulx's theory
that sacrifices were originally all offered with the one pur-
pose of effecting a reconclliation with the god. Om p. 15,
Oesterley speaks of the view of Flchrodt, "who holds that the
most important of the fundamental objects of sacrifice were:
the gift for the purpose of glving nourlshment to the super-
naturel powers, and sacramental communion; to these; however,
he gdds the 1dea of reconciliatlion." Rowley, op. git., p. T7T,
quotes Walther Eichrodt, Theologiec des Alten Testawents (3rd
edition; 1948), I, 62: "als dle wichtigsten Grundgedanken des
Opferkults nermt uns dle allgemelne Rellglonsgeschichte die
der Speisung, des (Geschenks, der sakralen Kommunion und die
Versoehnung." (Continued on p. 52.)
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speak of it at all usually make of reccnciliation a
velopment in men'e thinking on the subject of sacrifice, or
eloe they make of it one among many of the purposes for which
man offered secriflicea. One writer goes so far az to claim
that the ldea of reconcilistlon was not connscted with sacri-
fice untll the sixtecenth Christian century, when the English
word atonement was cc::‘Lrh:-d..f,""O

The New Testament makes use of the 0Old Testamnent sscri-

|
ficlal system to 1llustiate or elucidate the suffering and

g0

O HWUWw Mo
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s Rowley writes: "gSome sacrifices were thought of as
taers as means of effecting communion with God; others
: propitiatory significance." Geayford, op. ¢it.,

yg, "Now, there is one spiritual fact which iz common
the Bacrifices? they all express the human desire for
ahip with God. ¥We may perhaps g0 a step further and say
11l of them, even the most confident and jJjoyful, imply
gsort of consciousness that the fellowship with God is not
ontinusl unbroken union, but needs to be renewed.,. To this
newal of fellowship we ¥Tnglish have glven the very expres-
re name of 'at-one-ment."
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4UYerkes. op. cite., pp. 178=-81. On p. 178, he writes:
"The substantive gtonement was introduced into the English
language about 1513 by compounding a preposition, a cardinal
number gnd a particlplal suffix, at-one-ment, It therefore
describes a union of two separate beings. %Within a2 dozen
years it was adopted by William Tyndale for his translation
of the Bible. The verb atone seems to be an instance of back
formation and was coined sbout 1555. First used as a transi-
tive verb, by 1617 1t had gathered up the idea of appeasement,
By 1662 1t described placation in the modern senze of that
term, Its whole use is post-reformational."” On p. 179,
speaking of the Septuagint translation of the 0.T., he says,
"Thus the idea of reconciliatlion is excluded from explanation
of kipper by men who spoke both Hebrew and Greek. Sixteen
centuries later, reconciliation had become the prlucipal ex-
Planation of the word with which 1t had never been equated.”
On p. 181, after speaking of the Latin translation of the
0.T., he says, "Neither Greek nor Latin translators seem avare
of the idea of reconciliation.”
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death of Jesus. A8 a2 result of this, many writers of the past
concluded tnalt the people of the 0ld Testament must have rec-
ognized in their sacrifices something that pointed forward to
Christ. GSome very sensible thinking can be and has been done
in the arec of showlng how sacrifices prepared for and to some
extent, at least, polnted Torward to Christ. But many writers
of the past taxed thelr imaginstions to the limlt to come up
with a plicture of Chrlet in the 0ld Testament sacrificial sys-
tem thot wag clearer than that which ie gliven in the Few Tes-
tamentakl Such elaborate and imaglnatlve reading of the New
Testament into the 0ld Testament has been almost completely
removed from the scene of modern thinking on the subject of
sacriflcs.éa

When saked by a clase of Lutheran Seninarians whether,

41&3 an example of how far this can be carrlied, cf. Jukes,
op. cit., pagsim, especially pp. 10, 11, 33, 35, 42, 43.

42Jo'nn Leighton, The Jewish altgr (New York: Funk and
“agnalle, 1886), pascim, has glven a good refutation to the
"common interpretation” which “makes it the special office of
those sacerifices to 'point the wminds of the worshippers to
Christ'" (p. 17)« On p. 10, he says that the ritual of the
Altar, "in looking forward to the Redeemer, is not understood
to be occupied in speaking directly of Hls sacrifice, but
rather inm making the greatly needed preparatlon for His coming
and His work." On p. 14, he writest "we should be very far
from making those sacriflces emblematic. 4An emblem is ‘an
allusive picture suggesting some other object, quallty, or the
like' (’ebster). But the Altar service was a different thing.
It was, we inslet, a sober reality ln and of 1itself. It is to
be classed with such an sct ae bowing 1n deference to a super-
ior: or that of kneeling, as expressive of veneration; or that
of silgning end sealing a covenant:; or that of the ceremonial
of marriage. All these are obvious expressions of present
realities, and they have an inherent force of their own."
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if the opportunity should ever present itsell, the Jews would
rebuild the temple in Jerusalem and reinstate the sacrificisl
gysten, a Jewish rabbl once sald that the only reason why God
instituted animal sacerifice in the CLld Testament was to keep
hie people away from the human secrifice which thelr pagan
nelghbore practiced. Therefore, in this enlightensd age, when
human sacriflce has digappeared from civilization, there is no
need for anlmal sacrifice.

dlthough human szeorifice could never have had a part in

the revegled religion of the 01ld Testament,43 there are pss-

Y

games that cleerly reveal that God could hsve claimed the 1lLife

e

of at least the first-bormn, if hne hgd wanted to. But he ac-
cepted animal sacriflce as a subgtitute. Some writers have
said that 211 1ife 1z God's and that he demands the total de-
votion or commitment of the lives of hls people. But slace
hunen sacrifice carried to thie extreme would ellminate life
among God's people, animgl sacriflce became a sign of man's

totel devotion of himself to Gud.44

aBGayforﬁ, Ope. cite, Do 17.

44 rukes, op. ait., p. 5%, says, "Life was that part in
creation which from the beglnaoing God clalmed as His. 4&s
such,-~a8 being His claim on His creatures,--it stands as an
emblem for what we owe Him. ‘Yhat we cowe to God is our duty
to Hime « « o Thus the 1life yielded is man's duty to God,
and man nere [in the burnt-offering] is seen perfectly giving
it." Kidaner, op. cit., pe 13, writea: "The ritual prescribed
in the first chapter of Leviticus dramatizes lmplications
which dlscerning eyes had no doubt seen in thls offering from
the days of the patriarchs. In the first place, it was an
offering of the best that one could bring. While in any sac-
rifice the victim must be without blemish, in this [the burnt-
offering] it must also be a male, the more costly animal.
[continuead on . 55.]
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Closely related to thils theory is the theory that the
offerinz of the flrastfrulits of vegetable life did mnot signify
man's recognition of God ee lord and giver of all things, but
slignifled thet God was really the owner of 21l thiugs and that
man was peranitted to make use of God's property only after he
had pald Ged hls speclfied due, as a tensnt pays rent as the
gpecified condition of his use of the landlord’'s property.45

The importance and slignificance of fire before the in-
vention of matches is something that the modern mind has 4if-
flculty comprehending. Zome writers have attached a great

deal of signiflcance to thls subject, and perhaps rightly so.

And mot far from the worshipper's thoughts there might well be
the knowledge that if Jehovah had been as the gods of the
heathen, the victim might have been a firstborn child. The
story of the virtual offering of Isaasc, whiie it ruled out the
idea, remained the heart-searching pattern of the devotion the
burnt-ocffering was meant to express: a Godward devotion to the
uttermost." Gayford, op. cit., p. 18; saye, "all Sacrifice,
go for as it is worth anything in the sight of God, 1ls self-
gacriflice."” On p. 17, he writeas: "the greatest of all Sacri-
fice is a self-sacrifice. And though the allusions to human
Sacrifice in the 0Ld Testament show that it cculd never have

a place in the revealed relligion of Israel, the Israslites
were reminded that their nearest and dearest belonged of right
to God if He chose to clalm His due (Ex. 22:29). The firet-
born son has to be 'redeemed' in aclnowledgment that he is
owed to the Lord and that the claim of God, though waived, is
not surrendered (Num. 18:15,17)."

45Johs. Pedersen, Israelt Its Life gnd Culture, III-IV
(London: Oxford Unlversity Press, 19%0), pp. 304=5, says, "at
each stoge man must sanctify the crops to be able to appropri-
ate them,” and, "he acquires the full right to use the crops
when he has given Yahweh his share." Rowley, ope. cit., p. 83,
writes: "Not all sacrifices were anlmal sacrifices. There
were the firstfruits, which were held to be sacred to God and
His by right. These were not thought of as man's gift to God,
but ag His own property, so that 1t would be an aset of sacri-
lege for a man to use them for himself."
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4 common source of fire wae lightning, which came down from
heaven to consume certein thinge on earth. 4As primitive man
beheld thls phenomeuon, it 1s easy to understand how he began
to assoclate fire with the gods, and it was only natural that
fire should bhe made at least the sign, if not the reallty, of
God's eating or acceptance of an r.):f'f;‘eru’rng.MS In the days vhen
Tire was not easlly kindled, and when live coals were ususlly
carried from place t0 plece for starting new fires, the niain-
tenance of a perpetual fire in an asltar that was to be fre-
auently used was alwost s necesslity. It certalnly was the
most practiical solutloan to the problem.47

Another facht that escapes the thinking of modern man is
this, that in primitive times there were a lot of problens
connected with eating meat. Without refrigeration or other
ways of preccrving meat, it wgs lmpossible to eat a few cuts
of meat at a time, saving the rest for latsr.ﬁeals. One
could not store & qguarter of beef in one's deep freezme. and
there were no mnecat markets where one could buy a few cholce
cuts. When an animsl was killed, the whole animel had to be
eaten in a short period of time, or else much of 1t would
have to be thrown away. Small gane animals and fowl could be

eaten without difficulty in one meal by a small number of

people. But larger animals would require a larger guest-list.

4Gxerkes. opes cit., p. 4.

2
*71131(1., pe 138.
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It 1s very possible that at one time, at least among certain
claasee of people, many megtless megls were calen.
It has heen suggested that the rerity of meat-msals led
to the ddea that such festive occasions had to lnclude due

recognltion of the gods, which wes tsken care of by offering
48

e

a part of the snimal to the gode 1n sacrifice.

Particulariy with regard to nomade, who ordinarily eat
the fruilt of willid plants, since they do not stay in one plzce
long enough to agrow gardens, it is poseible to suggest that
for them there wgs some szcred gignificance involved not only
in killing animals, but also in killing plants. When one eats
the fruit of a plant (forgetting the modern, unclear distinc-
tion between fruit and vegetable), this does not harm the
Plsat: it continues to live and to produce fruit. But when
one cats the plant itself or 1ts roots, this destroyes the
plant. It seeme possible %o suggest, at least, that some
primitive men may have attached speclal significance to the
destruction of both plant and animal life and may have con-
sldered occaslionse of such destructlon times when sacrifilce
was necessary to the gods who had provided life.

Then there is the questlon whether the sacrifice itself
or the use of the blood of the sacrificlal anlmal was the
chief thing in thE‘sacrifice.49 At least one wrlter makes

4801‘. Yerkes, ope. cit., pp. 95, 147.

491nme importance of the blood is mentioned by G. F. Hoore,
"Sacrifice,” Encyclopaedia Biblica, edlted by T. K. Cheyne and
Je S, Black (Londont: Adam and Charles Black, 1903), IV, col.
42173 “"prom Tirst to last the utaost lmportance attaches to
the disposition of the victim's blood. [Continued on p. 58.]
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of the sgerifice iltself an sct of worship which could not be
carrled on unlese 1t was preceded by a blood rite. The sacri-
fice ltself could be offered only by one who wae inm a harmoni-
ous relationship with the god. 4And this harmonious relation-

ship was established by the blood rite.oC

m

Some writers have gone 20 far as to say that the pouring
out of blood for religlous purposes is a much older form of
worghip than the offering of sacriflces.Sl

Since the blood of the Uld Testement sacrifices was used
for special cerenonlies in connecticon with the sacrifices, this
gseemg to he the best place to mention the discussion on the
auestion whether sin defiled the sanctuary or the people.
Accordingz to the one theory the blood rites in comnectlion with
the iteme within the sanctuary were made necessary by the fact
that the altar and other utensils of worship had somehow in-
curred taboo which had to be removed beiore zcceptable sacri-

flce could bhe offered on or in councction with them.52 This

Indeed, it wmay be said this 1s the one unlversal and indlspen-
gable constltuent of sacrifice.”

50!erkes, op. cit., makes a big point of this. Cf.
especially pp. 39, 50, 52, 168, 182, 195-6.

5150 Durkheim, The Zlementary Forms of the Religious
Life, Tnglish translation Oy Jd. 7. 9weill (N«de), DDe 327~31,
as cited and quoted in part by Oesterley, op. cit., p. 18.
S50 also Lolsy, Essal historicue sur le sacrifice (1920),
pp. 11ff., as clted by Oesterley, op. cit., p. 22.

52;ayford, op. clt., D. 94, says, "The sanctuary has
been defiled by the uncleanness of the people and therefore
needs cleansing; but also--and here the inanimate altar is
almost personified as if it were a responsible being whose
guilt incurs Divins disfavour--atonement must be made for it,
to reastore it to Divine favour. [Continued on p. 59.]
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theory wae advanced in opposition to the more traditional
view that the items In the senctuary were considered holy and
that slin made 1t imposeible for man to epproach holy things
or to use them for worship. The unapproachsblenees, then, of
these lieme was c¢lliminated by the blood rites, which removed
the sins of the pcople.53 The New Tsstamént drgwe & parallel
between the Old Testament blood rites and the work of Christ
which can make sense only 1f the defilement is considered as

belonging to the people, nol the sanctuaryos%

The blood of the 21ln Offering effectes o change not only in the
1tar ltself (from uncleanness to 'holinees') but in the
attitude of God towards it (from disfavour to favour). The
Tormer ils called to cleanse, purgs, purily, or hallow: the lat-
ter 18 colled making atonement for it."

