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Leviticus 1:1
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1:1 And Jehoveh cdl ed" to Moses and spoke? to him from the Tent of Meding to say®,

Verb# Root Parsing Formatives Meaning Syntax
1 XIp Qal Impf 3ms Vav Conseautive Cdll Main Verb
2 929 Qal Impf 3ms V.C. Spe&k M.V.
3 IR Qal Inifin. Constr. Lamed Say Identicd Action
Commentary

Why does the book kegin with “and’? Becaise it is a mntinuation d the law-giving which Moses garted in Exo-
dus, the previous book

It isinteresting to seethreedifferent root verbs used in this one littl e sentence all with a parallel meaning d ver-
bal communication. In the verb chart above, you can seethe threewords, “call,” “ spe&,” and “say.” The Jews
cdl the book d Leviticus by the very first word of the bookX92*1 “and He cdled.” Our God isa ommunicéative
Person. He “cdls’ to His people; He “spe&ks’ to us; He “says’ thingsto us! This book d Leviticus proves that
God is avery imminent God in His credion, not only in His verbal communication, but also, as we'll seein the
chapters to come, in the interest He takes in every physicd asped of human life—our food, our bodes, our busi-
nesses, our socia systems, and even ou vacaions! Those of uswho have God s Word in ou language andin our
possesson have the very words of God that we can read any time we want!

The fad that Jehovah cdled Mases is mentioned 56times in the 27 chapters of Leviticus. In the Book o Exodus,
God spoke from Mount Sinai, but in the Book d Leviticus, He spegks from the Holy of Holies in the tabernade
from above the mercy sea of the ak of the mvenant (Zodhates). Sincethe doud d the glory of the LORD fill ed
the tabernade, Moses was nat able to enter into the tent of meding, so the Voice was head by him proceeading
“out of” (“from”) the tent (Soncino).

The placeGod cdled Moses to spe& to him is cdled the “tent of meding’ (KJV “tabernade of the mngrega
tion”). According to Harris, Archer, and Waltke, “Meding’ stems from 7¥°, the root meaning d which is“to ap-
point.” The trandators of the ancient Greek Septuagint incorredly identified the roat as 7Y “witness” thus trans-

lating the phrase “tent of meding’ over 100times as oknvng tou paptuplu “tent of witness” Holli day affirms
that this word means “an appanted time or place(in this case aplace for meding with ather people or with
God,” and it was “used widely for al religious assemblies.” Vos clarifies that it refers, not to the meding o the
people with their God, but “to the meding d Jehovah with the people... The word that is rendered ‘ meding does
not designate a1 acddental encourter, but something previoudy arranged. It implies that Jehovah makes the pro-
vison and appants the time for coming together with His people. The ideais of importance because it is one of
the indicaions of that conscious intercourse between God and man which charaderizes the Biblicd religion.”

Acoording to some passages, the tent was outside the canp (Ex. 33:7-11; Num. 11:24-30), but according to athers
it was located in the midde of the canp (Ex. 25:8). Literary critics have traditionally explained these passages as
coming from two sources, E and P, with P not refleding a historicd situation. It is, however, entirely possble that




there were two successve tents cdled ‘ohel mo’ed. The first was Moses' tent, which was used before the comple-
tion d thetabernade... (HAW).

APRLICATION:
* Praise God that He initiates communicaion with us rather than leaving us to wander on ou own!

* We have the very words of God written in ou Bibles, so we shoud pay close atention to them andtake every
oppatunity to study them.



Leviticus 1:2-17

The Burnt Offering

NAW: 2 Speak* to the sons of Israd and say® to them, “When any man from among you dfers’ an dffering to Je-
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hovah, from the catle, from the herd, and from the flock y’all shall offer’ your offerings. 3 If his offeringis a

saaifice for burning up, he shall offer® it—a perfed male from the herd; unto the entrance of the Tent of

Meseing, he shall offer” it, for his acceptance before the faceof Jehovah. 4 And te shall lay™ his hand upon

the head of the saaificeto be burned up andit will be acepted™ for him, to make a@onement™® on tis behalf.
5 And he shall slaughter’® the son o the herd before the faceof Jehovah, and the sons of Aaron the priests
the blood around onthe dtar which is at the entrance of the
Tent Of Meding. And he shall skin'® the sacrifice for burning up and he shall cut'’ it into its pieces. 7 And
the sons of Aaron the priest shall put fire uponthe dtar and they shall arrange'® sticks uponthe fire. 8 And the

shall offer'* the blood, and they shall sprinkle™

sons of Aaron the priests sl arrange'® with the pieces the head and the fat over the sticks which are upon

the fire which is uponthe dtar. 9 And its innards and its legs he shall wash? with water, and the priest shall

burn up?* the whole onthe dtar as a sacrificefor burning up afire-offering o a soothing aroma to Jehovah.

Verb# Roat Parsing Formatives Meaning Syntax
4 929 Piel Imptv. 2ms speek M.V.
5 MR Qal Perf. 2ms Vav conseautive say Id. Act to #4
6 299 Hiphil Impf. 3ms draw nea Temp./Cond.
(Begin Indir. Dis-
c.)
7 29p Hiph. Impf. 2mpl M.V.
8 29p Hiph.Impf. 3ms 3ms M.V./Apod. #6
9 299 “ M.V./ld. Act. #8
10 afalel Qal Perf. 3ms v.c (gives Impf. lay, lean M.V.
Sense)
11 %9 Niph. Perf. 3ms V.C. paid for/accepted Result
12 992 Infin. Const. Piel. +Lamed cover/atone Purpose
13 []g1"% Qal Perf. 3ms v.C. slaughter/kill M.V.
14 7P Hiph. Perf. 3c.pl. Vv.C. draw nea/offer M.V.




15 rall Qal Perf. 3cpl. v.C. sprinkle M.V./ld. Act. #14?
16 [01i7)5] Hiph. Perf. 3ms V.C. take off/strip M.V.
17 nnl Piel. Perf 3ms V.C. divide/cut M.V.
18 nl Qal Perf. 3c.pl. v.C. give M.V.
19 1w Qal Perf. 3c.pl. v.C. lay/stack/prepare M.V.
20 (R Qal Perf. 3ms V.C. wash/rinse M.V.
21 plo Hiph. Perf. 3ms V.C. go upin smoke M.V.
Commentary

1:2 Speak® to the sons of Israel and say” to them, “ When any man from amongyou dfers® an dfering to Jeho-
vah, fromthe attle, fromthe herd, andfromthe flock y all shall offer’ your offerings.

