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It is well known that Lev 16 employs some unusual terminology, most
prominently WP (vv. 2, 3, 16, 17, 20, 23, 27) and WIpl Wipn (v. 33) with ref-
erence to the holy of holies, which is elsewhere called WIpn WP (e.g,
Fxod 26:33-34).5 On the basis of such differences, critics have regarded at
least part of this chapter as produced by a phase of authorship distinct from
the phase that generated other parts of Lev 1-16.7

J. Milgrom recognizes the uniqueness of Lev 16 but contends that its com-
bination of ritual purging and expulsion of evil is preexilic in origin, as con-
firmed by early attestation of the purgation-expulsion nexus in the ancient
Near Fast. He maintains that the Day of Atonement procedures are intended
by the biblical text to be functionally integrated with the other P rituals in a
dynamic systern. ' An important part of his support is to demonstrate how the
X sacrifices can work together as a system: two kinds of purification offer-
ings outlined in Lev 4, which include applications of blood on the outer altar
and in the outer sanctum, functionally complement the special NROM sacri-
fices of the Day of Atonement, which extend blood applications all the way
into the inner sanctum (Lev 16).1

1 Kgs 6:22b: 271 N9y ‘1":1‘-'[‘_?"‘1(_;7’51 U;}?EU“‘)Q], “even the whole altar that belonged to
the inner sanctuary he overlaid with gold.” Here it is emphasized that the incense altar
has a function that pertains to the inner sanctum, even though it is located in the
outer sanctum. This supports Meyers’s point: among the tabernacle furnishings, the
incense altar was unique in that its function transcended its bounded location.

8. F.g., M. Noth, Leviticus {trans. }. Anderson; OTL; London: SCM, 1965) 120,
126, K. Aartun, “Studien zum Gesetz iber den grossen Versshnungstag Lv 16 mit
Varianten: Ein ritualgeschichtlicher Beitrag,” ST 34 (1980) 76-77.

9. Because the inner sanctum is simply W7 in Lev 16:2-28, Milgrom holds that
“this terminological anomaly is one of the many reasons for regarding vv 2-28 as com-
prising a discrete literary unit that was not originally composed by the author or redac-
tor of P” (Leviticus 1-16 [AB 3; New York: Doubleday, 1991} 1013); cf,, e.g.,, Noth,
Leviticus, 118; cf. 117, 119; Snaith, Leviticus and Numbers, 115.

10. See Milgrom’s massive study in Leviticus 1-16, esp. on Lev 4 and 16; cf. idem,
“Day of Atonementas Annual Day of Purgation in Temple Times,” Encfud 5:1384~86.

11. Idem, Leviticus 1-16, 257-58; cf. idem, “Israel’s Sanctuary: The Priestly ‘Pic-
ture of Dorian Gray,” RB 83 (1976) 390-99. For other treatments of the NXUM sacri-
fices, including those of the Day of Atonement, as a coherent system, see, for example,
Rendtorff, Leviticus, 3:219-20; Kiuchi, The Purification Offering; D. Wright, The Dis-
posal of Impurity: Elimination Rites in the Bible and in Hittite and Mesopotamian
Literature (SBLDS 101; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1987); A. Marx, “Sacrifice pour les
péches ou rite de passage? Quelques réflexions sur la fonction du hatta’t” RB 96
(1989) 27-48; ¥. Gorman, The Ideology of Ritual: Space, Time and Status in the
Priestly Theology (JSOTSup 91; Shefhield: JSOT Press, 1990); A. Schenker, “Inter-
prétations récentes et dimensions spécifiques du sacrifice hagtat,” Bib 75 (1994) 59—
70; idem, Recht und Kult im Alten Testament (OBO 172; Freiburg: Universititsverlag /
Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2000) 113-22, repr. from “Keine Verséhnung
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In further support of the functional integration of the Day of Atonement
rituals is the fact that instructions regarding them depend on information
found elsewhere.!? For one thing, these instructions presuppose a fully oper-
ational sanctuary and corps of cultic personnel, as described elsewhere in the
Pentateuch. M. Rooker comments on Lev 16:

The literary dependence on the previous revelation given to Moses is, hov\j—
ever, everywhere apparent. The chapter presumes the content of the previ-
ous section, Leviticus 11-15, particularly 15:31, where uncleanness defiles
the sanctuary. The Day of Atonement sacrifices purify the sanctuary from
this defilement. As will be shown, one of the main accomplishments of the
Day of Atonement is the purification of the tabernacle (16:15{9)‘ But
more than this, the Day of Atonement presumes the laws for sacrifice (Lev
1-7) and the 1ole of the priesthood (Lev 8-10); laws from both of these sec-

tions are critical for the execution of the Day of Atonement rituals.
Following are more specific ways in which the Day of Atonement prescrip-
tions in Lev 16 depend on other pentateuchal passages in the final form of
the text:

1. Leviticus 16:1 introduces the Day of Atonement within a narrative
context by mentioning the death of Aaron’s sons, which occured
during the inauguration of the sanctuary (10:1-2). So at least in the
final form of the text, the overall narrative framework of Leviticus
embraces the complex of rituals that purge the sanctuary. i

2. Leviticus 16:2 refers to God appearing in a cloud upon the ark cover.
"This theophanic cloud is described more fully in Fxod 40:34-38 and
Num 9:15-22.

ohne Anerkennung der Haftung fiir verursachten Schaden: Die Rolle von Haftung
und Intentionalitit in den Opfern NXOM und oWR,” ZABR 3 (1997) 164-73.