53¢ erices, who makes e biz issue of the blood rites in
connection with sacrifice, looks upon them as "concerned wilth
removal of dilsqualifications for worship'; therefore, they
wereG;%ndispensable as preparation for worshipn" (cp. g¢it.,
Do 1€ °

B4 1dner, op. git., pp. 19-20, writes: "It will be as
well to pause at this polnt to examine the view sometimes put
forward, that sinm had produced not so much the hanishument of
the sinner ass the defilement of the sanctuary. This is at
first sight the lmplication of the Day of Atonement, for i%
wag appointed to provide 'atomement for the holy place, be-
cause of the uncleanncsses of the children of Israel,' and
likewise 'for the teunt of meetin%, that dwelleth with them in
the nmidst of their uncleannesses' (Lev. 16316). But the Hew
Testament interprets this by taking it a stage further; saying
'It was necessary that the coples of the things in the heavens
should be cleansed with these [sacrifices], but the heavenly
thinge themselves with better sacrifices than these. For
Christ entered not into a holy place made with hands  « « 3
but into heaven itself, now to appear before the face of God
for us' (lieb. 9:23=-24)., Now if the defllement were regarded
as infecting the holy things, causing them to lose holiness,
the parallel with the heavenlies (which culminates with God
himself) would break down. Therefore the atonement or cleans-
ing of the holy things must mean the removal of uncleanness,
not as infectious to them but as an affront. The pollutlion
is taken away, not from them as though they shared it, but
from their presence [the parenthetic Biblicsl references are
from footnotesl."

| L“A
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One final theory is mentioned here only to show what it
is pomssinle for man's imagination to produce. It has been
proposed that the burnt-offering constituted or at least
represented the perfect Tulfilmeni of the first table of the
law and the cercal-oifering represented the fulfilment of the

55
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gsecond tab!
‘e have not speunt much tlme here analyzing, carrying to
thelr coneluslons, or ecrlticslly evaluatingz most of the minor
theories presented. Cur purpose has been to present a general
overvisw of esome of the suggestlcons that have been made. The
beat features of these many theorles are made use of in the

followin

-4

2 two chepters. Some of the worse Teaturea are also
dlscuszsed and rejected in those chapters. Thieg has been

simply an cverview of theorles on sacrifice in general. The
rest of thie thesls is devoted te the meanlnz and purpose of

true sacrificlal worship in the Old Testagment.

5550 Jukes, op. cit., Do 70,

ERERE( IRt |



CHAPTER V

PRE~LEVITICAL SACRIFICE AMONG GOD'S PrOPLE

Operating wlth the assunptlion that Geuneslis and Fxodus :
present gn accurate historlcsl account of the gsituation of
which they spesk, we Tlnd that sacrifice was known and prac- i

ticed among God's peovle of the 014 Testament long before the

i._.l

secerificis
And elthough the people of Israel could not offer saorifices

|
legislation of the book of Levlticus wae gziven. %
:
during the tine of thelr bondage in ;gypt,l they still remen=- i
bered the sascrlfices of thelr fathers to the extent that they |
Enew what sascrifice was about and how 1t was tc be performed. '
The book of Genesls specifically mentions sacrifices

offered by Caln and 4bel, Noah, Abrshaa, and Jacob.2 In zd-

dition, without specifically mentioning sacrifice, it speaks

of the erecting of altare by Abraham, Isacc, and Jacob.3 Most
likely, these gltars were used for offering sacrifices, unless

their primary purpose was to serve as monuments.4 Jacob set

lIeraelite sacrifice would have been an abomination to
the Lgyptians (¥x. 8:126).

2Gen. 433-53 B120-22; 22:13; 3131543 46:l.
3Gen. 1217,8; 13:18; 261253 35:7.

4I-n Gen, 12:7 and 26125, Abraham and Isaac, respectively,
built an altzr in response to an appearance and promlse of
God. This is similar to the contexts in which Jacob set up
pillars. Perhaps in these two places, both ideas; sacrifice
and monument, were involved (cf. Gen. 22:13-14).
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up pilliars of gtone and anointed them. These were monuments
erected at the places where God gppeared to him.5 God later

gsent Jacob back to Bethel, where he had set up the first

f'
stone, to build an altar."

The book of CGenesls twlce speaks of Abraham worshiping
without any mention of how he carried on that worship.7 But v
one of the places where he worshiped was a place where he had
earlier bullt an altar.a Evidently he worshlped by offering
gacriifices.

The hook of Exodus sgpeaks of sacriflice as a known thing.
Moses wae directed by God to tell Pharaoh %0 let the people
of Igrael zo into the wilderness to offer sacrifices to God.9
When Asron explelined all of this to the people of Israel,
there is no evidence that the people falled tc understand what
this was gll about.lo And when Pharaoh once agreed to let 21l
the people go if they would leave their flocks behind, oses
explained that it was necessary to take the flocks along for
purposes of sacrifice. Iiloges and the people did not know what

type of offerings CGod would require or how large the offerings

S5gen. 28:18; 35:14.

OGen. 35:1-3; of. 28:18-22.
Taen. 13:4; 21:33;
Bgen. 1312-4; cf. 12:8.
7. 3:18; ef. Ttl6; 8:1,20; 9:1,13.
10

Tx. 4:30; cf. 5:15-18.
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would have to be. But they anticipated that animal sscrifilce
would be involved.l1

Purthermore, Hoses knew enough sbout the kind of sacri-
fice that would be reculred to be able 10 tsll Pharach that
the sacrifices of the people of Isrgel would be an gbomingtion
to the E@yptians."g

After Israel had left Egypt, and before the Levitical
legislation had been glven, 1t ls recorded that Moses erected
an altar.l3 It is posslible that thles aliter wss to serve pri-
marlly as a wonument. But, on the other hand, it is also
posslble that the alter that was bullt and the sacrifices that
may have bheen offered on it constituted the segling of a cove-
nent or promise that God had made to the people.14

Later, Jethre brought a sacriflce, and the elders of

. 15 -
Igrael joined him in hie worshilp. ? Possibly the comzon meal

that was involved also sealed a covenant of mutusl friendship

X 10324-260
125, 8125-27.

lBEXo 17:15 D)
ll"l‘he context seeme to lndicate the seallng of a promise
of God: "And the Lord said to Hoses, 'Urite thils as a merorial
in a book and recite 1t in the ears of Joshua, that I will i
utterly blot out the remembrance of Amalek from under heaven.
And Moses bullt an altar and called the name of 1t, The Lgrd
is my banner, saylng, 'A hand upon the banuner of the Lord.

The Lord will have war with Amalek from generation to genera-
tion'" (Fx. 1731%4-16). Probably hoth ideas, sacrifice and
monument, were involved (cf. Gen. 22:13-14).

L
pe. 18112,
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and respect for one another's pPropserty.

At the foot of lount Sinsi, before the giving of the
Levitical lgw concerning sacrifice, Moses bullt an altar and
get up twelwve pillars for the twelve tribes of Israzel. Then
he sent young men to offer gacrifices on this altar.ls

Before we move on to the relationship of sacrifice to
the establishment of covenantis, we ghould mention thgt worship
did not always involve sacrifice. In the book of Exodus it is
recorded thet the people bowed their heads and worshiped
And this took place in Egypt at = time when 1t was
impoegsivle for the people to offer sacrifices.

Long before the Levitical legislation, the common mezl
or food offered by one person to another or some uge of ani-
male wag often involved in the esteblishment or sealing of a

18

govenant or promisc. Melchizedek blemsed Abragham over a

light lunch of bread and wine.'? God made a far-reaching
promise to Abreham and sealed it by sending a smoking Tire-pot

and a flaming torch to pass between two rows of raw meat that

16_:‘-3{- 2"4—34,50

1Tex., 43313 12:27.

185, g. Gayford, Sagrifice and Priesthood: Jewish and
Christian (London: Methueu, 1924}, p. 25, says that "a cove-
nant between men woe cemented by a common meal," and he cites
Gen. 31344-46 as an example. He further states that "the uee
of salt in this meal symbolized the 1nvlolable nature of the

covenant entered 1nto."

19:en. 14:18-20.

P ————
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Abrahzn had prepared asccording to God'e specifications.go
Abrahan gave anlmals to Abimelech to seal a covenant with him
and to swear in iblmelech as 2 witness to the fact that the
well at Beersheba had been dugz by Abrsham and belonged to
him.gl Jacob and Laban set up a monuwnent on the border be-
tween thelr terriiories as a lasting sign of thelr agrsement,

and they sealed the covenant by sharing in a sacrificlal

The offering that Jecob sent to Tsau when Jacob was on
his wey back from the land of Haran®? is usually considered
an sppeasenent-offering. But it may have been much more than
that. I our thesis whieh we are gradually trying to develop
in thig chapter 1s correct, the acceptance of the gift by Esau
may have been a concrete and irrevocable pledge that he would
not haym Jacob. Only if he had rejected the gift could he
have harmed Jacob.

Similarly, in the story of the visli of the three men to

Abrghan on thelr way to Godom and Gomorrah,24

there may have
been more involved in Abraham's persistent pleadings than

appears on the surface. Abraham had prepared a meal Tor his

200en. 15:7-21.

2lgen. 21:25-32.

22Gen. 31 143=54,
23Gen. 32:13-21.

24(}@1'1 [ 18,
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guests Trom the best that he had. He himself had stood by
while they hsad eaten the msal.ES Then the Lord hed blezsed
Lborgham and Saran, promising to give them g son.26 That he
would Reep hls promise was assured by the faoct that he had
accepted and caten Abrgham'e meal. Yhen Abraham later kept
presgcing the Lord tc spare the clities of Sodom and Gomorrah,27
there may posslbly have been involwed the thought that Abrshanm
had the right to nake thic request in view of the meal he hazd
provided, although Aibraghem was at all times very humble in
making nilg requesta. But whether this was involved or not, it
is wery possible that Abraham wae sure thal whatever promise
he could zet the Lord to make would certainly be kept, because
the megl was the seal $0 any azreements that might be resched.
When the Lord finally left, Abraham had not only the verbal
agsurance of the Lord that he would spare the citles for the
Bake of ten righteous peopie, but also the conecrete; visual
assurance that the Lord would keep his word which was provided
by the fact that the Lord had accepted and caten Abrahanm's
meal.

At the foot of Nount Sinal, where lMoses had erected an

altsr and twelve pillars, he used the blood of the sacrifices

25G¢n. 18:6-8.
26gen, 18:10-14.
2Tgen. 18:23-32.
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to seal the covenant between God and the people.28

Flre has been assoclated with God from very early
times.2” God sesled a covenant with sbraham by sendiag fire
between two rows of meat.Bo He gppeared to lMoseg for the
first time in the burning bush.31 e led the people of Israel
out of Eaypt wlth a pillar of fire by night and a pilllar of
cloud by day.32 On Mount Sinal God's presence was visualized
es ire on top of the mountain.oo Loter, the plillar of cloud
and of {ire hovered over Moges's tent of :'rac-etingsbr and over
the sanctuary of the tahernacle.35

The fire mentioned asbove was not just fire that was sent
Tfrom hegven by (God, hut it was fire that contalned and radil-
ated forth the glory of God's presence; God wae in the fire,
and he cometimnes spoke from within the fire.

When Elljsgh called down fire from heaven upon hls publie

aacrifice,36 the fire that God sent was a vivid demonstration

28yx. 24:6-8.

29q¢. Royden‘Kelth Yerkes, Sacrifice in Greek and Roman
Relizions and Early Judalsm (New York: Charles Seribner's
gons, 1952), De 9%

30cen. 15117,

Slpx, 3:12=6,

32px, 13:21,22; 14:19,20,24; cf. 16:10.

335x. 19:18; 24:17.

34Ex, 3317-104

35%x. 4013438,

301 Kgs. 18136-39.
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that Jahweh, not Baal, was the Lord. But in this saecrifice
we see another view of fire that seems to he as old as the
human race. The fire that God sent from heaven was more than
a demongtration of his exictence and power; it was glso a
visual sign of hils accepiance of the sacrifice and an endorse-
ment of ¥lljah as hies prophet. Probably from earlieat times

fire was an anthropomorphiec symbol of God's acceptance and

consusptlon of the sacriflce. In the fire God was eating theiﬁ

sacrlfice.37

Thies iz not 1n any way to ldentify Jahweh with fire as
the pegans often =0 ldentlified some of thelir gods. QGod 1is
far grecater and far bigger than any local Tire. The local
fire ie not God, but it is the manifestation of that part of
God's glory which man can be permitted to see without beling
consumed . “hewn God himself appears in the form of fire, his
presence is so brillisnt that man can hardly stand to behold
15,99 And he who stande in God's presence for any length of

time returns with e glowing face .0

But the fire connected wlth sacrifice need not be thought '

of as the manifestation of God's presence. It is simply a

symbol, yet a very reslistic symbol. As the gmoke from the

R e s

3T¢r. Yerkes, ops cite, P+ 94, This subject is dlascussed
further under the gift theory of gsacrifice in chapter four.

: 38Moses hid his face because he was afrald to look at
God (Ex. 3:6); the people of Isracl feared God's presence on
Sinal (Fx. 198163 20:18,19,21).

39Cf- EXo. 315329"350
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fire ascends toward heaven, ond as the sacrifice gradually
disintegrates and scems 0 evaporate into the air by way of
the flames thet leap heavenward, thié syubolizes God's sccep~
tance and ¢ating of the sacrifice.

With regard to the sgerifices of Cain and ﬁbe1,40 there
has been a great deal of speculation about the way in which
God demonstrated that he was pleased with abel's sacrifice
but diepleased with Ceain's. A very old interpretation says
that God showed hls appreval and accepbance of abel's sacri-
fice by gendlng flre from heaven to consume it.41 The plecture
that 1s usually presented in Bunday school material ig that
of the smoke from sbel's sacrifice ascending toward heaven
and the smoke from Cailn's saerifice descending toward the
ground°42 The latter theory is very unlikely, because it
would be contrary to the fact that under slmilar atmospheric
conditions the smoke from both sscrifices would normally go
in the came direction. and God ordinarily operates through
the forces of nature. The former theory is not impossible.

Fire could have descended from heaven in the form of lightning

40gen. L33=5,

41Theodotion, the Greek translator of the second century,
rendered the Hebrew word that speaks of God's looking upon
Abel's sacrifice &vemdpuocy, he kindled, or get on fire.

42This theory is referred to by John Skimmer, 4 Critlcal

and Exepeticsl Commentary on Genesis, in The International
Critical Commentary on the Holy Secriptures of the Old and Rew
Testgments, e¢dited by gemuel R. Driver, et éi. {New Yorks:

Charles Scoribner's Sons, 1910), p. 105.
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to strike Abel's sacrifice.t? But thils has been discredited
on the begsis of the statement that Cod's look of fovor was
directed toward both Abel and his sacrifice.?”