God commands Moses to spedk to the children of Israd as a prophet delivering God's word to God's people.
Moses is the greaest prophet of the Old Testament. The cmmands in this passage ae generaly in the Perfed
tense (considered as completed adion) and prefixed with aVav (which throwsthe adioninto the future). | believe
that this may lend more Imperative force than a ssmple Imperfed verb structure would have. It's amost like God
expeds that these commands will i ndeed be obeyed so He aonsiders them adone ded before they are even carried
out!

The audienceis literally “sons of Israd,” spe&king o descendants of Jaacob who was renamed Israd. In this con-
text, “sons of” does not necessarily designate male descendents exclusive of female descendants; it can mean
“children of.” Speda emphasisisthen turned to the individual offeringthe saaifice Theword “man” is placel in
an unwua position at the beginning d the phrase, drawing spedal attention to it. Again, this word “Q7X/man”
can mean “human being” exclusive of sex, but in this context, | believe that it was the men as the federal heal of
their household who dfered the saaifice The system was representative: the father represented his family, the
tribal chief represented histribe, and Moses represented the people before God. Every subjed and pronounin this
verse is masculine.

Youwill naticethat the KJV has the word “1f” where the more recent trandations sy “When.” The Hebrew word
%3 has quite arange of meaningin introdwing a dause and can mean “If,” but | trandated it “When” becaiseit is
asumed that people will bring saaifices, soit is not so much a matter of if they will doit, but rather when.

The word used for offering/saaifice is a derivative of the word 29 which means to “draw nea.” The verb |
trandated “offer” literally means “to cause to draw nea,” and the nounl trandated “offering’ literally means “a
thingwhich isbrough nea.” Holladay saysthat it designates a “gift in the general sense.”

Thisfirst sedion introduces the offering d large animals for burnt off erings and li sts what sorts of animals can be
offered. There ae three céegories: Tlf;fi;tt"[?p “from the behemah—Iarge, four-footed animals/cattle,” 9273717
“from the herd—of cattle/cows and buls,” and X ¥771%7 “from the flock—of sheep.” The Hebrew text presents
al three gualy (cf. Soncino), but the English trandations breek out the second two (herd and flock) as a subset
of thefirst (catle) asalogicd division. The Latin Vulgate addsid est “it isthe same” before “from the behemah”
emphasizing that the saaificial processis the same for cattle, herd and flock. While this is true, it is nat in the
original text.

The person of the verb suddenly switches from the solitary man (considered in the third person) to all the men
(considered in the second person) off ering the saaifices. That's why the KJV usesthe word “ye,” a secnd person
plural distinction which we have lost in modern English (“you’), athough peserved somewhat in the Southern
diaded “y’'al.” The saaifice however, remains snguar. Thiscould indicae theinclusion d singuar offerings for
multi ple people, such as the sin dffering for the whole assembly in Lev. 4 (cf. Soncino). It is one saaifice offered
by multi ple men.




According to the elitors of the BHS, the Samaritan Pentateuch, Syriac, and Septuagint leave off the 223- “your”
in “your offering,” but when | looked at the Septuagint, it appeaed to be there (ta dwpa vUWw). Jewish commen-
tators Rashi and Ibn Ezra note that this emphasizes the fad that an offering could nd be made from stolen good,
it had to be your own (Soncino).

1:3 If his offering is a sacrificefor burning up he shall offer®it—a perfea male from the herd; unto the entrance
of the Tent of Meding, he shall offer® it, for his acceptance before the face of Jehovah.

Verse Threeintroduces a new word for the saaifice Whereas in v.2, the general word for “gift/offering’” was
used, here we have the word nj;y derived from the verb meaning “to go up” The ideais that this offering “goes
up’ in smoke when it is burned, so it designates a burnt-offering a saaifice or, as| trandated it, “a saaificefor
burning ug' in order to avoid the semantic confusion d using the word “offering” again and to get the roct idea
of going“up.”

The next seven verses through erse 9 describe how a bull (amale from the herd) is offered as a burnt saaifice

In the Hebrew text, emphasisis put on the quaifications of the animal by ealy placement in the sentence it must
be aMALE, and it must be PERFECT. Here 727 “male” spedficdly designates the male gender. And the animal
must be D°71 “complete, whale, perfed” —In bah Greek and Hebrew, the ancept of “perfed” is combined with
the concept of “complete;” we dor't redly have aword in English that does this. The KJV, NAS, and NIV all use
anegative aonstruction (“withou blemish/defed”), but the Hebrew word is nat a negative one, so | used the posi-
tive word “perfed” to be more consistent in trandation. The animal to be sacrificed must be aprime spedmen—
the best—withou defeds or missng parts. Jesus fulfill ed these very detail s when He was scrificed for our sins:
He was amale, and He was perfed—boath physicdly and morally.

After the offerer choases his bull, he isto present it at the entrance of the Tent Of Meding. The reason gven in
the text is, “for his acceptance before the faceof Jehovah.” The roat for the word “acceptance” (“voluntary will”
in KJV) is¥9. Asanoun it means “desire, goodwill, favor” and as a verb (which we will seein the next verse)
it means “pay for, make good” Literally what we have herein v.3is“to hisgoodwill,” so you can seewhere the
KJV gets its trandation (the KJV also follows Jwish tradition in transating this verse —Soncino), but judgng
from the verb form of the same word, which seemsto indicae that the goodwill i snot creaed by the subjed him-
self, but rather by his “payment” or by something which “makes good” | prefer the more modern versions which
trandate this word “accept” -- athoughtednicd acaracy demands that they not trandate it as a verb as they
have dore (“that he may be accepted” NASV), but rather as a noun“acceptance” or, as K&D put it, “for good
pleasure for him (the off erer) before Jehovah.”

The word “Jehovah/LORD” at the end d the verse is absent in the Cairo codex fragment, reading “accepted be-
fore the face” instead of “accepted before the faceof Jehovah,” but this codex seems to leave out a lot of stuff
anyway, and it certainly does not change the meaning. This would easily be explained by a superstitious fea of
the use of the divine name. English trandations tend to omit the concept of “face”in the word ’,;_Eg’?, and that's
understandable, because it is generaly used like our prepasition “before, in front of,” but because the root mean-
ing d theword is“face” | prefer to keep it (“before the faceof Jehovah”). Withou the saaifice, the worshipper
cannat be acceted before the holy God. People ae sinful and uracceptable to God by nature. The only way that
Man and God can be brouglt together faceto faceis through a saaifice which removes the sin and defil ement
from the person. Thusthe next stepin v.4...

