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Introduction: �The sacrificial system forms the very heart of true Old Testament worship. Though sacrifices in themselves were completely symbolic in nature (Exo. 25:9�; Heb. 10:1), they were the Divinely ordained means through which the OT saint demonstrated his faith (Gen. 4:4; 1 Sam. 5:22; Heb. 11:4). Offered in believing obedience, they became the medium through which atonement, forgiveness, recon�ciliation, and fellowship with God were mediated.


	I.	Key passages and terms


	The most extended discussion of the Mosaic sacrificial system occurs in Le�viticus 1-7. In these chapters, God gives a detailed description of the materials, methods, and purposes for the various sacrificial offerings. Other significant pas�sages include Lev. 16 – the Day of Atonement, Lev. 22:17-30 – sacrifices in fulfillment of vows or freewill offerings, Lev. 23:4-21 – sacrifices associated with the feasts and the continual burnt offering of the sabbath, Num. 15:1-31 – sac�rifices to be made upon entrance into Canaan (cp. Deut. 26), Num. – sacrifice of the red heifer and the preparation of the water of purification, and Num. 28-29 – an ex�tended summary of the “offerings by fire.”


	There are several general terms for the concept of sacrifice. The first term used for a sacrifice in the OT is hxnm, ‘a gift, offering’ (Gen. 4:4). In the Mosaic system, however, hxnm was used to refer specifically to the grain offering (Lev. 2:1). The most common terms for a sacrifice are xbz, ‘sacrifice’ and !brq, ‘a gift, that which is brought near to God’ (Lev. 1:2). hva is a term used for those offer�ings that were burned wholly or in part (Lev. 1:9).�


	II.	The specific sacrifices


	The core of the OT sacrificial system consists of the five sacrifices described in Lev. 1-7: the burnt offering (hl[, lylk–Psa. 51:19), the grain offering (hxnm), the peace offering (~ymlv), the sin offering (tajx), and the guilt offering (~va).� In addition to these key offerings there was the drink offering ($sn; Num. 15:1-10), the wave offering (hpwnt; Lev. 8:27), and the ordination offering (~yalm; Lev. 8:22-32).


	A.	The burnt offering (Lev. 1; 6:8-13)�


	The ‘olah or burnt offering, ‘that which ascends,’ was a voluntary offer�ing made for the offerer’s acceptance before God (wncrl – Lev. 1:3; not “of his own voluntary will” as the AV). When accepted, it functioned as an atone�ment for the offerer (1:4; note the parallel between acceptance and atone�ment). The sacrificial animal had to be without blemish, a male ox, sheep, goat, dove or pigeon depending on the financial status of the offerer. 


	The burning of the entire offering, minus the hide (Lev. 7:8), consti�tutes the unique feature of the burnt offering. Neither the sacrifant nor the priest received any consumable portion of the ‘olah. Although nowhere ex�plicitly tied to the concept of consecration, the complete consumption of the sacrifice is normally interpreted as symbolically picturing the believer’s need for total consecration to God. It may be that the Gen. 22 story of “the virtual offering of Isaac as a hl[ . . . remained the heart-searching pattern of the utter devotion the burnt-offering was meant to express” (Kidner, 131).


	Burnt offerings were also offered every morning and evening as “a sweet savour, a sacrifice made by fire unto the Lord” (Num. 28:6). These of�ferings were for the benefit of the nation corporately. The fact that they are called a sweet savour seems to designate their primary function as one of gaining satisfaction or acceptance before God. Their continual offering teaches our continual need for such an atoning sacrifice.


	B.	The grain offering (Lev. 2; 6:14-23)�


	In the Mosaic ritual codes, the hxnm min†ah specifically refers to a ce�real or grain offering. The min†ah was not offered alone.  � It always accom�panied the peace offerings (Lev. 7:12-14; Num. 15:4) and normally accom�panied the burnt offering (Num. 28-29), the prime exception being the ‘olah offered on the Day of Atonement (Lev. 16:3, 5, 24). The min†ah was com�posed of fine flour (as baked loaves, wafers, or morsels), olive oil, frankin�cense, and salt; the firstfruits qorban was of fresh crushed corn. No leaven or honey were permitted on the min†ah, though they could be brought as part of the non-fire firstfruits offering (2:11-12). The rejection of honey and leaven may be attributed to the fact that they ferment and were thus sym�bols of corruption (Keil). The symbolism of the salt is disputed, though it does seem to recall God’s covenant with Israel (Lev. 2:13).