Those who dislike the two theories just mentioned usually

prefer %o assume that God's favor and disfavor was made known
in the subsequent blessings that came upon aAbel in contrast »

to the lack of blesesing that fell upon Cain.45 But as the

f;
story is presented in Genesis, and eapécially as it is dis- %
cussed in Heb. 1134, it seeme that God's attltude toward the ;

ki

gacriflices was lmmediately made known.

opinion. Franz Delifzsch, A New Commentary on Genesis, trans-
lated into English from the German by Sophia Taylor, vol.
XXXVI in the New Beries of Clark's Foreisn Theologlcal Library
(Rdinburght T. and T. Clark, 1899), I, 150-1, says, "As 1t is
not sald that Abel hlmgelf kindled his offering, it appears
that the vieible sign of look of favour . . . conslsted in
the kindling by miraculous fire of Abel's offering." Some of
the 0.T. pascages that are sometimes clted in support of this
gheory are Lev. 9:243 1 Kgs. 183383 1 Chron. 21:263 2 Chron.
tl.

But John Calvin, Commentaries on the First Book of ioses,
colled Genesis, translgted from the Latin by John King (Grand
Rapide: ¥m. B. Zerdmans Publishing Co., 1948}, I, 196-7, says
about this theory, "The Hebrews, according to thelr manner,
resort tec divination, and imggine that the sacrifice of Abel
was congumed by celestial fire; but, slnce we ought not to
allow ourselves so great a license as to invent miracles, for
which we have no testimony of Scripture, let Jewlsh fables be
dismisged."

{
;
b Rt |
4J$H1nu@r, ODe Cite, PPe 104=5, calls thls the common j

4G F. Keil and F. Delitzsch, The Pentateuch, in Bibli-
cal Commentary on the 0ld Testament, translated into English
from the German by Jaues Martin, vole II in the 4th Serles of
Clark's Foreisn Theological Librgry (Edinburgh: T. and T.
Clark, n.d), I, 110, remind us of the dual direction of the
look of Jehovah.

4530 Galvin, op. cit., I, 197. &«
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Perhpps we mgy offer the proposal that the fire with
which Abel lgnited his offering spread and lncreased until it
had congumed the whole saecrifice, while the fire which Cailn
sterted in his offering smoldered a while and then went out.

At any ratey, Wwe are in good company Af we hﬁld that al=-
ready at the time of Caln and Abel the burning of the sacri-
fice sigulflied the acceptance of that sacrifice by God.

This brings us to an 0ld Testament story that is ordinar-
1ly not associated wilth the subject of sacrifice, but which
this writer considers very instructive on the subject. It is
the story of Jacob's deceit by which he received the blessing
thet Isaac intended for Eaau.46 Briefly, the story goes like
this: Igaac sent Esau out to hunt game and to bring in a meal
for Issac to eal, that he might bless Esau.47 While Egau was
gone, Jacob came in with his imitation wild-game-meal, and,
posing as Esau, told his father to sit up and eat, that he
might bless him.48 After a discussion, Isaac told his son to
bring the fcood to him, that he might eat of his sqn's game and
biess hime Thie Jacob did. And Isaac ate the meat and drank
some wine which Jacob also brought.49 Then Isasc blessed

Jacob. Later, Esau appeared with his platter of meat and

46gen. 27:1-40.
4Ten. 271340
*8gen. 27:18,19.
49Gen. 27125.

TR
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invited hig father to est and bless him.5° Vhen Isaac real-
ized that he had been deceived, he sald, "Who was it then that
hunted gamne and brought it to me, and I ate it all before you
ceme, and I have bleseed himP--yes, and he shall bhe
blessed."51 wWhen Zsau pleaded with hile father to give him
gome blegsing, Isaac had none Lo give.sa

Throughout the story there le a close conunection between
the eating and the bleasing.53 Jome have speculated that in

connectlon with the blessing there was some sacrificial
4

\Ji

meal.”" But this has been objected to on the basis of the

later laws which reguired that only domesticated animals be
uged for sacrlfice.ﬁs

With regard to Isaac's statement that Jacob would be

5% en. 27:30,31.

5lgens. 271%3==the RSV conjectures that the text should
vead all insikead of the Hebrew from all.

52Gen., 27:34=40,.

53Sk1nner, Ope cit.p Do 369. where he says that he be=
lieves that this close connection rests on some religious
notion which we can no longer recover.

54H. C. Leupold, Exposition of Genegis (Grand Rapids:
Baker Book House, c.19E2§, TI, 738, attributes this to Luther
and others, but he himself disagrees. Herman Gunkel, Genesis
Ugbersetzt und Erklacrt, I Dand in I Abteilung im Joettingen

zum Alten Testament, herausgegeben von W. Nowack,

Handkommentar zum
et al. (5te unveraenderte suflage; Goettingen: Vandenhoeck
und_ Ruprecht, 1922), p. 309, says, "Hier scheint es sich ur-
spruenglich um ein Opfermahl gehandelt zu haben, bel dem dle

Gotthelt zitiert wird."

55Leupold, ope cites II, 738, thinks that the patriarchs
were aware at this early date of the principle involved in
the later lMosaic Lawe.
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blessed, some have geld that this was an expression of Isaac's
sudden awareness of the fact that he had been trying to go
against God's will, an expression of repentance for hig
obgtinacy, and an cxpresslion of resignation to the divine
will.56 In counection with this theory it is said that Iszac
could have withdrawn hls blessing 1f he had wanted to, but
that he refused %0 4o 80 when he realized that it was God's
will to bless Jacob.ST

Others have sald thgt there was something in the very
nature of the blessing that made it 1rrevocab1eg58 as was the
cage with the lagws of the Medes and the Persians.

But it secms to this writer that 211l this talk gbout a
sacrificial meal establishling communion with God and about
the intrinsic revocability or lrrevocabllity of the blessing
misses the reel point of the story. It seemse that the resson
glven by Iasac himeself for his inability to revoke the vless-
ing was the fact that he had eaten all or at least selections

from every part of the supposed wild anima1.59 The eating

567n1s idea is suggested by Leupold, op. cit., II, 753,
when he calls 1t Isaac's recognitlon that God's providence
had “"checked him in his unwise and wicked enterprise." Cf.
Calvin, ODpe clte, II, 93=4.

57This 1s suggested by Celvin, op. cit., II, 94.
5851{111!191‘, QD .c_i_t_og Pe 372.

591 we read all with the RSV, 1t means that Isaac ate
either the whole animal or the whole meal. If we read from
all with the Hebrew text, it means that Isaac ate selectlions
from the meat that had been prepared, perhaps cholece pleces
of the animal that were customarlly eaten in connection with
the giving of a blessing of thls nature.




T4
was what establlshed the blessing ae an lrrevocable thing.

in a sense, then, this story deplcts sacrifice tec 2 man.
This 1g mnot to be connected with ancestor-worship or with any
thought that Isaac was a god. But in this scene, in nan;
respects, we see exactly the same thing happening that we
later see in the lawe of sacrifice given by God.

Isaac hed a lessing to give; and he wanted his son to
have not only his word but 2lso the customarily accepted vis-
ual assurance of the blessing. Therefore, he sent his son
out to hunt game and to bring in the meal, specifying the pur-~
poge of the meal: that he mlight bless him. By accepting and
eating the meal, Isaac bound himgelf %o the blessing with the

standard

3

method of binding oneself to a covenmant. Such g
blessing or covensnt once estgblished by eating all of the
offering or at least selected portions from every lmportant
part of the animgl could not under any circunstances be broken.
This must have been a law {written or unwritten) according to.
which men 1lived. Whether there was a penalty involved for
breaking such an sgreement, or noty; once a man had broken such
an agreement his integrity was forever ruined and his bargain-
ing ability loat.

The aﬁthor of the firat two books of the Blble was not
concerned with glving a complete history of the religion of
Israel, and he was particularly not céncerned with giving a

complete picture of the development of sacrifice or of its

megning and purpose. He has given us only glimpses into the
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worship=life of the patriarchs. Iluch more information gbout
sacrifice ls avellable to us in the book of Leviticus and
later books.

But on the basils of the glimpses that we have into early
life gnd early sacrifice, it seems that we can at least tenta~-
tively draw a few baslc conclugions regarding the original
meaning and purpoge of sacrifice. God Instituted sacrifice
as a concrete, visuel sssuprance to his people of his grace
and failthfulness. From God's viewpoint, the purpose was to
glve his people this additlonal assursnce. From men's view-
point, sacriflice meant that God accepted him and his offering.

Sometimes God's blessing was sought by man.60 At other
times it was offered, unrequested, hy God.6l Somet imes the
sacrlifice sealed a covenant between God and man-62 At other
times it scemg that the sacrifice was brought in gratituge for
blessinges already received .3

When that part of the sacrifice which was offered to God
was congumed, this constituted a solemn and irrevocable pledge
of dod's acceptance of man, of the fact that God would fulfill
his promises, and of the fact that God would bless the offerer.

6OThis gseemg to have been the case with Nozh (Gen.
8:20-22). 80 also wlth Jacob in Gen. 463l-4,

6lps 4n Gen. 1217 and 26324-25.
62As in Gen. 8:20-22 and Ex. 24:14-8.

63Th13 was perhaps the original thought of Noah (Gen.
8:20"22) e
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In response to this, one is likely to say that when a
flre ls made of proper Tuel, iz properly kindled, and has suf-
filclent draft, it is bound to burn and %o consume the sacri-
Tlee; therelfore 1t can not be understood as a sign of gnything,
glnce the chances of lts golng out are very small, But this
ig exoctly the point, it seems. God wanted his people to be
sure of his grace and Talthfulness. Therefore, he gave them
a sure elgn. Just as sure as it is that the sacrifice will be
consumed by fire, just s0 sure la 1t that God 1ls gracious,
bleseing those who deserve 10 blessing but cast theuselves
upon him for grace; that God is faithful, keeping his cove-
nent and fulfilling his promlses; and that God accepts those
who come %o him in the proper apirit.

This supe sign to the true worshiper could easily be
corrupted and mlaused by the untrue vorsihlper, whose worship
64

was all external. And 1t was abused by many. But for the

Taithful it remained a comforting and blessed assurance.
g

Arne sgme ls true of the N.T. means of grace: they are
a sure sign and a great comfort to true bellevers, but they
can also be zbused by the insincere, resulting in overconfi-
dence and ingifference.




CHAPTER VI

THE MEANING AND PURPOSE OF THE CHIEF ANIMAL SACRIFICES

OF LEVITICUS

<«

This chapter discusses the mesnlng and purpose of the
four chief animal sgerifices of Leviticus: (1) the burnt of-
fering; (2) the peace offering; (3) the sin offering; (4) the
gullt offering. It does not dliscuss guch rites as the cereal |
offering, the firstfruits, incense offerings, llbations, the {
showbhread, or the passover. Since the passover celebration !
involved the killing and eating of an animel, one mgy wonder
why this feast ls not included in this discussion. The reason
is simply this, that the passover was not a sacriflice in the
usual sense of the wordi no part of 1t was burned as an offer-
ing to God. What could not be caten was burned; but this
burning was a matter of disposal, not of offering to God .+t

Such »itual acts as redemption of the flirst-born and
purification procedures after inflictlon with leprosy, after
contact with blood or a dead body, after childbirth, and after
the incurring of unclegnness in various other ways, are dis-
cuszed only as they pertain to one of the four chief animal
sacrifices.

lany writers hold that, while the burnt offering and the

lgy, 12:2-10; cf. Royden Keith Yerkes, Sacrifice in Greek
and Roman Reliplons and Early Judalsm (New York: Charles Scrib-

——

ner's Sons, 1952), PP. 82-T7, 125.

\:
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peace offering asre very anclent sacrifices, the sin offering
and the gullt offering were not introduced until the time of
the exile.? The fact that all four of them ave digcuased
together in the flret seven chapters of Leviticue is generally
attributed to the work of a late priestly redactor. But as
one regds the book of Leviticus carefully and thoughtfully
and a2t the sgme time rapidly enough to vlew the entire book
ag 2 whole, one gets the impreseion that there is & very close
unity to the whole book which is more than the work of a re-
dactor. As one sgees how the gin offering and the burnt
offering, and the guillt offering and the burnt offering, are
vepcatedly tied together, psrticularly in the restoration of
one who nag in one way or another beccme unclean, one wonders
how any sacrificlial system lavolving the burnt offering and
the peace offering as they are described and limited in the

book of Leviticus could have been in force before the

21, Wheeler Robingon, Redemption and Revelation, in The

Library of Constructive Theology, edited by W. Re. Matthews
and H. Jheeler Robinson (New York; Harper and Brothers,
c.1942), p. 249, traces the peace offerling back to nomadie
timee before the settlement in Palestine. He believes that
the burnt offering was derived irog thi Gangagiteifgriog tg
the exile. Harold H. Rowley, The Heaning of Sacrifice in the
0ld Tesbament (Msnchesters University Press, 1950), D. 05,
Baye that the word for gullt offering is never used in this
technical sense in pre-exilic writings. 5. C. Gayford, Sacri-
fice and Prlesthood: Jewish and Christian (London: lMethuen,
192%), p. 32, says, "The Trespass Offering and the Sln Offer-
inz are hardly earlier than the Exile." On p. 47, he says
that it is not until Fxeklel that the word for sin offering
415 used of a sacrifice. All of these writers hold the Penta-
teuch ag we have it to be a very late document.
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introductlon of the sin offering and the guilt offering.3

Thilsz ie not to say that there could have been no burnt
offerings or peace offerings before the introduction of the
g8in and gullt offerings. Indecd, it iz evideut that the
burnt offering and the peace offering on the individual or
small-group level go back to the origin of the human r'ac:e,l'L
while the sin and guilt off'erings were possibly introduced
at the time of the Levitical legislation. But the use of
the burant offering as a national instltution and especially
as an individual offering that was to he brought under cer-
taln svecified condltiona could hardly have been exercised
as described in Levliticus before the existence of the sin and

guilt offerings.5 And a peace offerdng that involved the

3The ein offering and the burnt offering were connected
at the ordinastlon of saron and hls sons (Lev. 8:114-21). The
initisl sacrifice of Aaron included sin offerlnge, burnt ofi-
ferings, and peace offerings (Lev. 9:1-22). Purification of
a woman after chlldbirth luvolved a sin offering and a burnt
offering (Lev. 12:6-8). After being cleansed of leprosy, a
person was requlred to offer a gullt offering, a sin offering,
and & burnt offering (Lev. 14:10-32). A sin offering and a
burnt offering were required after cleansing from uncleanness
due %0 a discharge from the body (Lev. 15:13-15,29-30). The
cerecmony of the Day of Atonement involved sin offerings and
burnt offerings (Lev. 16:1-28).