1:4 And te shall lay™ his hand uporthe head o the sacrificeto be burned up andit will be accepted™ for him,
to make atonement? on Hs behalf.

After the seledion and presentation d the saaificial animal, the next step was for the worshipper to lay (literally
“lean or’) his hand onthe heal of the animal. This adion symbdlized a transfer. Throughou the Bible, when
someone laid hands on someone or something else, he was transferring something from himself to that other per-



son a thing. Sometimes it was a transfer of authority to rule, asin the cae of aking. Sometimes it was a transfer
of spiritual gifts, asin the cae of the gostles. And, in the saaificia system, it was the transfer of guilt. Perhaps
the meaning could also be expanded as a “transfer of the fedings and intentions by which the offerer was adu-
ated... [not only] the consciousnessof his gsnfulness.. but aso ... the desire to walk before God in hdinessand
righteousness’ (K&D), but | think the primary asped was guilt-transfer. Symbalicdly, the worshipper laid his
hand onthe head o the saaificial animal to transfer the guilt of his own sin uponthe head o the animal to be of-
fered. The animal will then be acepted in hisbehaf as atonement for his $n, and the worshipper will be acceted
before the faceof God as aresult of the transadion.

Note that this required the physicd presence of the one for whom the saaifice was made. Rich folks couldn't hire
othersto dothisreligious exercise for them; they couldn't get away from fadng upto Godfor their sin (Soncino).

“uponthe head of " The Syriacuses pwrbnh (equivalent to Hebrew 1127p or English “his offering”), but all
other texts use the word 11571 or “the burnt offering.” This redly doesn’t make much dfference; it is substituting
amore general word used ealier in the dhapter for the more spedfic word used in this context. Both are referring
to the same thing. It's understandable that in the translation to Syriac there was a sli p-up.

Verbal #11in v.4 is the verb form of the noun“acceptance” foundin v.3. It means “to be paid for, or to be made
good” The worshipper is made good ly the transadion with the saaificial animal. Note the perfed tense—there
is arety of completed adion kefore it is even dore! This gave mnfidence to the worshipper to approach God
knowing that he would indeed be acceted. Thisis one of the greaest advantages Judeo-Christianity has over any
other religion, the surety of how God will respondto us.

I9p/make aonement — According to Harris, Archer, and Waltke, this word is always used in conredion with the
removal of sin and dcefil ement, athoughit has a secmndmeaning “to smea with pitch” which isused ony in Gen.
6:14. It is nat so much related to the verb “cover” as to the nours for “ransom” and “atonement” (note wnsonan-
tal similarity between this word 722/kappair and the phrase for “Day of Atonement” 992/[Yom] Kippu). Thus
the verb is not so much “to cover over asin, padfying adeity” (as Brown, Driver, and Briggs gate), but rather “to
atone by offering a substitute.” It is usually used of the priest offering a bloody saaificefor aworshipper—in Le-
viticus there ae 49 instances of this without variant meanings. It was the symbdlic expresson o innccent life
given for guilty life (cf K&D).

Again, we seethat Jesus is the fulfill ment of this saaifice Jesus had nosin to make him unaccetable before God.
When he died onthe aoss a transfer took dacewhereby our sins were imputed to Him and His righteousness
was imputed to us—Isaiah 53 clealy shows this picture. Those of us who Lelieve that this is what Jesus did are
acceptable before the faceof God. We were paid for, we were made good we were @oned for by the offering d a
substitute! Hall elujah!

1:5 And he shall aughter®® the son of the herd before the face of Jehovah, and the sons of Aaron the priests
shall offer™ the blood, and they shall sprinkle™ the blood around on the altar which is at the entrance of the Tent
Of Mesting.

For some reason, the Septuagint plurali zes the subjed (cga&ouaol = “they shall day”) It does the same thingin v.
11 The plura subjea would indicae the priests rather than the worshipper doing the slaughtering. A coupe thou-
sand yeas after the law was given to Moses, the trandators of the Septuagint apparently had it in their minds that
the priests were to take over more of the worship adiviti es than was originally given to them. A littl e over athou-
sand yeas dill |ater, Jewish commentator, Rashi, wrote that it didn't matter who dd it—the worshipper, the
priest, or even a hired agent! (Soncino) Before we get upset at them, think abou how we have dore the same
thing with the pastorg/priests in ou modern-day churches.

The sacaificial animal is given a littl e more definition here, literally “a son d the herd,” which seans to indicae
that thisisa “young bul,” asthe NAS & NIV put it (KIV="bullock”), and nd amature bull. It was to be daugh-
tered right in the presence of Jehovah-God, at the entrance to the tent of Meding. The priests were to make the



offering d blood sprinkling the blood d the bull onthe dtar--and nd just “on” the dtar, but “around’ and “on;”
there ae two prepositions here (KJV= “roundabou uponthe dtar,” NAS= “around onthe dtar,” NIV= “against
the dtar on all sides’). The ideais that the worshipper would use aknife to dlit the throat of the bull, thus Killi ng
it, and the priests would cach the bloodin a bowl and sprinkle the blood liberaly all over and aroundthe dtar.
This presentation o thelife blood uporthe dtar was central to the saaifice

The Cairo codex fragment omits Aaron’'s name and also omits the objea of “the blood” saying “the sons of the
priests shall make offering and shall sprinkle the blood’ instead of “the sons of Aaron, the priests dall offer up
the blood and sprinkle the blood” Again, the Cairo seams to leave out a lot of detail s, but even so, these omis-
sionsdonit change the instructions.

It is interesting hov Jesus fulfill ed the distinction between what the worshiper and what the priest did in His
deah: He was put to deah by humans, but it was He Himself, as the greaest high griest who conscioudly off ered
His own bood kefore Jehovah.

1:6 And he shall skin'® the sacrificefor burning up and e shall cut'’ it into its pieces.

The Samaritan Pentateuch and the Septuagint plurali ze the subjed here, saying “They shall divide” instead o “he
shall divide” This happensin v. 9, 12, and 13 Again, thisis adistinction between priest and worshipper, which |
am inclined to believe was claimed more and more by the priests over time.