12. Cf. B. Baentsch, who lists a number of connections between Lev 16 and
other “P” passages (Exodus-Leviticus-Numer: [HKAT; Géttingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1903] 379-80).

13. M. Rooker, Leviticus (NAC 3A; Nashville: Broadman & Holman, 2()00) 212.

14. While Lev 16:1, referring to the death of Aaron’s sons, links the law-giving of
ch. 16 to the narrative of ch. 10, the appropriateness of the present ph}cement of t}}e
regulations regarding purities in chs. 11-15 before those of the Dgy oi‘ At'onement' in
ch. 16 has long been recognized by critics (e.g., Kuenen, An Historico-Critical h(/uyzry,
148; §. R. Driver, An Introduction to the Literature of the Old Testament [ITL; New
York: Scribner’s, 1897] 46; Noth, Leviticus, 14). ]. Watts explains the place\.nen“t of the
Day of Atonement prescriptions within the arrangement of Levitic_us, Whl?h follows
topical logic: the day’s ceremonies presuppose both the sacrificial msﬁuchgns of Le-
viticus 1-7 and the purity regulations of chs. 11-15, and they form a climactic conclu—f
sion to the entire complex of cultic law. So the logic of list overrides the chrozxology 0
story” (Reading Law: The Rhetorical Shaping of the Pentateuch [BSem 59; Sheffeld:
Sheffield Academic Press, 1999] 87).
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3. Leviticus 16:16b abbreviates the prescription for bloed manipulations
in the outer sanctum by referring to the procedure followed in the
inner sanctum, where blood is applied once to the ark cover (N783) and
seven times in front of this object (vv. 14-15). However, the outer
sanctum has no ark cover. So where should the blood go? Exodus 30:10
specifies the altar of incense in the outer sanctum as the recipient of
blood from “the purification offering of purgation” (21923 NXYD),
which is to be performed once a year."’

4. Leviticus 16:16 and 21 assume knowledge of various kinds of evil that
affect the sanctuary, that is, NIRMY, “impurities” (cf. chs, 11-15), nwWom,
“sins” (cf. chs. 4-5), and MY, “culpabilities” (e.g., 5:1, 17).

5. Leviticus 16:24 (cf. wv. 3, 5) requires burnt offerings, without specifying
their procedure. The instructions in ch. 1 regarding this class of
sacrifices must be assumed. Notice also the close association between
purification and burnt offerings on behalf of the priests and laity in
ch. 16, in harmony with the frequent combination of these kinds of
sacrifices elsewhere (5:7-10; 9:7-16; 12:6, 8; 14:19-20, 31; 15:15, 30;
Num 6:11; 8:12; 15:24-25). o

6. Leviticus 16:27 states that the carcasses of mztm aniimals are to be
incinerated “outside the camp.” Leviticus 4:12 specifies the precise
location of these disposals.

References or allusions to the Day of Atonement outside Lev 16 reinforce
the concept that its solemn rites belong to the larger system of Israelite cultic
practices.

1. As mentioned above, Exod 30:10 says that the incense altar is to be
purged once per year with blood from the “purification offering of
purgation.” This refers to the NRWM procedure prescribed in Lev 16.

. Leviticus 20:3 and Num 19:13, 20 indicate that some serious violations
of cultic laws, including through wanton neglect, defile Yawn's
sanctuary when they are committed. These verses do not explain how

the sanctuary is cleansed from such pollution, but the rituals of the Day
16

[

of Atonement are an obvious solution.

15. For the rendering “the purification offering of purgation,” see Milgrom,
Leviticus 1-16, 1059.

16, Ibid., 257-58. A. Rodriguez and A. Treiyer have argued that the defilement of
the sanctuary referred to in Lev 20:3 and Num 19:13, 20 does not need to be purged
from the sanctuary through the Day of Atonement rituals because it is cleansed by the
destruction of the sinners themselves (A. Rodriguez, “Transfer of Sin in Leviticus,” in
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. In the context of instructions for Israelite festivals, Lev 23:27-32
emphasizes the Day of Atonement requirements for the Israelites to
practice self-denial and abstain from work (cf. 16:29, 31), adds penalties
for noncompliance (23:29-30), labels the tenth day of the seventh
month as 0997 0%, “the Day of Atonement” (v. 27; cf. v. 28), and
mentions the reason for the requirements: purgation (992} on behalf of
the Israelites (v. 28b). This echoes 16:30, which states the same motive.
However, the 192 procedure appears only in 16:11-28.17

4. In Lev 25:9, the Jubilee year begins “on the tenth day of the seventh

month, on the Day of Atonement.”!®

5. Numbers 29:7-11 includes the tenth day of the seventh month, that is,

the Day of Atonement (cf. Lev 16:29), in a calendar of festival days on

which sacrifices supplementing the regular burnt offering are to be

performed on behalf of the community. On this day the people are to
practice self-denial (Num 29:7; ¢f. 16:29, 31), and a nXO goat is to be
offered in addition to the “purification offering of purgation” (v. 11; cf.