	Only a small portion of the min†ah was offered to God as a sweet sa�vour and a memorial (Lev. 2:2), while the rest went to the priests for food (Lev. 6:18). The memorial (hrkza; Lev. 2:2, 9, 16) aspect of the min†ah may have been to “bring to God’s remembrance not simply the offerers but the covenant in which they stood” (Kidner, 132).


	C.	The peace offering (Lev. 3; 7:11-34)


	The peace offerings (shelamim), which were voluntary offerings, were of three types: 1) the hdwt xbz thank offering; 2) rdn the votive (vow) of�fering; 3) hbdn the free-will offering. The thank offering was given for a blessing received but not requested (Lev. 7:12-13, 15; 22:29) – its meal had to be eaten the same day it was offered. The thank offering was often syn�onymous with the peace offering (2 Chr. 29:31). The votive offering was paid for something received that was prayed for (Lev. 7:16-17) – its flesh had to be eaten by the end of the day after the sacrifice or be burned. The free-will offering had no other occasion than the thankfulness of the offerer for all the blessings which God had bestowed on him (Lev. 22:18, 21, 23; 23:28) – its flesh also had to be eaten or burned by the end of the second day (Oehler). Both the votive and free-will offerings could be burnt offer�ings as well as peace offerings (Lev. 22:17-20).


	The sacrificial animal for the peace offerings was to be a male or fe�male from the flock or herd. The kidneys, the lobe of the liver, and the at�tached fat were offered as a sweet savour to God (3:3). The priest received the breast and shoulder of the sacrifice (Lev. 7:28-34), and the sacrifant re�ceived the rest. The unique feature of the shelamim was the accompanying communal meal which signified the fellowship of the believer with God as a consequence of the atonement. In addition to the offerer’s family and ser�vants, the community Levite, sojourners, orphans, and widows were to be invited to the meal (Deut. 16:11). In this way the peace offering expressed “peace in its maximum sense of wholeness and fellowship – with God, with His ministers,” and with one’s fellow man (Kidner, 133).


	D.	The sin offering (Lev. 4:1-5:13; 6:24-30)


	The sin offering, †attath, was the prescribed means by which to atone for sins done in ignorance (Lev. 4:2, 13, 27). The components of the sacrifice depended on the offerer: priest–bull, congregation–young bull, ruler–male goat, normal individual–female sheep or goat, the poor–flour. The distinc�tive aspects of the †attath are that it was offered for a specific sin, the of�ferer killed the animal himself, and the carcass and remaining entrails were burned without the camp. The offerer received no part of the sacrifice; the priests were to eat a portion of sin offerings made by the people (Lev. 7:7). The priest’s eating of the flesh served as confirmation of God’s accep�tance of the sacrifice (Oehler, Keil). 


	A recurring refrain in connection with both the sin and the guilt offer�ings is “the priest shall make an atonement for him . . . and it shall be forgiven him” (4:20, 26, 31, 35, 5:10, 13, 16, 18, 6:7). This teaches that atonement for sin must precede forgiveness. God does not forgive sins for which no atonement has been made.


	E.	The guilt offering (Lev. 5:14-6:7; 7:1-10)


	The ’asham is distinguished from the sin offering by the specified animal, the handling of the blood, and primarily, the nature of the sin. The sacrificial animal was normally a ram (Lev 5:15; cf. Num. 6:12). The blood of the sin offering was placed on the horns of the altar and then poured out at its base (Lev. 4:35). The blood of the guilt offering was to be sprinkled upon the altar (Lev. 7:2). The guilt offering dealt uniquely with sins that involved other people and the need for restitution. The standard restitution was full repayment plus a fine of twenty percent. The guilt offering clearly teaches that God requires more than atonement for sin; He demands reparation of the debt to those who were defrauded.