4o, gupra, DPe 18-20, 61l=5.

SThe chief occasion of a burnt offering by an individual
in Leviticug is after cleansing from some sort of uncleanness.
In every such case, this burnt offering is always preceded by
a sin offering, and sometlimes also by a guilt offering. Evi-
dently, a person was not permltted to offer a burnt offering
after he had incurred uncleanness until he had first offered
a sin offering. Furthermore, at the ordination of priests
and on the Day of Atonement, the sin offering always preceded
the burnt offering. (Continued on p. 80.)
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limitatlions that are given in Leviticus could not have been
offered unlese the sin and guilt offerings were also in

existence.”

Reasons for assuming that the sin and guilt offerings

orlginated with the Levitical legislation are these. They
are not mentiloned in Genesls. Only the sin offering is men-
tloned in Txodus, and that is in connection with instructions
for the ordination of the priests,7 whilch were not carried
out until after the general laws of the sin and guilt offer-
ings had been glven in Levlticus four to seven.8 The sins

for which they were to be offered and for which they would be

Daily morning burnt offerings for the matlion, burmt offer~
inge that were a part of festival celebrations, and burnt
offerings that were brought voluntarily by individuals were
acceptable withoult belng preceded by sln offerings. But thils
geems to presuppose that the person offering such sacrifices
was not at the time tainted with any uncleanness. The indi-
vidual burnt offerings that were reguired were always preceded
by sin offerings.

6Lev. 7:19-21 specifies that only those who are clean
may eat the peace offering. All who are unclean are forbld-
den to sat of it under penalty of being cut off from thelr
people. It seems that uncleanness could be removed only by
the sin offering. Therefore, if there had been no sin offer-
ing, 1t would have been impossible for pecple to participate
in a peace offering that lncluded this specification of clean-
ness. The removal of uncleanness by the sin offering is dis-
cussed at greater length later in this chapter.

The sin offering ls mentioned in Ix. 29114, twice in
Ex. 29:36 {(here it refers to the ordination of the priests
and the dedication of the altar of burnt offering), and in
Ex. 20110 (hers it refers to the annual atonement for the
incense altar which is to be made by Aaron after he has been
ordalned).

8The ordination of the priests ls carried out in Lev.
8 21‘360
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acceplicd were not regarded as sins before the giving of the
law at ﬁinaio9 Both of these offerings provided food for the
prieste, and there was no need for this before the institution

of the priesthoo&.lo

It is true that in the peace offering
the priests also shared; a apecial portion was reserved for
them. But the peace offering was shared in by laymen as well
as prieste, and thils offerling and common mesl could easily
have been carried on by laymen without any priests before the

egtablishmeat of the prlesthcod. The setting aslde of a

juto

gpeclal portion of the peace offering for the priests must
have originated with the Levitiecal law.

lrst glance, 1t may seem that the laws of gacrifice

=y

AL
recorded lIn Levlitlicus were complled from a nuaber of sources,
each glving information gbout the gaerifices that differed

from the information given by the others. The burnt offering,

%cf. Andrew Jukes, The Law of the Offeringsg in Leviticus
I-VII (Loudon: Janes Nisbet, 18L7), DD. 142-3. ile says, in
part, "It was the law which convicted man of gin, and made it
necessary that he should have a Sin-offering." Thils Tact that
the sins covered by the sin and gullt offerings were not known
before the glving of the law and, therefore, reguired no gac-
rifices may be what Paul had in mind when he wrote, for ex-
ample: "where there is no law there ls no transgression" (Rom.
4:15); "through the law comes knowledge of sin" (Rom. 3:20);

" gin indeed wae in the world before the law was given, but sin
18 not counted where there is no law" (Rom. 5:13); "Law came

in to incresse the trespass" (Rom. 5:20). and perhaps Paul

was thinking of the sin and gullt offerings when he said, "but
where sin increased, grace abounded all the more" (Rom. 5:20).

107r the ain and guilt offerings were for a priest or
the natlon, no part was eaten. But when they were offered
for someone other than a priest or the entire natlon, almost
all of the edible parts of the animal were eaten by the priests
(LGV. 5:2&-7:10} °
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the cereal offering, the peace offering, the sin offering, ﬂ
and the gullt offering are dlscussed twice in the first seven |
chapters of lLevitlcus, and ln two different orders. Huch
addltional informetion about the use of the sin and guilt
offerings is gliven later in the book, BHut this is not evi-
dence for compilation of the bock from various sources. It
is not at all necessary to assume that, If the sacrificlal
lawe of Levitlcus had been recorded together orlginally, they
would have given all the informatlon about cach sacrifice in {
one plage. In fact, the arrangement of the discussion that ?
1s followed by Leviticus 1s exactly the sequence one would
expect to find in a book of tnls nature. FExgept for the
historical facts, which are themselves an integral part of
the bock and also serve the chief purpose of the hook, the
book of Leviticus is a book of liturgical rubrics. a4nd the
outline which the dlscussion follows is appropriate to the
purpose of the book.

The Pfirst discussion of the sacrifices 18 concerned with
the oscasion of an offering, the materials of an offering,
and the proper offering of that part whlch is comsligned to

God by fire.tt

The second discussion is primarily concerned
with the disposal of that part of the sacrifice which is %o

be eaten by man, qualifications for particlpatlon im a

17 ev. 111-627.
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sacrifice, and the respect that man is to have for the offer-
ing.le This lg followed by a historical, and at the same time
lnstructive, discussion of the ordingtion of the priests, the
offering of the flrst sacrifices in the newly-constructed
tebernacle, and some violatlons of the regulations regarding
sacrifice.l3 This 1ls followed by a discussion of what is
clean and what 18 unclean, whalt maksg g person unclesn, and

what is to be done gbout persons and thinge that incur un-
1

)

cleanness.”  lext comes a discussion of a apecific Testival,
the Day of Atonement.lB This ls followed by warnings azainat
breaklong the covenaunt and agalnst misuse of the sacrificial

system.lG The rest of the book is devoted to 2 discussion

lgLev. 6:8=T136., In this second discussion, the peacs
offering 1s placed last (it was third in the first discussion).
A reasongble explanation of thilg is the fact that 1t involved
eating by the largest number of people. In the other offer-
inga, only the priests were allowed to eat. The burnt offer-
ingz, which no one ate, is mentloned first, then the offerings
from which only the priests are permitted to eat, then the
peace offering, in which both priests and laymen partlcipate
in the ecating.

1316w, T7137-10120.

14Lev. 113:1-15:3%. In this discussion, the sin offering,
the guilt offering, and the burnt offering are mentioned as
they are reguired after cleansing from uncleanness. This
section is actually, from a liturglcal viewpoint, a statement
of the circumetances under which an individual is regulred to
offer sin, guilt, and burnt offerings.

15Lev o 16:1-34 .

161 ev. 17:1-22:33. This section includes: a warning
agalnat offering sacrlfices to anyone but Godj specificatlion
of the guilt offering for a certain sin (Lev. 19:20-22); reg-
ulations of purity for the priests, sanctity of the holy
things, and purity of animals acceptable for sacrifice.
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of varlous Testivals and periodic celebrations, coupled with
regulations that Iit this dlscussion, and closing with regu-
lations for vows and tithes (personal offerings that hawve no
direct connection with sin).lT
In general, this ls the sequence followed by the book of

Leviticue.la

Thie may not be the order in which we would con-
slder these matters 1f we were writing the book today. But

as one reads the book, one gets the Llupression that the order
that was followed by the author was followed intentionally

and with z definite purpose in mind: And one also gets the
lmpression that this is the order in which the material con-
tailned in the book was originally written.

Therefore, this writer holds that the entire sescrificial

law recorded in the book of Leviticus was glven by God through

1Tev. 2311-27:34,

18This is not intended toc be an exhaustlve outline of
the book. TFor more detailed outlines see;, e.zg., Alfred Ber-
tholet, Leviticust Erklaert, aAbtellung III in Kurzer Hand-
Commcntaw zum Alten Testament, herausgcgeben von Karl Hartd
(Tuebingen und Leipzig: J. C. B. Mohr [Pesul Siebeck], 1901),
PP« v-vili; S. R. Driver, An Introduction to the Literature
Of the 0ld Testament, in The International Theological
Librery, edited by Stewart D. F. Salmond and Charles A Briggs
(4th editlon- Edinburgh: T. and T. Clark, 1832), pp. 35-43;
Herman L. Strack, Die Buecher Genesis, Exodus, Leviticus und
Numeri, erste Abtellung 1m ersten Teil in Kurzgefaszter . Kom=
mentar zu den helligen Schriften Alten und ?cuen Tesgame;ta
gowle zu den Apokryphen, herausgegeben von lermann Strac
und Otto Zoeckler (nuenchen: G. He. Beck'sche Verlagsbuch-
handlung, 1894), pp. ix-x; Edward J. Young, An Introduction
to the 01d Testament (Grand Rapids: “m. R. Eerdmans Publishing
Co., 6.19L9, pp. 79-05.




85

Moses at Hount 51nai.19
As we studled sacrifice among God's people before the
Levitical legislation, we found no explicit explanstion of

the meaning and purpose of sacrifice.go

As we look to the
lawe of Levitlcus, we Tind even there no explicit reference
to the mesning and purpogse of the sacrifices involved. The
reason for this may well be that sacrifice had been known
and practiced among God's people long before the Levitical

lawe were given521 Presumably, everyone understcod the

meaning and purpose of sacrifice. Therefore, the writer of

H

Levitlcus concerned himself primarily with those details of
the gacrificlial system that were new. Thess weres the or-
ganlizztlon of a sacrificlal eystem on a national level; the

establishment of a permanent sanctuary and priesthood; the

I

gThis view ig shared by Carl Frledrich Eeill, Leviticus,
Humeri und Deutepronomium, zweliter Band in erster Tell in
Biblischer Commentar ueber dae slte Testament, herausgegeben
von Carl Fricdrich Kell und Franz Delitzsch (Leipzig:
Doerffling und Franke, 1862}, pe 5. Cf. C. F. Kell and F.
Delltzsch, The Pentateuch, vol. II in Blbllcal Commentary
on the 01d Testament, tzanslated from the German ?y J;ﬁesl
Martin, vol. II in the 4th Series of Clark's Foreign €0lo~-
gical Library (wdinburgh: T. and T. Clark, 1891), p. 206&4.
This view is not shared by Bruno Baentsch, Exodus-
Leviticus-Numeri: Uebersetzt und #rklaert, 2 Band in I Ab-
tellung in Handkommentar zum Alten Testament, herausgegeben
von . Nowack (Goettingen: Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht, 1903),
PP. v-xlv; Bertholet, g%. cit., pp. ix-xiv; Driver, op. cit.,
PP. 39-55; 7. 0. E. Oesterley and Theodore H. Robliuson, An
Introduction to the Books of the Old Testament (New York:
Macmillan, 1934), Pp. 22-67; Strack, OD. Ccite, DPP. xill-xvil.

2001‘- s8upra, PDe 7&—5-

2lC.f. gupra, pp. 18-9, 61-5.
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formulation of an exact sacrificlal ritual; the specification
of priestly functlons .22

Since there 1s actually very 1little information about
the meaning and purpose of sacrifice given anywhere in elther
the 0ld or the New Testament, we are constrained to rely al-
moat conpletely on secondary matcerlals for ilnformation on the
subject. Ag we view the suggestlons that have been cffered
by secondary sources, largely on the baeie of studles of pagan
worghlp rites, we can use the Informatlion that we £ind there
to draw tentative conclusions about the meaning and purpose
of Israel's sacrifices co long as these tentatlve conclusions
geem to be in harmony with the 1nformation that is given in
the Bible, seem to explain some of the unclear Bibliczl in-

formation, aand do not contradict any clear Bibllcal teachings.
Factors Involved in All Four of the SBacrifices

411 four of the cacrifices under discuasion were God's
gift to his people, channels of grace through which he ap-

proached his people in a redemptive way.23 Like the Hew

22p, D, Kidner, Sacrifice in the 01d Testament (London:
Tyndale Press, 1952;, DD. O=Y, writesa—“ft should be remem=

bered . . o that the codifying of the sacriflclal systen is

not represented as a bresk with the past so much as a 1reor-

ganizing of what already exlsted in an elementary form. The
basic sacrifices, the burnt-offering and the peace-offering,
were still basic, and kept the general character which they

had had before. What was new was the priesthood, the sanc-

tuary and the law," '

234¢. supra, pp. 12, 17-8, T5-6.
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Testament megns of grace, thege sacrifices were valid and
powerful only because of God's institution and hie decision
to operate through ‘bhem.gbr Also like the Hew Testament means
of grace, although God's redemptive power was always avall-
able Iin sacrifice, 1t was not forced upon man; it wes neces-
sary for man to take the inltiative in making use of the
megna of grace that God had provided by bringing his sacri-
fices to the sanctuary.25

Isrgel's sacriflces distinguished her from her pagan
nelzhbors. Excdus and Leviticus both contaln very severe
warnings against participation in the slns and sacrifices
of the Canaenites and the 1dolatry of the Egyptians and the

Canaanites.26

Leviticus clearly states that 1t was because
of the asins of the Canaanites that God was driving them from
the 1and.27 ind it also states very clearly that if the Is-
raclites practiced the gbominations of the Canasnites, they
too would be driven out of the land.28 These statements are

basic to an understanding of the words of the prophets who

eqcfo RO'ﬂlE‘y, 0P Qito’ PDoe 95, 101' 110.

25Ibid. This 1s not to suggest syunergism in conversiom. - -
The 014 Testament saint who brought an offering was already
a child of God by virtue of the covenant made with his fathers
and extended to him in circumcision.

QGEX, 2014-5,23; 22:20; 23:123=-33; 34311-1T7; Lev. 11:44-45;
18:3,21; 20:2-5; 2631.

2T ey, 18:24=28; 20123.
28} oy, 18:28; 20:22,24-26; 26:14-39.
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predlcted the deastructlion of the land of Israsl and the exile
of God's people.