The two verbs are the main thing in this verse: the animal is to be skinned (literally “strip” / KIV= "flay”) and
quartered, or “cut into pileces.” The word for “burnt saaifice” is feminine, asis the acasative pronoun(“it” liter-
aly “her”) and the possesdve pronaminal suffix (“its pieces’ literally “her pieces’). Here is one of the few places
where the KJV trandators weren't exad in their translation, as they translated it “his pieces,” but sedang as how
the bullock wasamaleit’snot abig ded. Quartering the animal probably made it easier to lift onto the dtar.

1:7 Andthe sons of Aaronthe priest shall put fire uponthe altar andtheyshall arrange™ sticks uponthe fire.
“the sons of Aaron the priest” is rendered “the priests—sons of Aaron’ in the Syriac however, the Vulgate omits
the phrase dtogether. Other manuscripts of the Septuagint, the Samaritan Pentateuch, the Syriac, and ore of the
Targums pluralizeit “the sons of Aaron, the priests’ — this would match the wording d vs. 5 and 8 letter, but it
doesn’t change the instructions of how the saaificewasto be offered.

The descendants of Aaron were the priests, and the priests had exclusive cae of the holy atar. They were in
charge of kegoingfire onthe dtar—it was never to go ou. Interestingly enough the word for “sticks”(KJV, NAS,
and NIV “wood’) is no dfferent from the word for “trees.” They had to be caeful abou how they tended the fire
on the dtar, both verbs in this verse ae caeful, orderly verbs, “put/give” fire and “arrange/set in order” the
trees/logg/sticks/'wood onthe dtar. Even the placament of the saaifice onthe dtar was nea and aderly aswe'll
seein the next verse. Just as the priests were to take cae and ke orderly in thislittl e detail of having afire, so we,
too, as Christians $houd take cae and be orderly abou every littl e instruction God gves usin Hisword.

1:8 And the sons of Aaron the priests sall arrange'® with the pieces the head andthe fat over the sticks which
are uponthe fire which isuponthe altar.

Several manuscripts of the Samaritan Pentateuch, the Septuagint, the Syriac and ore of the Targums add avav (=
“and’) before the oljed “the heal”, but it redly doesn't make adifference sinceit is obvioudly alist of severa
parts to be put together. A little more significant variant —which | believe to be an aberration - is foundin the
Cairo fragment which amitsthe “fire.”

Every part of the animal which has been slaughtered and cut up is mentioned except for the skin. A new part that
hasn’'t been mentioned heretofore is the fat. The Isradites weren't suppaed to ed fat, but were to bun it as an
offering to God. The NAS trandates the word as “suet” which Webster’s New World Dictionary defines as “the
hard, crumbly fat depasited aroundthe kidneys and loins of cattle and sheep; used in cooking and making tall ow.”
The NAV may have picked upthis word “suet” from a comment by Jewish commentator Nachmanides, who said
the roat of the word used here meant “divide,” thus limiting the meaning d the word to the fat which divides the



upper intestines from the lower, but Soncino indicaes that most Jewish commentators take the word to mean “fat”
in general. It is pretty clea that every part of the animal (except the skin, which was given to the priest, and the
contents of the intestines, which were washed ou—cf. K& D) was intended to be burnt up onthe dtar.

1:9 And itsinnards and its legs he shall wash® with water, and the priest shall burn up? the whole on the altar
as a sacrifice for burning up, a fire-offering of a soothing aroma to Jehovah.

The Septuagint omits the first phrase @ou burning the offering after washing it, aso puralizing the word
“priest.” Towards the end d the verse, the NIV picks up onwhat several manuscripts sy—including those of the
Samaritan Pentateuch, Septuagint, Syriac and the Pseudo-Jonathan Targums—adding a verb of being: “it is an
offering made by fire” instead of “an dffering made by fire.” There isa significant amourt of suppat for the NIV
making this variation from the standard Masoretic text, but while it may make for an easier reading (which makes
it susped of later editing), it doesn’t make adiff erencein meaning.

What is the significance of washing the inner parts (NAS= “entrail S”) and legs with water? It is digunctive from
the rest of the passage which starts every verse with “andt[he]y shall;” now we have averse starting with “and its
inner parts’ — spedal emphasisis being d-awn to this. Perhapsit is digunctive in time—this washing is mentioned
after the parts have dready been pu onthe dtar, so perhapsit isgoing badk in timeto before the parts are put up
there and saying to be sure and wash them (cf. Soncino). But they were just going to be burned; why wash them?
Perhaps this reinforced the priority of purity, not only the cegemonial purity which God required bu the pradicd
cleanlinessof the priests as they were handiing Hoody med.

The word for “innardg/inner parts’ is from the same root 29 that the word for “offer” and “draw nea” comes
from; K&D say that it refers to the “intestines of the éodamen or belly, such as the stomach and bavels, which
would necessarily have to be thorougHy cleansed.” The word for legs comes from the roat ¥92 “to crouch” (Hol-
laday), and generally refersto the “legs... of oxen and she... from the kneedown to the foat” (K&D). The ends
of the legs and the intestines are parts usually discarded in butchering an animal becaise they are no goodfor ed-
ing, but God wanted even these parts burned onHis altar.

“The verb descriptive of the burning is everywhere higtir. This verb dces not describe burning d the cnsuming
kind, but of the sublimating kind, a processwhereby something is changed into a finer substance The verb for
destructive burning is saraf, and this is adually used for the burning d parts of the animal outside the camp, but
never of the burning uponthe dtar” (Vos). The NAS trandation renders it “offer up in smoke” and the Jewish
Soncino commentary trandates it “ make it smoke.”

This concludes the initial instructions on bunt offerings. There is a poetic twist to the conclusion d this £dion
asit cdlsthe smoke going up“a swed savor” (KJV), “a soothing aroma” (NAS), “an aroma pleasing” (NIV), lit-
erdly, “air-soothing.” It conjures up the image of God in heaven bending ower, inhaling the ar, and beaming with
pleasure. There may also be abit of poetic word play in the simil arity of the last two words 71977°% I3, We ae
left with no doub that God will accept the off ering and that He will be pleased with it; what a tremendous assur-
ance!