	III.	The o�rder and procedure� of the sacrifices


	The order in which the sacrifices are presented varies considerably. How�ever, A. F. Rainey has identified three methods of recording the sacrifices that seem to comprehend adequately the Biblical data: (1) didactic, (2) administra�tive, and (3) procedural. The didactic lists order the sacrifices logically or con�ceptually. For example, in 1:1-6:7 the sacrifices are grouped in two sections, the first of which lists the three sacrifices that are the expression of a right rela�tionship with God (burnt, grain, peace), and the second lists the sacrifices that were for making atonement for specific sins (sin, guilt). The administrative or�der (burnt & grain, sin/guilt, peace; cp. Lev. 6:8-7:38) focuses on administrative details of the sacrifices. This treatment moves from the least amount of participation in the sacrifice (burnt offering was wholly consumed) to the greatest (peace offering divides between God, the priest, and the offerer). This order also reflects “their relative frequency in the rituals of the sacred cal�endar” (Rainey, ZPEB). The procedural order lists the sacrifices as the were ac�tually offered (sin/guilt, burnt, peace; cp. Eze. 48:18-27). Num. 6:14-17 provide the clearest example of an administrative order (6:14-15) juxtaposed with the procedural order (6:16-17). The procedural order gives the interpreter the key to the theological significance of the OT sacrificial system: first atonement must be made (sin/guilt offering), complete consecration to God followed atonement (burnt & grain), and then fellowship could be enjoyed (peace offerings).


	The internal sequence of steps in offering of the sacrifices is also theologi�cally significant. First, the offerer had to choose a perfect animal, signifying God’s demand for a perfect sacrifice. The gradation of the sacrificial animal re�quired teaches the universal accessibility of God – no one is excluded because of their financial status. Second, he presented the animal to the priest, placing his hands on the animal’s head thus appointing it as his substitute (Lev. 1:4)�. Third, the animal was killed symbolizing the death sin requires (Gen. 2:17; Rom. 3:23). Fourth, the blood was manipulated thus procuring atonement for the offerer and teaching the necessity of blood for atonement (cf. Lev. 16:27). Finally, there was some ceremonial indication that God had accepted the sacri�fice and fellowship with God had been restored. In the burnt offering it was the burning of the animal(Lev. 1:9), in the others, participation in the sacrifice either by the priest or offerer symbolized restored fellowship.





Conclusion: The OT seems to conclude with the prophets repudiating the Mosaic sacrificial system as antithetical to true worship (�Isa. 1:11-18; 66:3; Jer. 7:21-23; Hos. 6:6; Amos 5:21-22; Mic. 6:6-8). Such denouncements of sacrifice were, in fact, an exposure of the Israelite’s empty worship, not a rejection of sacrifices per se. God had initiated his covenant with Israel with a call to obedience (Exo. 19:5-6), and His concern had always been heart-obedience (1 Sam. 15:22). The proph et’s message was simple: sacrifice is worthless if it is not the fruit of a believ�ing heart’s desire to please God.� This message still hold true today, religious ritual without a circumcised heart is an abomination to God. On the other hand, a true understanding of the OT sacrificial system should arouse in every be�liever a heightened appreciation for the mediatorial work of Christ who “by one of�fering has perfect forever those who are being sanctified” (Heb. 10:14).��


Bibliography: ZPEB, ISBE, ABD, NBD, EBC, Keil, Heinisch, Vriezen, Childs, Davidson, Payne, Oehler, Vos, Kurtz, Sacrificial Worship of the OT; de Vaux, Ancient Israel; Snaith, VT 7 (1957): 308-17; Kidner, TynB 33 (1982): 119-36; Rainey, Biblica 51 (1970): 484-98; Barrett, BV 22 no. 2 (1988): 17-21.











�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 1���ANE: Mesopotamian sacrifice -- fed the gods who needed food just like humans


There doesn’t seem to have been any special ritual use of the blood; no confession of sins implied or forgiveness (?). Vast lit. grew up around extispicy – divine through entrails


Evidence from Ugarit clearly shows a high developed technical sacrificial system and terminology prior to Israel’s entrance into Canaan.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 1��� The fact that Moses clearly states that the tabernacle and everything associated with it was made after a pattern means it was all a shadow or reflection of the real thing in heaven. The altar was part of the tabernacle that was made after a pattern. There must then be a real altar in heaven. It follows then that those sacrifices offered on the altar were also themselves merely a pattern or shadow of the real thing in Heaven which is Christ.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 1���A frequent description of the sacrifices is that they constitute a xxyn xyr, “a sweet-smelling savour,” to God. This phrase is an anthropomorphism that communicates God’s satisfaction with the sacrifices


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 1��� Payne’s division of the 1st three sacrifices as “sweet savour sacrifice” fails at Lev. 4:31 which describes the burning of the fat of the sin offering as a x;xoynI x;yrel. 