In the saerificlal sct there were ususlly three najor
stages that need %0 be dlacussed. These were the killing of
the animal, the use of the blcood, and the actuel offering of
gome part of the animgl on the altar. One wrlter hgs made a
big issue of the distinction between these three stages.29
He has sald that the offering on the altar constituted an
act cof worehlip. This act of worship could not be engaged In
by anyone who had incurred any sort of ritual £8b00.5C  The
blocd rite that preceded the offering on the altar was not a
part of woership, but s necessary preliminary for the pur-

pose of removing any taboo which might dlsquellfy one for
1

w

worshlp. e has further pointed out that the animegl was
ordinarily killed by the offerer, not the priest. And from
this he draws the conclusion that the death of the animal was
not an essential part of sacrifice. It wes only a necessary
preliminary, the last stage of the preparation for sacrifice.02

The death of the animal had no signlficance, it was simply

the meane of providing the necessary blood for the blood rite

29This 18 Yerkes, op. cit.; paseim. 4
301pid., p. 50
3l1via., pp. 50, 168, 195=6.

321b1d., pe 135. This view is shared by Gayford, 9p.
cit., PPs 106=To
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and the mecessary meat for the offering on the altor oo
In connectlon with thls theory, the same writer holds
that atonement was little more than prayer.34 He has found
evidence that some primitive people always performed some
external act as a prayer. In fact; the sction was the real

esgence Of prayer. Any words that may have accompanled the

actlon were of only secondary 1mportance .9 Claiming that

J2¥erkes, opn. c¢it., PP. 4=5, says, "The death of the
animal, wvhile a necessary fact prelimlnary to the sacriflce
as 1t iz necessary to the preparation of a rocast of meat for
dinner, was not a factor of the sscrifice any more than it 1is
a feclor of the dlnner. The anilmal had to be killed for the
purpose, as any anlual has to bPe killed before it can be
gaten. Slaying for sacrlfice was naturally performed with
golemnity proper for the occasion, but no significance was
ever attached to the fact that the animal had died.™

3%1pid., pp. 178-82. He calls upon the Septuagint and
Latin translations of the word for atonement as evidence that
before the introduction of the word atonement into the English
language, this idea had never been understood as the meaning
of the word. Basically, the word meant t0 pray or %o pray
out. The prayer that was Involved was intended to effect a
cleanging or purification. TFor this recason, to cleanse or

to purify is often a good tramslation of the word. The idea
of reconciliation was not comnnected with the word by elther

the Greek or the Latin translators.

35Ibld., P. 100, where he writes: "Ceremonial manipu-
lation of greins of barley 1s llkewlese famllier as a prelude
to a thusla [a Greek sacrifice similar to the peace offeringl
Oor to prayer when unaccompanied by o thusla. The grains
might be placed in a basket near the devotee or they might
be scattered or cast about. Oak leaves might be substituted
if varley greins were umobtainable. The origin of the rite
1s obscure; ite contlnuance is due to religlous conservatisnm,
strengthened by the idea that 'dolng something with something
is a2 necessary accompaniment of prayer. In fact, the spoken
worde are the accompaniment: the scattering of barley gralns
constitutes the act of prayer. The deeply sacred character
of this idea i1z not alwayse realized by many modern people
whose concept of prayer is limlted to speaking words."
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atonement la tled to the Hlood rites, he sffirms thet the use
of the blood of & sacrifice constituted an act of prayer.36

It is true that the use of the blood of & sscrifice was
a very importent part of the rltual.37 And it 1lg poseible
that prayer was at least one of the primary meanlngs involved
in the word that is usually translated "make stonement." It
certalnly seems llkely that somewhere in the sacrificial

rituel, prayver would be included.38 It is also true that the

3%1n1d., p. 50; of. pp. 178-B2. Atonement, whatever the
word 1s taken to mean, is frequently conmnected with the use
of the blood; cf. Jukes, 9p. ¢lt+y Pp. 154-5.

3T1tn every animal sacrifice, something was specified to
be done with the blood. . I, Hoore, "Sacrifice," Encvclo-
Paedia Biblicme, edited by T. X. Cheyne and J. S. Black (Lon-
don: Adam and Charles Rlack, 1903), IV, col. 4217, says,
"From first to last the utmost importance attaches to the
disposition of the victim's blood. Indeed, it may be ssgld
that this ie the one universsl and indispensable constituent
of macrifice! Gayford, op. cit., pp. 106=7, writea: “"Later
Jewish thought also recoznized the truth that 'the sprinkling
of the blood is the main point in sacrifice.'"

38ferkes, ope gite, Po 102, writes: "An interesting
Phrage is found in two o0ld inscriptlons describing men as
thuontes kai euchomenoi--thuing and praying. The two words
belonged together; prayer was the preparation for a thuslaj
e thusia was the most desirable form of prayer." Rowley,
OD. ¢it., Do 77, quotes Baumgarten, In Dle Re¢ligion in Ge-
schichte und Gegenwart, edited by F. M. Schiele and L.
Zacharnack (1913), 1V, col. 956, as saying that sacrifice
wae orlginally nothing else than prayer accompsnied by gifts:
"Urspruenglich ist das Opfer sogar nichts anderes als ein mit
Gaben dargebrachtes Gebet, ein die Bitte nach antikem Urtell
notwendigervelse begleitendes Geschenk, dargebracht in der
Absicht, die Wirkung jener zmu verataerken durch den Tatbewels
dafuer, dasz man sich den Erwerb des goettlichen Wohlgefallens
etwas kosten lasse.," It is difflicult to imagine how the en=-
tire sacrificial ritual could have been carried on without
Prayer.
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animal was usually, if not alwsys, killed by the offerer.39
But the fast that the killing was not done by the priest as
an eggsentlal poart of the sacrifice doee not prove that the
death of the anlmel was insignificant. Another writer has
clearly shown that the blood that was used as a part of the
sacrificial ritual slgnified the vliolent death of the anlmal,qo
Furthermore, the book of Levitlcus does not clearly attach

41

the making of atonement to the blood ritecs. In fact, it

+

often appears that the actual offering of the part of the
animgl that was burned conetituted the makliag of atonement.42
Perhsps both the blood rite and the offering on the altar
combingd to make an act of atonement. It seems that the most

logical time at which to offer prayer for the offerer would

39%¢. Leve 115,113 312,8,15; 414,24,29,33.

40K1dner, Op. cit., PP. 24-5, quoted supra, p. 50.

4114 3¢ tpue that Lev. 17:10-16 emphasizes the blood as
the thinz that accompliches atonement (here the mesning seems
to be purification or cleansinz). But in every instance in
the book of Leviticus where the making of atonement ls men-
tioned in connection with a sacrifice, it is always mentioned
after the actual offering on the altar. Furthermore, al-
though there was a blood rite also 1n connectlion with the
Peace offerinsm, t0 the knowledge of this writer the making of
atonement 1s never mentioned in the book of Levitiecus in
direct connection with the peace offering. Perhaps 1t was
the blood that effected purification, whlle the fire and
smoke that ascended as s pleasing odor from the burnt offer-
ing gave evidence that the purdification had been accomplished
and that God accepted the sacrifice. Thus, it is the blood
that makes atonement, but it is the whole process of blood
rite and offering on the altar that glves the offersr assur-
ance of the atonement.

420f. for exanple, Leve. 4:120,26,31;35; 5:10; 12:7.
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be the time at which the smoke and five of the offering was
ascending heavenward from the altar,43

There are baslically three views of the significance of
the laying of the hand of the offerer on the head of the
animal before the sacrifice. The first is that it represented |

b

tranaference of the offerer's eins to the amirr:zsa.l.l"tr This
was the gigniflcance of the laying of hands on the head of

4 1
the scapegoat on the Day of Atonement.?® But whether this 1

aying of the hand on the other

=

was the significance of the
sacrifices ls not indicated by the book of Levitlecus.

A second view is thet the loying on of hands meant that
the offerer was offering hls own sacrifice by proxy. Before
the estanlishment of the priesthood, each person had offered ;<
hie own secrifice. B8ut with the introduction of the prlest-
hood, this task became assigned to the prlests. When the
worshiper brought his animal to the door of the sanctuary
and laid his hand on its head, he was saylng in effect, Thils

lg ny sacrifice; I am offering it, even though the priest 1s

43This would be especially true in the case of a pleasing-
odor offering, such as the burnt offering. It seems to be
generally believed that the burning of lncense on the incense
altar was symbolically connected with prayer.

AAThis seems to be the traditional view. But none of
the recent writers on the subject hold this view.

451 ev. 16:21-22., Yerkes, op. glte, p. 134, says of this
passage, "This 1s the only instance of explanation of meaning
of the act and is not in connection wlth a sacrifigs, but
refers to an animal which is not to be sacrificed.
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dolng it for me . *6
A third view is that the laying on of hands expressed
identification of the offerer with his offerinso47 One branch
of this ldea ls that in offering a sacrifice the worghiper

wae symbolically offering hlmself.48 Another branch of this

view 1=z that the anlmal bore the offender's Judgment for

4G
him.*? As we dliscuss the Individual sacrifices, we shall see
that all of theze ideas seem to play some part in the various

sacrifices .2

The Burnt Offering

The burnt offeriag was the only sacrifice in which the

BBre . v 7=
+DGI. 3’.(—:1"1.699 9_{20 Cit‘o, Pe lj‘#c

T30 Jukes, op. cit., p. 38; Kidner, op. cit., p. 25;
Rowley, op. cit«, Do ;s Dussaud, Les Orizlnes consanecuunes
du sacrifice isrselite (1921), p. 27, a8 cited by /. C. E.
Oesterley, Sacrifices in Anclent Israel (New York: Macmillan,
C19373), p. 19, '

2]
4“So Rowley, ops cite., D. 83, Yerkes, op. cit., p. 159,
also adopts this view.

4950 Kidner, ops gite, Do 25. Jukes, Op. cit., Pp. 38,
135, alsc presents thls theory. But he ties it to the casting
out into an unclean place of the remaing of the =sin and guilt
offerings: "the offerer in his offering surrendered himself
as a simner to God's judgment, snd was cast out as accursed
into the wilderness." Thils is possible, but it seems unlikely
in view of the fact that in the 8in and gullt offerings, the
atonement was accomplished and finished before the disposal
of the remalns. Besldes, only the remalns of a few sin and
guilt offerings were disposed of in this way. Ordinarily,
the priests ate the flesh of the sin and guilt offerings.

SOMcst writers make uge of more than one of these views
in their discussion of sacrifice.
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whole animpl wgg burned. It has been called the chief cultie
sot of Israel's sacrificisl system.El It formed the chief
part of the daelly morning and evening sacrifices.2° 4s the
Israclite went ghout his daily work, no matter where he was,
he knew that In the tabernacle, or, later, in the temple, the
dally burnt offerlngs were belng secrificed for him as a mem-
ber of Cod's people .23

The burnt offering wazs offered for individuals or for
the nation. Yhen the individual laid hie hand on his offer-
log, At is very llkely that one thing that this syanbolized T
was the fect that thle was his offering, being offered for
him by the priest. In every burnt offering, whether individ-
ual or for the natlon, it seems that the laying om of hands
also symbolized ldentiflcation with the offering.”’ The
consignuent of the entire offering to God through flre aym- |
bolized man'e giving of himeelf entirely to God. This was
an act of total devotion to God, a complete dedicatlion of

self or nation to the God of the covenant.55

The fire which consumed the burnt offerlng symbolized

5150 Yerkes, 9pe. ¢it., 0. 140,

22xx. 29:58~-46; william Moenkemoeller, Ihe Festivsgls and
Sacrifices of Israel (S%. Louist Concordia Publlighing House,

S3Moenkemoeller, Ops cltes Do 7o
B%erkes, op. glte.s Pp. 159, 201.

556ayford, op. cit., p. 433 Kidner, Op. clt., PP. 13, 15;
YGI‘kGS, 22. E:-J-‘—t-.’ ppl 145-6’ 158-9, 201!
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God's acceptance of the offerer.5% The first sacrifices that
were offered by Aaron ln the tabernacle were kindled by fire
that came forth from God.o! The dedlcation secriflices that
werec offered by Solomon in the temple were also kindled by
fire from heaven.se In this way God demonstrated his will-
ingness to ablide in his house, hls approval of sacrificial
worship in his house, and his acceptance of both the offerings
and the offerers. The Tire that was thus begun by God in the

altar wasg kept golug day and night; 1t was never zllowed to

Since the burnt offering symbolized man’s total devotion

of himself to God and God!'

e acceptance of his peopls and his
willingness to abide with them, the burnt offering was a true
and expressive symbol of the covenant relationship that exist-
ed between God end his people. God had chosen to dwell wilth
his people and to rule over them and blees them. This was
his side of the covenant. On man'e side, the covenant re-

guired complete devotion of himself to his Gode.

The burnt offering presupposed the existence of the

5661, Gayford, ops clt., p. 80; supra, 55-6, 67-T1, T5-6.
These references are to fire as a symbol of acceptance of the
offering. Since the cffering represented the offerer, the
acceptance of the offering constituted the acceptance of the
offerers. .

5TLev. 9s24; of. Gayford, QOP. cile, P 80.
582 Chron. 73l=3e
59%.ev. 6112-13; cf. Gayford, 9p. cit., P« 80,
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covenant relationship between God and his peonle. It did not
establish or re-establiesh that covenant. The fact that dburnt
6fferings were brought dally did not symbolize the repeated
re~cstaoblishment of the covenant. It rather symbollzed the
fact that the covenant relationshlp was a continuing thing.
Apart from the covenant relstionship no burnt offering could

be offered; 1t would not be accepted.ﬁo The fact that the

burnt offering could be offered and was accepted by the per=-
petual fire which had been begun by God expressed the fact
that the covenant was in existence and contlnued to be in
force.

Since the whole of the burnt offering wes offered to God
by fire, this looks wery much like a gift on man's part. One
writer has even suggested that the burnt offerlng was an ex-
pression of man's willingness to deprive himgelf of the common
meal by handing over the entire animal ©O God.sl This idea
of self-denial and abstinence is supposed to have becoune
associoted with ideass of propitiation and appeasement. If
the offerer thought that God was for some reason angry. he
would give hinm the entire animal as a gift rather than assume

the relationship of fellowship which the common meal of the

60, p. Paterson, "Sacrifice," 4 Dictionary of the Bible,
edited by James Hastings, et al. (Wew York: Charles Scribner's
Sons, 1902), IV, 338, saye, "it was only on the assumption
that he was still 'in a etate of grace' that he was allowed
to sacrifice at allt for the sins which led God to cast men
Off no sacrifice was accepted."