Who Does What: Burnt Offering of a Bull

ASOR cbrew O SEPTUAGINT (Ancient Greek trandation d O.T.)
Wor shipper Priests Wor shipper Priests
v.3 | Seled animal Seled animal
Present it at tabernacle Present it at tabernacle
v.4 | Lay hand onanimal Lay hand onanimal
v.5 | Kill animal Sprinkle bloodaroundaltar Kill animal
Sprinkle bloodaroundaltar

V.6 | Skin & quarter animal Skin animal Quarter animal
v.7 Arrangefire & wood onaltar Arrangefire & wood onaltar
v.8 Arrange animal pieces on altar Arrange animal pieces on altar




v.9 (One priest) (Multiple priests)
Wash innards & Burn saaifice Wash innards & Burn saaifice

Saaifices were not a new thing to the Isradites. Abel, Noah, Jaab, and ahers are spedficdly mentioned as
offering saaifices. The Hebrews in Egypt were famili ar enoughwith it to want to go ou to the wil dernessto offer
asaaificewith Moses, and Jethro also difered bunt-offeringsin the canp of the Isradites. Keil & Delitzsch
state, “ The saaificial laws presuppase the presentation d burnt-off erings, mea-offerings, and dain-offeringsasa
custom well known to the people, and a necessty demanded by their religious fedings... The objed of the
saaificial lawsin thisbookwas... smply to arganize and expand the saaificial worship o the Israditesinto an
ingtitution in harmony with the mvenant between the Lord and His people...” What was new in Leviti cus was the
concept of saaifice a expiation, that animal off erings hitherto had been an expresson d self-surrender and life-
fellowship with God and nav Moses was instituting saaifice @& smething to take avay sin and appease God's
wrath (K&D). Vos disagrees with this, saying that animal saaifices have dways had an expiatory element (viz.
the daughtering d animals to provide averings for Adam and Eve dter they fell). Ruth Beedik suggestsin her
book Adam and His Kin, that God provided information onanimal saaificeoraly to Adam which is elaborated
inwriting orly later on by Moses.

K&D explain further that in the offering d an animal saaifice acording to the laws here, the offerer was “cov-
ered, onacourt of his unhdiness from before the hdy God, or, spesing more predsely, from the wrath of God
and the manifestation d that wrath; that is to say, from the punishment which his sn had deserved, as we may
clealy seefrom Gen 3220 and still more dealy from Ex 3230. In the former case Jaab's objed is to reconcile
the faceof his brother Esau by means of a present, that is to say, to modify the wrath of his brother, which he has
drawn upon hmself by taking away the blessng o the first-born. In the latter, Moses endeavours by means of his
intercesgon to expiate the sin o the people, over whom the wrath of God is abou to bun to destroy them... to
proted the people from the destruction which threaens them in consequence of the wrath of God... The power to
make expiation, i.e. to cover an unholy man from before the holy God, or to cover the sinner from the wrath of
God, is attributed to the blood d the saaificial animal, only so far as the soul lives in the blood, and the soul of
the animal when saaificed takes the placeof the human soul. This substitution is no doulh incongruous... When
God therefore, said, ‘I have given it to you uponthe dtar to make gonement for your souls (chap. 17.11), and
thus attributed to the blood d the saaificial animals a significance which it could not naturally possess this was
dore in anticipation d the true and perfed saaifice which Christ, the Son d Man and God, would dffer in the
fullnessof time throughthe holy and eternal Spirit, for the reconcili ation d the whaoe world (Heb. 9.14).” K&D
go onto say that this expiation was accomplished na only by the medanicd adion d the saaifice but also
throughthe faith of the offerer seeking reconcili ation with God just as much as slvation today is throughfaith in
Jesus Christ.




Leviticus 1:10-13
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1:10 Now if his offering is from the flock—from the shee or from the goats, he shall offer®? it—a perfedt male—
asasaaificefor burning up 11 and he shall slaughter®® it onthe side of the dtar northwards before the faceof
Jehovah. Then Aaron's ns, the priests, shall sprinkle24 its bloodaround onthe dtar. 12 And he shall cut®® it into
its pieces, also with its head andits fat, and then the priest shall arrange them uponthe sticks which are onthe
firewhich isonthe dtar. 13 However, the innards and the legs he shall wash?’ with water, and the priest shall of-
fer?® thewhole, and he shall burn [it] up® [on] the dtar. It is asaaificefor burning up afire-offering  a sooth-
ing aromato Jehovah.

Verb# Root Parsing Formatives M eaning ntax

22 299 Hiph. Impf. 3ms 3ms Offer/draw nea M.V./Apod.
23 (/51 Qal Perf. 3ms V.C. slaughter/kill M.V.

24 Tl Qal Perf. 3cpl. V.C. sprinkle M.V.

25 gigh] Piel. Perf 3ms v.C. divide/cut M.V.

26 1w Qal Perf. 3c.s. Vv.C. lay/stadk/prepare M.V.

27 [ Qal Perf. 3ms v.C. wash/rinse M.V.

28 299 Hiph. Perf. 3ms v.C. offer/draw nea M.V.

29 Mwp Hiph. Perf. 3ms Vv.C. go upin smoke M.V./Id Act. #28?

Commentary

This passage is very much paralel to verses 3-9, deding with how to dfer a burnt saaifice The difference de-
scribed in the text is that this passage deds with the burnt offering d a sheg o goat whereas the former dedt
with the sacrifice of abull. The processis pretty much the sasme—in fad, there ae no significant diff erences, and,
perhaps as a result, this soond assage is less detail ed than the former. The locdion is now asaumed (v.3 “the
doaway of the tent of meding’); the purpose is assumed (v.3-4 “that he may be acceted before the LORD...to
make @onement on his behalf”); and a few adions are dso assumed, including the laying on ¢ hands, skinning
the animal, and puting fire and wood onthe dtar. There ae dso some interesting additions in this sedion which
were not foundin the first, including the “north side” of the dtar, the use of a stated subjed in the last sentence “It
is,” and the use of the verb “offer” (KJV & NIV “bring”) in connedion with the priest (in the first sedionit was
only used in conrection with the worshipper). These diff erences bring the passage dl the more to life—thisisn't a
mechanicd repetition; some red though went into the unique presentation d this wmndsedion.

1:10 Now if hisofferingis from the flock, from the shegp or from the goats, he shall offer?? it—a perfedt male—
as a sacrificefor burning up

Inthis ®dion d verses (1:10-13) we're deding with the burnt saaifice of agoat or shee, presumably asasin
offering. The Hebrew word arder emphasizesthis, asit begins with “Now, if from the flock...” whereas normally
it would have started with averb such as“he shall offer.” It draws attention to the fad that thisis a new sedion.
Theword for “sheg” is masculine, asin “rams,” (Holl aday), and the word for “goats’ can be feminine or mascu-
line, but the passage stipulates that the offeringisto be amale.