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 1���Kidner: symbolic aspects: it was an offering of the best one could bring (a male; but the sin offering had to be male too); donor identifies with the victim (does so in all animal sacrifices); atonement by blood even in consecration (if you accept consecration as the symbolism); totality of the homage


Oehler: it serves to make him who offers it acceptable before God Lev. 1:3; in virtue of its acceptableness its serves as an atonement for the offerer (Lev. 1:4).


ZPEB: signified complete surrender to God


Vos: strong emphasis upon consecration, which found expression in the burning of the entire sacrifice upon the altar.


Wisdom, BV 22 (1988). Note that the ‘olah is distinguished from other sacrificed as indicating by the fact that the verbal form of ‘olah is consistently used to describe this offering; whereas with other offerings, terms such as “sacrificed” are used (cf. 1 Sa. 6:15).


	Notes that Dt. 33:10; Ps. 51:19; and 1Sa 7:9 all emphasize the distinction between true sacrifice, in which the offerer gives himself wholly to Yahweh, and false sacrifice, in which there is only partial or superficial yielding. 


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 2���Vos, 172: the grain offering was selected to give expression to the idea of consecration. With the burnt offering it was consecration of the entire life as a unit, with the grain offering it is consecration of fruit, that is, of the diversified product of life.


Payne, 386: the accompanying minha was typical of Christ’s living obedience, His corresponding life of dedicated righteousness in satisfaction of the demands of the law”


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 2���A minor exception seems to be in the ritual of the woman accused of adultery by a jealous husband (Num. 5:15ff)


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 3��� I wanted to deal with the sacrificial combinations. Can all of the sacrifices be offered individually. It doesn’t seem so. Also Rainey’s ZPEB article mentions at least twice the procedural order of sacrifice being sin & burnt then burnt and peace as though the burnt offering was made twice for difference purposes.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 3��� Sacrificial procedure


Payne, 383-84:


The choice of a blemishless sacrificial animal & preparation of other materials involved


Presentation of the animal and placing of hands upon the animal appointing it as his proxy


The animal was killed. This symbolized the giving of a life for a life.


The sacrificed life was committed to God by sprinkling and burning on the altar


Ceremonial indication that fellowship with God had been restored.


Vos, 161-63:


Selection of a perfect animal


Laying of hands on the sacrifice


Slaying of animal by offerer


Burning of certain parts of animal on altar


Use of the blood in covering


The sacrificial meal


Oehler, 274-82:


The presentation of the animal to be sacrificed before the altar -- no significance


The laying on of hands -- appointment of the animal as a substitute as well as the imputation of sin to the animal


Killing -- no independent significance


Sprinkling of the blood -- symbolized the atonement (?)


Burning on the altar -- the acceptance of the sacrifice by God


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 4��� Is there imputation of sin here too? Barrett thinks so - BV 22


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 4���	 Couldn’t fit this point in the Outline


IV.	The Purposes of the Sacrificial System


Interpretive problem: if sacrifices are symbolic, how much of it is symbolic, what is the symbolism of each aspect? I think I’ve answered this -- they are totally symbolic


Include stated purposes, 


prophetic correctives, 


NT’s OTT: NAB Hebrews 10:11 Every priest stands daily ministering and offering time after time the same sacrifices, which can never take away sins;


Typology: hl[ typifies Christ’s complete obedience (Payne); pictures the work of Christ who provides for His people propitiation and positional sanctification.


Implications for salvation in OT


The grade of sacrifice based on financial status teaches the universal accessibility of God. No one is excluded because of their economic level.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��See Proverbs 21:3  “to do zedaqah and mishpat is more acceptible to the Lord than sacrifice.”


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��Paul Heinisch: takes hxnm as acknowledgement of God’s ownership -- giving of one’s possessions;  suggests the akkadian derivation for rpk - to wipe away.  God smelled the odor = anthropomorphism = God is pleased.


Cain and Abel story shows the essence of sacrifice – the heart of the offerer (211)


The values of the Sacrifices:


reminds of dependence upon God


fosters a yearning for God


promotes friendship with God by perfect giving of self


evoked consciousness of guilt


Its purpose is to rear a holy people.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��Norman H. Snaith VT 7 (1957): 308-17 a liberal article, worthless; defines xbz hxnm tajx