61G&y:f0!‘d, OpPe cit., Do 41,
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peace offering 1mplicd.®? 1t 1s very likely that man‘s think-
ing often followed thilas directlon. But the Leviticsl regu-
lations concerning sacrifice do not give any support to the
idea of propitiating an angry 302,53

God did not need burnt offerings for nourishment or
strength., In fact, they were of no value to him for these
purpoaes.sﬁ It 1s really lmpossible for man to give auything
to the Lord of the vniverse. Therefore, it seecums that the
of fering of an animal in the burnt offering really 4did not
constitute a gift. The gift that was involved, 1f we may call
it a 2ift, was the gift that was sywbolically offered, that
le, the person of the offerer. The burnt offering symbollzed
his giving of himself to God.

The burnt offering wes sometimes offered without a sin

A
-

offering.” As such, it was a vivid reminder of the constanecy
and perpetulty of the covenant and of the dewmands which the

covenant made upon man. To the knowledge of this writer,

52711d., pp. 41-2.
631p1a., p. 105.

6%%1aner, op. cit., p. 23, says, "the notlon that man
could feed or enrich his Creator had no basis In the Law, and
was held up to scorn by the Prophete and Psalmists." Cfe.
Jer. T:22, where God saye that he did not speak about burnt
offerings to the Israeclite fathers as though he were hungry
and needed them for food.

65 ing ifices
A8, €e.Rs, 1n the dally morning and evening sacr

(Ex. 29:35-41?,,1n connection with the offering of filrstfrults
(Lev. 2319-14), in payment of a vow or as a freewlll offering
(Lev. 22:18-20). :
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the concept of making atonement and the concept of Torglive=-
nese are never counected in Exodus or Leviticus with a burnt
offering that is not preceded by a ain offering.66 However,

it seems that the offering of the burnt offeringz without a

sin offering could only be done by one who had not incurred ;
unclieanness, which requlred a sin offering. “henever a burnt
offering ls offered by one who has incurred uancleanness, it

is glways preceded by a sin Offering.67 And in connection

with thie offering of a sin offering followed by a burnt ¥
offering, the concepte of makling atonemeut and of forgive-

nese come into the picture.68

This seems to suzgest a epecial use of the burnt offer-

ing in connection with the gin offering. Ordinarily, the

8mpe only exception of which this writer is aware is
Lev. 1:4. The burnt offering that is subseguently described
is not called an offering for atonement. But in the specifi-
cation of what kind of animal 1s acceptable, it 1s stated
that the kind of animal described is acceptable for atonement
purposes. Therefore, this passage does not invelidate the
statement made in the text, since it is slmply giving in-
formation about the acceptability of an offering. Some
burnt offerings were connected with sin offerings, and then
the 1dea ol atonement was definitely attached to them. And
since this is true, it 1s appropriate that in e general dls-
cuseion of the burnt offering, the type of animal acceptable
for atonement purposes should be mentioned.

675.g., Lev. 5:7-10; B8114-21; 9:8-14,15-17; 14115-20, ~
30-31; 16:3,5,6-25. In Lev. 12:6-8, the burnt offering and
the sin offering are mentioned together, with the burnt of-
fering mentioned first. But the offering of the sacrifices
ie not individually mentioned; only the fact thet the two
are to be offered ls mentioned. '“herever the offering of
each of the two sacrlifices ls mentioned separately, the sin
offfering always comes first.

68y, ., Lev. 51103 12:7,8; 14:20,31; 16:6-25.

A
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burnt offering symbollzed the perpetulty of the covenant.
And from God's side, it was perpetual; he would never break
it. But from man'es viewpoint, the covenant was not so en-
duringz. IHe was repecatedly breakling it by failing to keep
himgell clean and by fglling intc sin. And sin cut hinm off
from fellowship with God and from worship,69 end 1t required
the briungivng of a sln offering. When man brought hls sin
offering, he also brought a burnt offering as a sign of his
recadiness 0 reassume his responsibllities under the covenant.

In his burnt offering, he rededicated himeelf to God. And as
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fire on the altar consumed his burnt offering,
he was vividly shown that God was constantly resdy to accept
the repentant sinner back, and that God wae acceplting hime.
When the gin offering and the burnt offering are men-
tioned together, the msking of atonement and the forglveness
are glways attached to the entire ceremony of the dual offer-
1ng.70 The entire act supplied assurance of forglveness to
the offerer. His sin offering was accepted and atonement was
made. As sssurance that he was now clean and that he had
been accepted back into fellowship with God in the covenant,

the burnt offering was consumed by God's own fire.
The Peace Offering

The peace offering was the only one of the four major

GQCfo Yerk@s, _O-Eo g_:!..i'o, PP« 50, 195.
TOLey. 531103 12:7,8; 14118-20,30-313 16324-25.
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animal sacrifices of Leviticus in which the offerer partici-~
pated in the eating. In this sacriflce, God, the priests,
the offerer, and his friends all participated in the eating.71

In the sin and puilt offerings, only the priest who offered

the gacrifice received a portion to eat.72 But in the pesce
offeringz, the wave breast went to the priests in genersl, and

the right thigh went to the officiating priest.73 The rest

of the edlble parts of the animal belonged to the offerer. |
A time limit was set on the eating of the offerer's portion.Tg

AE a vegult, the offerer was compelled o0 share his oifering

with his family and friends, in order that it might not be

r=

Peace offerings of thanksgiving had to be eaten on the
game day that they were brought.TS Peace offerings that were
votive offerings or freewill offerings had to be eabten by the
end of the Tollowing day.76 One writer has offered an ex-
cellent explanation of this regulrement:
the resson, surely, is one which we should have dlscover-
ed soon enough in putting the regulations into practice.

e should have found ourselves pnysically unable to pf-
fer our thanks before God in the prescribed time without

Tllev. 7:11-18,28-36; cof. Jukes, 9p. gibs, Pe 90.
21 6v. 61263 TiTe

Brev. 7:28-36.

ey, 7115-18,

TSLev. 7:115; cf+ Yerkes, op. cit., p» 151.
"Lev. 7116-18.
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ng a considerable number of frlends to help us--
which ig as 1t should be. Our vows or our devotion, on
the other hand, could have been shared, if we wilshed,

with e smaller circle. Vhat certalnly was excluded al-
together was the notion of a peace-offering, of any kind,
in which nobody but the offerer had a shsre. It was to
express pcace, not in 1ltes mininum sense but in lte maxi-
muns fellowshlp wilth God, fellowshlp in His service, and
fellowship with one another. "

The peace offering, then, was aun act of communion; ex-
preasing, ag dld every common meal in anclent days, Tfellowship
and friendship among the participants. A peace offering was
always an occaslion of great Joy.

The prevalling oplnlon of writers on sacrifice is that
in the peace offering man sought to establish communion with
But we hold that Sod instituted the peace offering,

and that it wae his pift to hie people. Naturglly, man's

Jte

nitiative was involved in the bringlng of each individual
offering. But the sstablizhment of the eacrlfice and the
offer o share in such a sacrifice was God's graclous actel?
The peace offering was a demonstration of God's willingnees
to ghare with his people the intimate relatlonship of the
common meal. It was perhaps the most vivid demonstration
possible of God's grace within the covenant. It showed that
God was truly dwelling among his peopls, that he was on

friendly terms with them and need not be feared, and that

TTx1dner, op. clt., DPe 18-3.

TSCf. gupra, PP. 12, 46=T .

795u9ra, ppe 17-8, 86=T.
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he had graciously counted hls people worthy to join him in
a holy mesl.

In this offering, with which sin 1s never connscted, the
laying of the offerer's hand on the head of the animal nmust
have signifled mothlng more than the fact that this was his
own sacriflce, even though the priest was offerling it for hnim.

The peace offering is not the sacrifice for making peace
with an offended God. If 1t were, it would be above all other
sacrifices ths atouning sacrifice.o0 But,; as a matter of fact,
the ldea of atounement or of forgiveness is never connected
with the pesce offering. The peace ©0 whlch the peace offer-

g a pesce that slresdy exists between God and hie
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people.-— The peaceful relations presupposed by thls sacri-
Tice are the relations of the covenant which was made with
Abrsham, enacted at Mount Sinal, and repeatedly realfflirmed
in the burnt offering

The peace offering is very similar to the common meals
of Genesis snd Ixodus that were shared as the seal of a
covenant.ae Just as those common meals dld not mgke or es-
teblish covenants, but ratified end sealed covenants that
nad alresdy been madé, 80 the peace offering did not estab-

ligh or re-ecstablish the covenant between God and his people,

so"ayfom 0D+ Citn, Do )50

8lIbid., PP« 35-63 Yerkes, OR. ¢it., Pe 150.
826, supra, ppe 63-6, Ti-4.
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but it acted az a seal and a demonstration that the covenant
was in effect. The common meal symbolized the mutusl trust
and conflidence that the particlpants had in one another.83

The questlon of the exact meaning of the heave thigh and
the wave breast ls a difficult one, and it i probable that
no one is sure of the exact meaning even today. One writer,
however, has offered a suzgested solution which geems worthy
of mention here:

The Priest's portion was the heave thigh and the wave
breast (Lev. T7:30,32,34). The waving was a ceremonial
act expressive of the Priest's offering this portion to
God and receiving it back from Him. The expression

"Wave Offering" is used of a thing offered to God and
returned by Him (e.g. the Levites offered to the Lord

and returned by Him "as a gift to jaron and his sons"

to assist them in the Tabernacle ministry, Num. 8:11=-22).
The word "heave" seems to be used of taking a part from
a larger whole, e.g. the first-frulis from the whole
crop; 50 here the right thigh from the whole carcass.
There would seem %0 be this distinction, that the breast
wae offered to God in acknowledgment that 1t was His due,
and gliven back by iim to His Prlest, while the thigh was
gimply taken from the offerer‘s portion. Thus the
position of the Priest as mediator and bridge between
God and man was indicated: his portion was derived
partly from "the poEPion of the Lord" and partly from
the laoyman's share.®"

83!erkes, ops clt., P. 150, writee! "The exchange of the
shelom, as of chelre smong Greecks or ave among Latins, was
plainly equivalent to 'You can trust me; I shall not harm
you.' It was an easy step tC conventionalization of these
Phrases into standard friendly grsetings. The very pro-
nouncement of the phrase indlcated that the persons were
friendly. It is not surprising, therefore, that one of the
normal acts of Canaanite worship was called a ghelem or a
shelem kalil. The primary supposition of such an act was
that the worshiper was on friendly terms wlth the delty.
The shelem did not create the terms; it assumed them as al-
ready existent."

84Gayford, op. gite, PP. 37=8.
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It 1s very interesting to note; and also very important
to the full underatanding of the sin offering, that no one
who was technically unclean could share in the common mezl
of the peace off@ring.SS This wae true of prlests as well
as 1aymen.86 Perhaps one of the reascns for this regulation
was comnon degency and senitatlon. AL any common meal, since
food and drink were shared and passed from person to person,
1t weuld not bhe desirable for one who had a communicable
diseanse or who was not clean to participate. Perhaps this is
the principle that underlies this regulation concerning the

Peace offering.

As fér ca the priests were concerned, the law of the sin
offering and the law of the guillt offering were the same. In
both of these offerings, thoge parts of the animal which were
not to be eaten were burned on the altar. The rest of the
anlmal was eaten by the priest,87 unless the offering was
brought for a priest or for the natlon, in which case the
carcase was burned outside the camp in a clean place, Where

the ashes were dumped.88

851ev. 7119-21,

86Lev. 22:3-7.

87Levt 43:8-103 6:263 Ti3=To
88 ey, 4111-12,21.
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The actual distinction between the esin offering and the
guilt offering ls Aifficult to determine. Many solutions
have been nffered,ag but in the oninion of this writer, none
of the solutlions adequately accounts for all the available

evidence. 1%

m

¢eme that the zuilt for which a guilt offering
Was required involved a greater degree of responsibllity

Tor the wronz that had been done than was involved in the
8in which demanded o sin offering.go But thils distinction
does not always seem t0 hold true. > It secus that the guillt
offering involved restoration of damages done, plus a fine

of one-fifth the value of the damage.92 But even this does

not seem to have been true in every caee.93 Sometimes

8951nce the solutlons that have been suggested are many
and varied, and since none ol them seems %0 present a final
solution, we do not discuss the various views at length here.
For examples of solutions that have been presented, sce
Jukes, op. git., pPp. 13%ff., L64ff.; Gayford, op. cit., pPp.
44ff.; Yerkes, op. clt., pp. 168ff. Rowley, Op. Cite., D« 85,
says that the two sseriflces cannot be distinzulshed with
Preclsion as they are presented to us in the Bible. Ggorge
Buchanan Grey, Sacrifice in the Old Testament (Oxford: Claren-
don Press, 1925), p. S5(, says, "The precise distinction be-
tween the sin-offerinz and the gullt- or trespass-offering
is not altogether clear, and has been much discussed, but
that need not detain us here." Oesterley, op. g¢it., pp. 75ff.,
80f., has a dlscussion of the words involved and their history.

¢t Yerkes, op. gite, Pe 17Le

911t 1e often alfficult to see how some of the things
listed as ways of becoming gullty involve a greater degree
Oof responsibility than the things listed as ein.

921 e, 5:15; 6:2-6; Yerkes, op. ¢lt., pp. 185-6; Gayford,
2R« gits, pp. 45-6.

93af, Lev. 5:5-6,7-10; 19:20-22, where no mention of
restitution or a fine is made in comnection with the guilt
offering.
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gullt 1s spoken of and the offering of a gullt offering is
requlred; then, after the sacrifice hes been offered, it is
referred to e a sin oi‘fc—ring.91’r After recovery from leprosy,
both a gullt offering and a sin offering are required to pre-
cede the burnt offering. And in this particular case, the
blood of the gullt offering is used for g complicated ritual
of cleansing the patient.95

In the aln offerinu:

A

and the gullt offering, the use of

¢

the bloed is much

ore complicated than it is in the burnt
offering and the psace offering.gS in Tact, the use of the
blood seems to be the most important part of these two sacri-
fices.gT It ig noit our purpose to discuss all the wvarious
uges of the blood here. Suffice it to say that in everything
that is here sgid about these two sacrifices, 1t ias the blood
rite that ig the important thing, not the burning or the

eating.