Different trandlations of the Bible have diff erent minor variations, but there is no significant differencein mean-
ing. The KJV, for example, pluralizes the word “flock” (The Hebrew word is snguar, andthe KJV rendered it
singdar “flock” in v.3). The NIV puts adefinite aticle (“the”) in front of the word “offering” when thereisno
definite aticle—one hasto wonder if thisis ancther attempt to avoid the masculine pronounagain, sinceit liter-
aly saysin Hebrew “his offering.” The ancient Samaritan Pentateuch and the Septuagint add “to Jehovah” to de-
fine who the saaificeis being dfered to—thisis nat in the Hebrew text at this paint, althoughit isimplied by the
context. Even more interestingly, the Samaritan Pentateuch throws the word “for aburnt offering” (or, as| trans-
lated it “as asaaificefor burning ug') forward in the sentence next to the word for “his offering;” the NIV goes
with the Samaritan word order “if the offeringis a burnt off ering from the flock...” Despite the diff erent transla-
tions, however, the meaning is the same: A man may bring an animal from his flock—either a shegp or a goat—as
aburnt offering to God, and that animal must be aperfed male.

See ommentsfor 1:3 on“perfed,” “ mae” and“saaificefor burning up”

1:11 and te shall saugher® it on the side of the altar northwards before the face of Jehovah. Then Aaron's
sons, the priests, shall sprinkle?® its blood aound onthe altar.

The Septuagint trandators took the liberty to add “and he shall lay his hand onits head” from v.4, to the begin-
ning d this verse, perhaps because they felt that this adion was © important in the ceemony of saaificethat it
shoud na be left unstated. | agreethat it was an important part of the ceeemony which shoud have been kept in
carying ou the adions of the saaifice but it is never a goodideato add to the words of Holy Scripture! The
Septuagint also pluralizes the verbs for “slaughter,” and “cut” (v.12), presumably shifting the adion from the
worshipper to the priests. These ae liberties which shoud na have been taken with the text.

The saaifice was to be killed on (or “against”) the side (literaly the “thigh”) of the dtar northwards before the
faceof Jehovah. This $eds more light to the detail s given in v.5, which stated that the blood was to be sprinkied
around onthe dtar “that is at the doaway of the Tent of Meding.” Putting the two passages together, we can say
that the Tent of Meding was to the north of the dtar of saaifice What was the significance of this locaion? Prac-
ticdly it was close to the dtar, so the priests wouldn't have to carry the blood and carcassfar to the dtar. Spiritu-
aly, it was areminder of the redity that this was a transadion dore in the presence of God. The Tent of Meding
is where God met with Israd, so they were to be fadng the entrance of that tent as a reminder that they were
meding with God with a substitute kill ed in their behalf so they could be forgiven of their sins. Keil and Delitzsch
sugeest that it was only fitting for the saaificeto be dore onthe North side becaise the steps to the dtar were on
the South side, the East side was the placefor refuse, and the West side facal the haly place (which they said
would have been most unsuitable, althoughthey dori't explain why!). The North side of the dtar facel the table of
shew-bread, with the continual offering o loaves of bread.

The worshipper was to dlit the throat of the animal, and the dtending priests were to catch the bloodin abowl and
sprinkle the blood liberally both “upori’ and “around’ the dtar. The animal, the dtar, the blood and the burning
are the key elements of this saaifice (See @mmentary on 1.5 for more detail s.)

1:12 And he shall cut® it into its pieces also with its head andits fat, and then the priest shall arrange®® them
uponthe sticks which are onthe fire which is onthe altar.
See ommentary on 1.6-8.

Because of the Zagef gaton accent (like our comma) over the word “to his pieces” and the Vav conjunction kefore
“he shall arrange” (usually indicaing the beginning d a dause), it’s hard to knowv what to dowith the phrase in
the middle “and (with) his head and his fat”—does it go with “cut in pieces’ or does it go with “arrange...on the
atar”? | cast my vote with the KJV and NAS in puting it with the former; | think the NIV is gretching it too far
to pu it with the latter. Keil and Delitzsch agree athoughthey believe we ae deding with an urstated verb here,
i.e. “cut it up acwording to its parts and (sever) its head and its fat.” This awkward word order, however cdls at-
tention to the head and fat (see @mmentary on “fat” in 1:8), perhaps < that it will not be forgaotten, sincein na-



mal butchering for eding, it was the rest of the body that was paid attention to, and God is here enphasizing that
the WHOLE animal wasto be offered up

A pealliar textual variant comes into play here in the number of priests. Whereasin v.8, the plural priests wereto
arrange the quartered animal uponthe dtar, herein verse 12, it is the singular priest who is to arrange the saai-
ficeuponthe dtar. The ancient Greek Septuagint and Latin Vulgate trandate them both plural. | dor't think thisis
aterribly significant variant. It didn't redly matter how many priests were involved in the saaifice what mattered
was that apriest and nd alayman be the one who pu the saaificial elements onthe dtar. Why a priest? To main-
tain the separation ketween sinful man and the haly God. There had to be ago-between. A sinful man could na
diredly approac the haly God; he had to gothrougha priest who had been approved before God s presenceto be
a mediator between his fellow man and God. The book d Hebrews makes it abundantly clea that Jesus Christ
fulfill ed this function as the High Priest to end all High Priests. Jesus was not only the perfea Lamb, he was also
his own dficiating priest in dfering Himself as a saaifice, and He lives forever in heaven now to be the mediator
between man and God. When we pray, we do so in Jesus name—our prayers go throughHim to the Father. Jesus
isour Priest now, andthereis nolonger anead among God s people, the church, for an eathly priest.

1:13 However, the innards and the legs he shall wash? with water, and the priest shall offer? the whole, and he
shall burn [it] up® [on] the altar. It is a sacrifice for burning up, a fire-offering of a soothing aroma to Jehovah.
The Vav conjunction which begins verse 12, like our English word “and’ is a mnredive word for conseautive
events, but the Vav can also be adigunctive awnjunction like our English word “but.” Such is the cae here in
verse 13 (KJV="but,” NAS="However,” NIV=omitted!?). Concerning the cause for this digunction (I suggest it
is temporal) as well as elaboration on“inner parts,” “legs,” reason for washing, the speda verb used here for
“burning up” and the “soathing aromato Jehovah” see @mmentary in v.9.

It's interesting to see ancther little diff erence between this sdion and the previous. In V.9, it was “its inner parts
and its legs’ whereas here in v.13 it is “the inner parts and the legs’ (emphasis mine). It just underscores to me
that eat sedion in the Bible, even repetitive parts like this, were written with individual care and carry unique-
nesses, thus ead sedion d the Bible shoud be read with individual care rather than skipped simply becaise it
may |ook repetiti ve.

The verb numbered 28 tere is the same Hebrew word trandated “offer” and “offering’ everywhere dse in this
passage. The root meaning is “to be nea,” and since it has the Hiphil stem here, it has a caisative meaning:
“causeto be nea,” thusit istrandated “bring’ or “offer.” The King James trandators use the word “bring’ in this
sedion, bath in regard to the one offering the saaifice and in regard to the priest who daces the saaifice on the
atar, whereas in the previous fdion, they trandated the word consistently “offer.” The NIV tranglators appar-
ently wanted to make adistinction between the ation o the worshipper and the adion d the priest, so they trans-
lated it “offer” in regards to the worshipper, but “bring’ in regards to the priest, perhaps underlining that the ac-
tion o the priest was primarily that of carrying things to the dtar whereas the worshipper was the one who was
making the offering. It seams inconsistent to me dymologicdly, but | can seewhy they would want to make the
distinction. Anyway, whether you trandate it as “offer” or as “bring’ deddes whether the priest’s “offer-
ing/bringing” and “burning ug' are identicd adions (offering is the same & burning up, or conseautive adions
(bringing the cacassto the dtar and then burningit)—I gofor the former, but wouldn't want to argue over it!

Who Does What: Burnt Offering from Flock

v.10 | offer lamb or goat
v.11 | slaughter it sprinkle blood onaltar

v.12 | cutit up arrange pieces on altar

v.13 | wash legsand entrail s | bring/offer and bun it up or
altar




Note that acarding to the Hebrew text, the worshipper’ s work revolves aroundthe animal, and the work of the
priest revolves aroundthe dtar.



Leviticus 1:14-17
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Verb# Root Parsing For matives M eaning Syntax
30 299 Hiph. Perf. 3ms vav offer/draw nea M.V ./Apod.
31 299 Hiph. Perf. 3ms vav + 3ms offer/draw nea M.V.

32 Pon Qal Pf. 3ms vav pinch off MV

33 0P Hiph. Perf. 3ms vav go upinsmoke | M.V.IdAct. #28
34 a%n Niph. Perf. 3ms vav drain ou MV

35 0 Hiph. Perf. 3ms vav turn away MV

36 aki Hiph. Perf. 3ms vav cast MV

37 yow Piel Pref. 3ms vav cleare MV

38 572 Hiph. Impf. 3ms separate Qualify #37
39 P Hiph. Perf. 3ms vav go upin smoke M.V.

1:14 Andif his offering to Jehovah is a saaifice for burning upfrom the birds, then he shall offer®® his offering
from the turtle-doves or from the young pgeons. 15 And the priest shall offer®* it unto the dtar, and he shall pinch
off**its head and bun*® it upon the dtar, and its blood shall be drained ou®* onthe flat side of the dtar. 16 Then
he shall remove™ its crop with its feahers, and he shall throw® it to the East side of the dtar—to the ash pit. 17
And he shall tea® it by itswings, but he shall not sever®® it, and the priest shall burn® it up on the dtar, onthe
stickswhich are onthefire. It isasaaificefor burning up—afire off ering—a soothing aromato Jehovah.

Commentary
Thethird and final caegory of burnt off erings was the birds. This was the offering d a poa man who could na
afford alarger animal. Such hirds were kept domesticaed (K& D) or were caught in the wild by daring cliff-

climbers and sold.

1:14 And if his offering to Jehovah is a sacrifice for burning up from the birds, then he shall offer® his offering
from the turtle-doves or from the young pigeons.
Again, the forward placement in Hebrew of “if from the...” signals the transitionto thisthird sedion. It isinter-

esting that while the NAS and NIV have made “his offering” the Subjed of the sentence and “burnt saaifice” the
Predicate Nominative of the sentence, the KJV lumps the two together “if the burnt saaificefor his offeringis...”

Asin the previous fdion, | have rendered the verb 23p in every occurrence & “offer” just to show that it isthe
same word, althoughmost English tranglations render it “offer” in some placesand “bring’ in ather places (see
comment in 1:13).




This 2ort of offeringwas to be from the “turtle-doves’ (the NIV misses the word “from” here and also makes the
nounsinguar when it isplural) or from the “young pgeons.” The Hebrew word for “turtle-dove” (pronourced
“tor” — dorit forget to roll your “r"!), could be onomatopaeic for the sound the bird acually makes (BDB), and
the “young pgeon” isliteraly, “the sons of the dove” -- “son d” being a Hebraism for “yound’ (Son.). The word
for “dowe” is pronourced “yonah” — you may recmgrizethat thisisthe same & the name of the famous prophet
whom God sent to Nineveh!

1:15 Andthe priest shall offer®! it unto the altar, and te shall pinch off*?its head and bun® it up onthe altar,
andits bloodshall be drained ou** onthe flat side of the altar.

Unlike the procedure of the larger off erings, with the birds it was the priest who kill ed the animal. Heisto “wring
off” (KIV, NAS, NIV), “nip off” (BDB), “pinch off” (Holl., Son., K&D) the bird's head. Then the head is to be
tossed immediately onto the dtar to be burned up(K&D).

The next step was for the bloodto be drained ou. Thereisalittl e bit of disagreament asto how to trandate this
word, but the basic ideais the same. The Samaritan Pentateuch has the most diff erent translation—probably due
to a spelli ng error—using the word for “find’ (which isahomonym in Hebrew for the mrred word), the Latin
Vulgate and Greek Septuagint merely drop the letter Nun at the beginning, changing the verb from passve to ac-
tive “and he shall wring od,” insteal o “the bloodshall be wrung ou.” The NAS uses alessintense word
“drained” whereas the KJV uses alittl e more intense word “wrung” Keil and Délitzsch remind ws that there’ s not
alot of bloodin abird, so it probably had to be “pressed ou” and there probably wasn’t enoughto sprinkle
around as was the cae with the larger animals. But the basic ideais that the blood was removed from the bird.
Thiswasto be dore onthe “side” of the dtar (as most English versions put it), but sincethe word for “side” liter-
aly meanswall” or “flat surface” (Holl.), | liked BDB’srendering “flat side.”