941:6‘,’0 5 gl“(}' ,7-100

5Leve 14:10-20,

96g¢, the contrast between the use of the blood in the
burnt and peace offerings and the use of the blood in the
sin and gullt offerings as they are dlscussed in Lev. 1=7
and 16. Yerkea, ops cite, Do 168, calle the blood rites in
connection with these sacrifices "the most compliceted rites
in the Old Testament." Cf. Kidner, op. git., p. 19, for a
convenient summery of the blood rites of the sln offering
and a zood explanation of the reason for the variatlions that
were dependent on the person for whom the sacrifice was made.

97rhe blood was put to a complicated use. On the other
hand, very little of the animal was actually offered to God
on the altar. Yerkes, ope. cit., p. 177 calls the blood rite
“"the chief feature” of the sin offering.
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In these offerings, the laying on of hande may have
gymbolized a number of things. Perhaps the transference of i
8ln wee lnvolved. In this case, the animal was punished for
the sins which 1t bore. But there is good reason to doubt
whether the transference of gins wae at all involved in the
laying of hands on an animal that was to be killed and used

e o8
as 8 sacrifice.

Probgbly the 1dea that the sacrifice was
belng offered by the offender, even though the priest was
doing it for him, was involved. But the chlef meaning seems
to have been identification of the offerer with the victim.
This ie hardly to be understcod in this way, that as the
remgine of the animal were cast out iuto the ash plle, this
aymbolized the casting away of the sinner. ? It seems much
more likely that the death of the anlmal symbolized the
punighment by death of the offender.™ C

There iz gome debate as to whether the sin offerinz and

gasfe Yerkea, QD _(_}__1_..3_0, Pe 134,

99This is the vlew of Jukes, OD. clt., PDs 38, 135. This
seeme an unlikely explanation because the atonement was al-
ready accomplished before the remains of the anlmal were car-
ried out (Lev. 4:20-21: 16:1-28). There would no longer be
any point in symbolically punishlng the offender.

1°°K1dner, cp. cites, D« 25, BayS, "The blood + « » slg=-
nified not 1ife but the violent death, or execution, of the
vietim. . . . the vietim bore the judgment of God on the
offerer's sin. It wae hig substitute." Rowley, op. glt.,
P. 88, writes: "He lald his hands upon it, and wes concelved
of as in some way identified with it, so that in 1ts death
he was concelved of as dylng--not physically, but spiritually.
The death of the victim symbolized hls"death to h
to whatever stood between him and God.




108
the gullt offering lmplied that fellowship with God had been
broken and needed to be restored. Yl It gseems to this wrlter
that the best solutlion to the problem is to answer both
affirmatlively and negatively. #rom God's viewpoint, the
covenant remained in effect. It was only becausec the covenant
remained that man was able %o offer a sin or gullt offering
that would be accepted. But from man's viewpoint, he had
broken the fellowship with God and disqualified himself for
the worehip of the burnt offering or the communion of the
beace offeringz. This breach of relations was repaired by
the gin and zuilt offeringe, which restored the sinner to

his place in the community of God's people snd ¢nabled him
y

: 101Gayford, op. git., p. 33, says, "We may perhaps . . .

say that all of them [Cthe sacrifices], even the most confident
and Joyful, imply some sort of consciousness that the fellow-
ship with Cod 4s not a continual unbroken union, but needs to
Ve renewed." Yerkes, op. g¢ite, pp. 195-6, writes: “"The lesson
of all these purifications is simple. Approach to the presence
of Cod is a group act in which each individuwal particilpates by
reason of his constituent membership of the group. Faults on
the part of the group or its constituent members automatically
invalidate the approach. If the faulte are deliberate, or
respongibly committed, any congequence must be rectiflied be-
fore the aporoach can be made. IT the faults are unconsclously
committed any untoward consequences must be rectifled and they
who committed the faults must at least direct thelr minds to
the seriousness of their acts.”

On the other hand, Paterson, op. cit., p. 338, says,
"The use of the Sin-offeringz in the matter of the consecratlon
of temple bulldings and furniture does not suggest the rupture
of covenant relations, nor does it appear that the sacrificsr
of a Guilt-offering had fallen from a state of grace more
surely than any ordinary member of the community. « » . Hore-
over, it was only on the assumptlon that he was still "in a
state of grace' that he was allowed to sacrifice at all; for
the sins which led God to cast men off no sacrlflce was ac-
cepted."
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once again to offer burnt offerings and to participate in
SO o B 2 4 & 4 102
peace offeringe with impunlty.

The sin and gullt offerings were to be accompanied by
gincere penitence and confesglon of sin or gullt. Actuslly,
the very bringinzg of the offering constituted an act of con-
103

feggion. Then the priest took the animal znd offered

the sacriflce, thus maklng atonemeut for the sinner and

o 4
securing Torglveness for hin 04

The ritual of the sin and
gullt offerings provided a wvery effective means of grace.

A concrete and visual confesslon of sin was required, an
assuring vieual slgn of forgiveness was given, and additlonal
assurance that the sinner had been accepted hack into fellow-
ghip with God waes provided by the acceptance of the burnt

offering that followed. In this burnt offerlng, the sinmer

expresgsed his deslre to 1live up to his responsibility under

1025¢, supra, pb. 98-9, 104. Speaking of the sin offering
for the recovered leper, Rowley, op. cit., p. 97, says, "It is
more likely that the sacrifice was for the ritual cleansingnof
the leper so that he could again take his place in society.
On the same page, he says that the sin offering of a woman after

-

childbirth served the same PUrpPose.

103Lev. 5:15., Rowley, Op. gitas; D 37, says, "Where the
sacrifice was offered for sin, the Law no less than the proph-
ete asked for something more than the outward act. TEe Law
required the confesslion of sin and humble penitencﬁ of apirit,
without which the sacrifice could achieve nothing." On p. 95,
he writes: "It i1 important here to realize that whlle sacri-
fice was thought to have potency, it was potent only when
accompanied by genuine penitence and submission. ¢f. also
P. 100. John Leighton, The Jewish sltar (New York: Funk and
Wagnalls, 1886), p. 85, says, 'indeed, %he whole rite was a
confession acted out by the worshipper."

104y cv. 5110,13,16,18; 6:7.
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the covenant, and God expressed hisg ever-willingness to
accept the sinner back into his family.105

But interesting and important as many of these things
may be, there les one very gerlous problem involved in the
siln and gullt offerlings. And it ie this problem that we
wént to discuss at greater length.

As one studles the sins for which the sin and gullt of-
oferings were reguired, one becomes immedlately aware of the
fact that these offenses were almost all of a very minor
natureelo6 Many of them were matters of uncleanuness that the
New Testament Christlian finds difficult to consider sins. In
gome cases 1t seems that the word gin was applied to things
that even the writer of Levitlcus did not consider sins in
any moral sense.+?7 It was forbidden for snyone who was

108

unclean to particlpate in a peace offering. And as one

1050fn supra, Ps 99.
10650, xidner, op. git., P. 25; Leighton, op. git.,
p. 70.

lo?Gayford, op. cit., p. 48, says, "when we remember 'it
1s impossible that the blood of bulle and goats should take
avway sina,’ it becomes of deep significance that the highest
atoning Sacrifice of the 0ld Covenant should have been ap-
pointed for sins which were not sins." Rowley, OD. cit.,
Pe 97, writes: "It is to be noted that after childbirth a
Woman was required to offer a sin offering (Lev. 12). There
could be nothing unwitting about the bearing of a ohi}ﬂ, and
since the Hebrews valued the fruit of the womb as God's Dless-
ing to men, and even believed that God's first comnand to
man was to be fruitful and multiply (Gen. 1:28)5 it would not
have been regarded as a sin in any moral sense.

108; v, 7:19-21.
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views the many thinge that are called sin, one 18 led %o
belleve that some of these were merely matters of actual un-
cleanliiness thatl disgualified the person for such partici-

pation.t9?

It seeme that in some cases the sin offering
slgnlifled that the period of uncleanness had passed and that
the person wes once again quelified to join the comaunity in
1ts peace offerings.

RNowhere 1s any sacrifice specified for major crimes.

When Davicd cried out, "Thou hast no delight in sacrifice:

to give a burnt offering, thou wouldst not be pleased,"

=i

were
he wag not In any way questloning the validity of the sacri-
flclal system. He wag simply stating the fact that for his

: 1
8in no sacrifice was provided. 10

109541 offerings were required after chlldbirth, after
recovery from leprosy, after a discharge from the body, after
a menstrual period, and evidently also after an emission of
Senmen or intercourse with a woman during her menstrual period
(Lev. 12:3-15:32).,

110Pso 51:16. Rowley, ops cite, PPs. 99-100, says, "In
such a sltuation as David's there would be nothing whatever
inconeistent with the Law in this ery. No sacrifice was pro-
vided by the Law for murder and adultery, and 1t is thgrefore
B8trictiy in accordance with the Law to say thaE in such case
sacrifice and offering are not desired by God." Cf. ﬁidner,
9R. clt., p. 26. Leighton, op. cit., p. 70, writes: “when
we turn to the record we find no provision whatever made for
murder, wilful theft, idolatry, witchcraft, rebellion, or
indeed any of the graver offences agalnst the decalogue.
'If a man come presumptuously on his neighbor and slay him
with guile, thou shalt take him away from My Altar that he
May die.' There was no offering provided to meet hls case,
however penitent he might be." Some people belleve that the
Day of Atonement provided forgiveness for major sgins. But
Gayford, op. git., P. 85, says, "It 1s repeated agaln and
agaln that all the sins of the nation are included under_the
atonement made on this Daye. . « « LContinued on p. 112.]
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The Jewish rabble recoguized the fact that no ssorifices
were specificd for major sins, and they tried to find some
solution to the problem. They were certain that there was
some way of galning forgiveness for major sins. Therefore,
they loolked for solutions outeide the regular seerificial
system.lll

The sentence that was commonly pronounced by Leviticus

on persons who commltted major crimes was either that they

It has been thought that thils repested 'all' would include
the greater morel sins which we saw were not coversd by the
ordinary Sin Offerings. « «  But this 1g doubtful in it-
gelf, since it would be a reversal of the geunersl principle
of atonmement_by Sacrifice; and the offences are described in
Heb. 9:7 oo wyvofmava ( ‘errors,' i.e. 'sins of lznorance'},
which makes 1t clear that, as generally understood by the
Jewe, there was no difference in principle between the Sac-
rifices on the Day of Atonement and other 3in Cfferings.

The fact remalns, however, that these Sacrifices summed up
and included all the atonement for sgin that could be made by
means of Sgerifice under the 0ld Covenant."

1lyornan He Snaith, The Distinctive Ideas of the 01d
Testament (Philadelphlat Westminster Press, C+1946), D« 85,
writes: "The earliest reference of which we are aware, whereiln
Leviticus 16:30 is taken to include deliberate sin, is in the
classification of Rabbl Ishmael at the beginning of the second
century A.D. He gays that there are four ways of atonement.
Flrstly, 1f a man transgresses g commandment by not fulfilling
it (L1.e., omits it by error), and immedietely repents, then
God Torglves, and the Seriptursl reference is Jeremlah 3122.
Secondly, if he deliberately bregks it and repents at once,
then God suspends punieshment, and the Day of Atonement atomes,
and the Scriptural reference is Leviticus 16:30. Thirdly,
1f he deliberately breaks a commandment where the penalty is
death or excommunlcation, end then repents, then repentance
and the Dgy of Atonement suspend punishment, and visitations
ocleanse the sin away. Fourthly, if he profane the Name, then
there i1s no power in repentance to suspend the punishment,
nor in the Day of Atomement to atone, mor in vigitations to
cleanse away, but all three together suspend punishment, and
death clesnses, Isalah 22:14 [silc]."

T ————
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should die or thngt they should be cut off from thelr peogle.112
Being cut off from one's people mey refer to excomzunication,
or 1t may be the same as the death sentence. Regardless of

what it means, the penglty for major sins was severe. Yet,

3]

the sentence was not always carried out. David is a good
example of & person who found forgliveness for his sin apart
from the sacrificlal system. And it was not just the fact
thet he was king that permitted him to escape the death sen-
tence. The prophet Nathan told him thet Zod hed forglven
Therefore, 1t is evident that there was some way in

which the 0ld Testament sainte could recelve forglveness for
ma jor sina. The sentence pronounced by the law on major
gins was probably the same ag the sentence which the law

alweys pronounces on the sinner, a sentence that holds true

1127 ,0., Lev.e T121,27; 1714,9,10,14; 181295 19:8; 20:2,
4-5,6,10,11,12,1%,14,15,16

1132 Same. 12 313 L

llqﬁowley, Ope clie; Do 98, says, "it is clear that in
the thought of the 01d Testament sacrifice ls not the only
organ of atonement." Forgiveness of sln occurs frequently
in the book of Ixodus. Pharach seversl times asked Moses to
forgive him his sin against the Lord. In Ex. 32:1350-34:28,
Moses repeatedly pleaded with God to Torglve the sin of the
people snd Lo come with them to the promised land. God final-
ly did forgive his people snd grant Moges's request. These
are only a few examples. Exodus clearly shows that there was
forgiveness apart from the sacrificlal system. But 1t never
glvee any instructions concerning how one is to go about
gaining that forgiveness. All the examples that are glven
seem to indicate that the means of galning forgiveness was
penitence, confession, and the casting of oneself upon the
mercy of God.
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only so long as the slmmer refuses to repent and turn to God
for forgivences. Yhen the sinner repents and in falth casts
himself upon God's mercy, God forgives, and the sentence is
revoked.

The fact that no solutlion to the problem of major sins
is offered by the Levitical law 1s probably due to the fact
that the Levitical law is primarily concerned with liturgical
legislations. The removel of minor offenses iz discussed by
Leviticus because thils removal involved little more than a
8ln or gullt offering.llS The removal of those sins whilich
requlired somethling other thaun mere sacrifice ls not treated,
8lmply becauvse this lles outside the intended scope of the
book of Leviticus.