1:16 Then he shall remove®™ its crop with its feathers, and fe shall throw?® it to the East side of the altar—to the
ash pit.

Thefirst verb literaly means “cause to turn away;” the NIV rendersit “remove,” NAS “take avay,” and the KJV
“pluck away.” The bird's crop, or the dimentary canal, is where the foodis digested. These words for “crop’ and
“feahers’ are hapexlegomena, occurring orly oncein the Bible, and whil e the “crop” is generally agreed upon
thereisabit of controversy over the ssamndword —whether it shoud be trandated “feahers’ or as waste material
in the aop. Davidson related this word to the root X¥” “to go ou,” and the famous 10" Century Jewish commen-
tator, Rashi, trandated it “entrails.” Following im, Nachmanidestrandated it “feahersin the aop,” Kell and De-
litzsch trandate it “feces,” andthe NIV goesfor “its contents.” Others, however say that the word stems from i7%1
“to fly” (BDB) or “to dossom” (Hoall.), thus Luther, Cohen, the KJV and NAS al trandate it “feahers,” and that
isthe trandation | went for. However, Keil and Delitzsch remind us that, whatever the case, the intestines would
have cme out anyway with the aop, and because the other saaificial animalswere to be skinned, the bird, by
anaogy, at least would neal to haveits feahers plucked, so homatter which way you trandate this, it comes out
pretty much the samein adion.

Interestingly enough in the Masoretic Hebrew text, thisword for “feahers/contents’ appeasto have afeminine
pronounattached, i.e. “her” feahers, whereas youwould exped a masculine pronoun The Samaritan Pentateuch,
Syriag most Targums, and the KJV all change the pronounto a masculine one (“his feahers’) because only
males were to be saaificed! The next pronounin the text is also feminine in the Masoretic text (“and he shall cast
her to the side...”) and most of the versions also change it to masculine. Perhapsthisis an error in the Masoretic
text, but since English has neutral pronours for animals, we can play it safe and translate these pronoursin the
neuter “it.”

These waste materials—the intestines and the feahers—were to be thrown to the East side of the dtar. The East
side iswhere the ash-pit was—literally “a placeof fat.” Theword “fat” is generaly translated into English as
“ash” because this was apparently a mixture of animal fat and wood ashes from the dtar (BDB, Hol.). Such apile
of fatty-ashes ams out-of-placein God s hay placeof worship, and some havetried to “clean it up’ in interest-
ing ways. Cohen relates a Jewish legend which saysthat al the parts cast away to this placemiraailously disap-



peaed (Son.), but the Cairo text gives alittl e more naturali stic suggestion, saying that the waste material was
“burned up’ instead of merely tossed to the side. | don't see any Biblicd basisfor either of these, though

1:17 And e shall tear® it by itswings, but he shall not seve®® it, andthe priest shall burn® it up onthe altar,
onthe sticks which are onthefire. It is a sacrificefor burning up—a fire offering—a socthing aroma to Jehovah.
Theword “tea” isin the Piel stem, which indicaes an intense adion. The Qal (non-intense) stem of the same
verb is often used to describe an animal with ahod that is“split” or “divided.” The priest wasto grab that bird by
thewings andrip it open. However, the text gives a qualifying term — the only verb in this ®dion d the Hebrew
text withou avav attadhed to it (seethe Formatives column in the verb chart for this ssdion— thisisverb #3§. |
believe, that the lad of the vav (the other manuscripts containing avav natwithstanding) would cdl attention to
the fad that thisverb “not sever” isaqualificaion d the former one “tea.” The priest isto tea the bird, but not
al theway intwo, or, asthe NIV putsit, “nat severing it completely.” Why? Perhaps the priests would have felt
obligated to chopthe littl e bird into piecesjust like the larger animals if God hadn't said this, and thiswould un-
derscore my hypothesis that the large animals were quartered primarily for ease of handling rather than for sym-
badlic religious reasons.

This passage ends with the same phrase & the former two (See @mments on 1:8). The priest isto bun the body
onthe dtar asaburnt offering, and it will be asoothing smell to the Lord.

Who Does What: Burnt Offering of Birds

v.14 | Offer turtle-dove or young p-
geon

v.15 -Bring Grd to altar

-Pinch dff head and bun it
-Drain out blood onside of altar
v.16 -Remove aop and feahers
-Throw them to east side of altar
v.17 -Tea open hird’ s body partialy
-Burn it on altar

Applications:

1

2.

3.

We shoud redizethe seriousnessof our violations of God s laws: that our sins anger God and reguire the
deah of anindividual.

We shoud praise God that He does not leave usto dein ou sin and estrangement from Him, but that He
provides away of reconcili ation with Him throughthe saaifice of anather.

We must redizethat Jesus Christ fulfill ed the animal saaifices, being ayoung perfed male, offering the
ultimate saaifice of Hisdivine self uponthe aoss.

Just as the ancient Jew signified hisbelief in God s provision d atonement by laying his hand onthe head
of the saaificial animal, so we must placeour trust in Jesus who paid the degh penalty we deserve for
our sin and reconciled us to God.

We shoud appredate the fad that God has made some people richer and some poarer, and that He re-
quired more of the man with means (bull ock) than He did of a poa man (dove), yet accepted bah
equally.

We shoud never doult that God has head ou prayer or accepted our worship when we offer it to Him —
we can rest asaured that He enjoysit like a ‘soothing aroma.”

We shoud resped the hdinessof God. Godis 0 separate from man that, in the Old Testament, only a
priest could approadh God s atar with asaaifice According to the New Testament, Jesus is our priest by
which we may come diredly to God withou anather human priest, but we shoud never take that privi-
lege lightly or enter the worship of God carelesdy.

We shoud also beware the eror of giving ower to the dergy the resporsibility which God hes given usto
worship Him, like the Jews did with the Septuagint in reasssgning the aughter of the animal from the
worshipper to the priests.



9. Just asthe “whae” animal was offered uponthe dtar, the New Testament exhorts usto “present our bod-
iesaliving saaifice” to God. Our “whole [person shoud be mnseaated and surrendered] to the Lord to
be pervaded by the refining pover of divine grace” (K&D)