Just because the Pentateuch does not emphaslze the
means of forgiveness of mejor sins, this does not mean that
@od's pecple were not already then aware of the medium of
forgiveness of which the prophets later spoke. The fact that
Deuteronomy 18:15-22 is the only place in the Pentateuch where
the functions of a prophet are discussed, leads this writer
t0 conclude that the Pentateuch is not concerned with pro-
phetic activities, but primarily with liturglcal and priestly
functions. This certainly does not mean that prophetlc

functions in the broader sense were not carried on at this

115%, the case of the guilt offering, 1t usually, at
least, required also restitution and a flne of one-fifth the
value of the damage donee.
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time. among God's people thers were always religious leaders
who were not memberg of the priesthood. Abraham was called a
prophet. Hoses himaelf was the chilef religious leader of
Isreel in his time, sund he was not a prlest.
In the Fentateuch, loses lays down rules that are to

activitie
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of the priests. But his own functlons

n

as prophetic leader of the people are nowhere speciiled in

For thls reason, the absence of forglveneses of major
8ing Trom the book of Leviticus is not to be understood as
an indication that there was no such forglveness. The pro-
phetic leaders of God's people must always have instructed
and reminded the people of God's grace and forgiveness which
was avallable to them through repentance and trust in God.

The Psalter is a book that may hold the key to the final
solution of this problem. It finds forglveness avallable in
repentance and trust in God. And this very Psalter was used
in the religious services of the temple, the place of saerifice.
In the Pegalter, the Levitical concept of Torglveness through
gacrifice and the prophetic concept of forgiveness apart

116
from sacrifice are fused without confllet or contradlction.

116.. : lical Theolo
#11lar Burrows, Ad Outl%ne of Biblica
(Philadelphis: The Westminster Press, Ce1946), De 4%, says,

"The fact that the psalms were used in the temple makes 1t
all the more remarkable that in them forgiveness and divine
favor are often represented as dependent, not on sacrifice,
but on confession and prayer." Rowley, op. cit., p. 100,
replies, "It is less remarkable if we remember the Law's in-
sistence on confesslon, and the aereas of sin for which no
sacrifice was prescribed."
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Thereforc, it seems jJustiflieble to conclude that both con-
cepts were known to the people all glong; the prophetie
concept simply is not mentioned in the Levitlieal law because

the law is concerned almogt excluslvely with sacrificial

ritual.
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Sacrifice as Preparation for Christ !

The 0ld Testament sacriifices thal we have discussed are
not to be viewed ags nothling more than plcturez of Christ.

Nor is it to be sgaid that in their sacrifices God's people

of the 0ld Testament percelved zll the details of the plan

of salvatlion that have been revesled in the New Testamente.

The 014 Testament sacrifices were a rsallty ln and of

themgelves, and they were valld for the purposes for which
they were instituted.ll7 The fact that God has enabled his ,
people of the New Testament to see in Christ the perfect

gsacrifice, offered once for all sins and as the perfect ful-

filment of the 0ld Testament sacrificlal system--this does

not mean that at the time when the sacrificlal system was

117Leighton, op. cit., p. 14, says, "the Altar service
Was . . . . @ Sober reality in and of itself. It is to be
clagsed with such an act as bowing in deference to a superior;
or that of kneeling, as expressive of veneration; or that of
signing and sealing a covenant; or that of the ceremonial
of marrisge. All these are obvious expressions of presegt
realities, and they have an inherent force of thelr own.
On pe. 102, he writes: "While the Altar ritusl was doing 1is
appropriste work for the heart of the individual worshipper
and Tor the nation in lts generations, those sacrifices did,
at the same time, actually atone for certaln large classes
Of offences.”

|
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instituted it wae in any way recognized as prophetic of the
person or work of Christ.lla
The true worshipers of the 0ld Testament never comsidered

thelr sacriflices as having sutomatic or magical power, althocugh
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power wag operative for the individual only when he gpproached
the gltar of God in true penitence zud in a spirit of devotion
to God.l20 And when man 4dld approach the altar in the proper
gpirit, it was the power of God that reached down to save
him. The animal itself could do nothing for him. But it
became the orgen of God's approach in power to bless him.121
The fact that seeriflce was reguired for many minor
thinga which man does not ordinarily conslider sin, taught
gome very luportsnt lessons to God's people of the 0ld Teste-

ment. It emphasized the great gulf between God's hollness

llssayford, op. cit., Pe 3, 8ays, "No doubt in part the
symbolism was pereeivgafby the choicer spirits among the
Jews; 80 much we can gather from the gllmpses they give us
now and then, e.g. in Pss. 40, 50, and Sl. But we can see
in the Sacrifices more than was ever dreamt of by the wisest
among them; and that without any fanciful or arbltrary al-

legorizing, but simply by the light of a higher revelation.

The Ssecrifices were pregnant with deeper truth than anyone
realized before s new 1ight wag thrown on them by the Death
and Resurrection and Ascension of our Lord.

11%rowley, op. cite, pp. 87, 96,

1201b1d., pp. 87, 95; 109-

12l1p34., pp. 95, 101, 110.
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and man's slafulness. 22 It stressed the feect that the holy

God demands of his people an absolute_and perfect holiness

and Ole&hnGSEolQE It pointed out to the believer that even
minor defllcments, whlch were sometimes a necessary part of
his daily life, readered him unfit for fellowship with God.124
It taught a strong sense of regponsibility for one's thousmhts,
125

N

worda, and actions. It showed man thalt even when he wae
not engazed in deliberste sin, it was pogsible for him to be
guilty of something which, unknown to him, separated him from
And 1t constantly kept before the minds of the falth-
ful the question, If such sacriflces are required for minor
offenses, how much more must be reguired for the Icrglveness

. 1.2
of my major 31nstl“{

122Leighton, 9p. cite, Pe 91s

lgBKidner, oDe cile, Po 26, Since man could never achleve
God's standard of perfection, the sacrificlal system, like the
reat of the law became a "ministrastion of condemnation” (2 Cor.
337,9)=-thie statement is parsphrased from Leighton, op. cit.,
pe 37

1241 61 ghton, op. clte, pe 87; Yerkes, op. clt., p. 184,

125 : s e £ a
“Yerkes . cltes Po 184, says, "We of the present day

are apti to reaéoﬁgthat, if an act 1s accldental and not in-
tentional, it may be sn unfortunate mistake but uo one can
be blamed for it. We have a colloguial phrase, 'It was Just
one of those things.' The ancient Jew realized that he had
nevertheless committed an act which should not have been
comnitted and for which he had conseguent regret§. Although
he was morazlly inculpable, he was 'inadvertently responsible
for the conseguences of his act. He might be more careful
in the future. In the meantime he must be cleansed Irom
whatever fault he hed committed."

125K1&ner, op. gite, PP 25-6.
1276r, Leighton, op. cite, Ds 86.
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The fact that there was no sacrifice prescribed for
ma jor offenses cast the sinner completely on God's grace and
mercy.128 Perhaps one purpose of this Insufficlency of the

dcial system was to guard agalnst the complacency that

("

sacri
could have resulted from a sacrificlal eystem which specified
gacrifices to cover every possible kind of ein.*?? The fact

that sacrifice was not

{3}

uffi

L'
Q

lent to cover man's zrester

sins pointed to the fac

ck

that something much grester than

o

a > l.: L)
this was required. ”~ That greater something was the fullnees
of God's grace, which was known to the 0ld Testament saints

and which was expresged in its most vivid form on Calvary.131

128Kidner” ope. cit., Do 26; Lelghton, op. ¢clt., ppP. T3, 91.

129Kidner¢ ope cite, Pe 25, writes: "Now the more clear-cut
the provision and ascurance of atonement, the more ls the
danger that ite very completeness will defeat its object. e
have only to read the prophets to sense the complacency of
the crowdec in the temple courts in the days when sacriflces
were mogt in favour. It wae to gusrd agalnst this that the
elgboraste sgerificlal system of the tabernacle led up to the
enticliimax of a sin-offering which was virtually not avellable
for gins--that 1s, for the sins which seem to cry out most
for atonement--but only for the offences which could be
reasonably called excusable."

o 1301 eianton, op. git., pp. 89, 913 Kidner, op. cit., DP-

131; cienton, ope cit., pe 65, says, "it remalned for the
New Testament revelation of the 'great mystery of godliness'
to meke known to the plous that the price of tgeir redemption
Was no other and no less than the blood of God's own Son,
shed strictly as an atonement for sin." On p. 86, he writes:
"LThe Israclite's sacrifices] told him he not only deserved
to die, but of right must dis, or have satisfaction made O
Justice by means of a substitute; and this he 1?ft to the
grace of God to arrange as He saw fit." Gayford, QOD. Qéﬁéﬁ
P. 3, says, "The Sacrifices were pregnent with deeper tru
than anyone realized before a new light was thrown oOn thﬁm
by the Death and Resurrection aud Ascension of our Lord.
(Continued on p. 120.)
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In this way, the 0ld Testament sacrificlal system did pre-
pare the way for, and 1in a certaln sense point %o, Christ

and his redenptive work,t)e

Kidner, op. cit., po. 26-7, wrltes: "So, because the Law
pointed beyond itseli, the prophete and pealmists searched
the horizon until it ylelded the dim shape of a country not
yet explored; where wge a new covenant, and a fountain opened
for sin and for uncleaunesg; above all, g Flzure which they
could not identify, thougzh they had slways known Him, and
had seen iHim in a» thousand offerings ‘'brought as a lemb to
the slaughter.® There, if they had lmown it, their search
was over. Had they been able to catch the sound, they might
have heard the voice of every generatlon joining thelirs in
the same possessivel 'Surely, He hath borne our griefs, and
carried our aorrowe: .« o o and with His stripes we are
healed.'"

o Lelghton, op. eit., P. 10. In comnectlon with
1z of the sacrificial system to Christ, it is very
: to note that even on the Day of Atonement, when
7ae brought for all the sins of the pecople for an
entire ye only omne animel was killed (ef. Gayford, 9OD.
git., =.




CHAPTER VII
CONCLUSION

The subject of sacrifice in the 01ld Testament iz 2 vast
subject. It is o subject whlch 1s generally admitted toc be
complex and 4Aifficult. And, therefore, it is a common fall-
ing of Christians to ilgnore it or pass over it in a very
superficial way. 3But it plays such a major role in the life
of God's 0ld Testament people, and it is so significant for
a Tull understanding of the redemptive work of Christ, that
1t can not Le ipgnored or superficlally treated wlthout great
loss of understanding and insight.

The research that this writer has carried out to date
has been sufficient to make him very much aware of the im-
Portence of the gubject and of its complexity end difficulty.
It has enabled him to come with great hesitanéy to some
tentative conclusions. However, this writer does not feel
at all Qﬁalified to speak as an authority on the subject,
and he hesitsatee even to operate on the basis of his very
tentative conclusions.

Very much more work needs to be done in this area by
Lutheran scholars. In the course of this study, this writer
has become convinced that the works of recent writers on the
subject of sacrifice can be used to great advantage in the
study of Isracl's sacrificilal sﬁstem. This does not mean

that everything they have sald must be accepted as truth.
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lany of thelr concluslons, no matter how definitely they may
be expressed, are actuglly very tentative. Although this
writer has not operated wilth very much actual archaeclogical
or anthropologlcal materlal, he has done enough reading to
get the general lmpresalon that archaeologists and anthropol-
ogiste are usually very careful in stating that their conclu-

sions arse tentative. Sometimes they ewven point out weaknesses

U

" 4n their own conclusions, usuaslly wesknesses that are cauged

by the lack of complete informatlon. But men who write on
sacrifice in general often take the tentative conclusions of
archacologists and anthropologiste as established facts and
procecd te bulld theoretical structures upon them.

The factual materlial that 1s available does not seem %o
contradilct Scripture. Very often, 1f both the facts and the
meaning of Scripture are properly understood, one finds that
the facts support Scripture, at the same time adding additiomal
informgtion that ie not given in Scripture. It is only human
theories that sometimes run counter to God's revelation. For
this reason, Lutheran scholars need not hesltate to study the
subject of sacrifice. In fact, what 1s really needed by our
Church is a concentrated study by Lutheran acholars of all
the factual material that iz available, in order to arrive
at conclugions that are based on all the evidence, both Blb-
lical ang non-Biblical. Anyone who attempts to undertake
this task needs a genuine interest in the subject and both

the time and the wlllingness to spend meny hours, even jears,




on the project.

Such a study ilg serlously needed by the Lutheran Church
because there is withlin that Church so much ignorance and
migsunderstandiing of the OLd Testament sacrificial syetem.

The bibliography of this thesls 1z not even & good in-
dication of the vast amount of maberisl that is available,
magterial that needs to be studled before any final conclusions
can be drawn. If one ia Interested in zetting a general idea
of the materiasl avallable, this writer suggests that he con-
gult all the books in this biblicgraphy, all of which are
avallable at the present time in the library of Concordia
Seminary, St. Loulsg, end look at the footnotes in them.
Particularly recommended for thils purpose are Oesterley and
Rowley .

"In the pursguit of his study, this writer has been pri-
marily interested in looking for the answers to two questlons:
(1) what was Goa's purpose in instituting sacrifices?; (2)
what meaning did God intend sacrifices to have for mgn? On
the basis of this very limited study, this writer has come %0
the following tentative conclusions.

God instituted sacrifices as a means of grace for the
Purpose of giving his people a visible and sure sign of the
fact that he had chosen them to be his people, that he had
chosen to dwell among them, and that he was always ready %o
accept them if they approached him in the proper spirit of
humility, penitence, and prayer. God lntended gsacrifice to
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be a constant reminder to hle peovple of the covenant snd of

hig people's responsibilitics under that covenant. He intended

it to remind hilsz people of the absolute perfection that he _
required of them. A% the same timey, he intended sacrifice k
to show hlg peocple that AT they repented of thelr sins and
returned to him, casting themselves upon his mercy, he was
always ready to forglve thelr sins and accept them back.
Throughout the sacrlficial sysgtem, the emphasis ig on the
grace of God. And in Cod's own redemptive plan, he was by I
means of the sacrificlal system preparing the way for that
reelly significant act of redemption which he accomplished

The meaning that God intended sacrifice to have for hils
people 1s slmply the obverse slde of his own purpose. Ilan
Was to recognize and use the sacrificlal system as the divinely
appointed means of grace. The sacrificlial system was to of-
fer him assurance without misleading him into complacency or
indifference. Some great lessons were taught to God's 0ld
Testament saints by their saerificial systems the requirement
of total dedication of self to God; the blessed privilege of
communion with God, which ig the privilege of every one of
God 's people; personal responsibility not only for one's
Intentional misdeeds, but also for every fallure to meet God's
standerd of thorough perfection and clesnliness; the neces-
81ty of meking restoration for damage done; the need for

casting oneself completely on God's mercy for forglveness.
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