Exod 30:10; Lev 16:11-28).1

a3

Challenges to the unity of Leviticus 16 do not prevent
consideration of the Day of Atonement rituals as a system

In 1876, H. Oort made the first systematic attempt to separate the legisla-
tion of Lev 16 into different strata. He took the original law to consist of the

The Seventy Weeks, Leviticus, and the Nature of Prophecy [ed. F. Holbrook; DARCOM
3; Washington, D.C.: Biblical Research Institute, 1986] 169, 174-77; A. Treiyer, “The
Day of Atonerment as Related to the Contamination and Purification of the Sanctu-
ary,” in The Seventy Weeks, 198-99, 204-6). It is true that some kinds of serious sins
that defile the Jand or the community are purged by the deaths of the sinners who
have lived there (Num 35:33; Deut 17:7; 32:43). But there is no evidence that the
sanctuary is cleansed in this way.

17. Cf. Kuenen, An Historico-Critical Inquiry, 312.

18. Cf. ibid.

19. Cf. ibid.; Rendtorfl, Leviticus, 3:214. D. Baker suggesls that Q™237 NREN, “the
purification oﬂermg of purgation,” in Num 29:11 could be the full name of the non-
calendric NRYN sacrifice prescribed in Lev 4, “since that is the function of the sacrifice
there” (“Leviticus 1-7 amd the Punic Tariffs: A Form Critical Comparison,” ZAW 99
[1987] 195 n. 31). This idea could be supported by conlpaﬂson with Num 5:8, where
071937 8, “the ram of atonement,” refers to an DWX, © reparatlon Offermg also a non-
calendric expiatory sacrifice, which is prescribed in Lev 5: 14-26[6:7]; 7:1~7. However,
because the cultic calendar of Num 28-29 deals with calendric rituals, 072273 nRwn
in 29:11 does not refer to a noncalendric sacrifice, in agreement with Exod 30: 10,

where 071837 NRYN purges the horns of the incense altar only once per year. So this
must be the special, annual NXOM prescribed in Lev 16.
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1. Contra the popular view that the Day of Atonement ceremony (ch. 16)
somehow has the purpose of remedying evil brought about by the tragic de-
mise of Nadab and Abihu (ch. 10), Schwartz argues against a strong concep-
tual connection between chs. 10 and 16. In 16:1 the words “after the death of
the two sons of Aaron .. ” are spoken by the narrator, rather than by God to
Moses and/or Aaron. So rather than warning the priests on the basis of tragic
precedent, these words merely indicate that the instructions in ch. 16 were
given after Nadab and Abihu died. The words “when they drew near” only de-
scribe, but do not explain, the circumstances of their death. They did not die
because they “came near to Yawn,” and neither would the priests die if they
approached him to minister in the tabernacle.

2. Since v. 1 only provides the narrator’s explanation of the sequence in
which the laws were given—ch. 10, followed by ch. 16, and then chs. 11-15
to explain the impurities that would be cleansed by the sanctuary —they pro-
vide no evidence for stages of textual development. Therefore, Schwartz con-
cludes that the arrangment of material is that of the original priestly author.

3. Against the idea that the Day of Atonement ceremonies were originally
an “entrance ritual,” by which the high priest could gain access to the place
where YHwH was enshrined, Schwartz contends that the priest would not de-
sire to make such a dangerous approach but was required to do so for the nec-
essary task of purifying the inner sanctum so that Yawn's residence there
could continue.

4. Against the theory that vv. 29~34a, specifying an annual date and requir-
ing self-denial and rest, are later than the rest of Lev 16 and stem from H,
Schwartz dismisses alleged terminological and stylistic inconsistencies with P
in these verses as inconclusive, shows that P often gives instructions before ex-
plaining their purpose (cf. esp. Num 19), and points out that active participa-
tion of those whose impurities and sins are being ritually purged by a nxvn
sacrifice would be essential for P.

Even if a composite prehistory of Lev 16 and/or the rituals that it reflects
were proved, which it is not, the fact that the final form of the biblical text
presents the Day of Atonement rituals together as a system that is functionally
integrated within the larger system of Israelite rituals would justify synchronic
study at this stage of literary presentation. ™ As R. Knierim observes, “Old Tes-

43. Cf. Rendtorff, Leviticus, 2:160; 3:219-20; idem, “How to Approach Leviticus,”
Proceedings of the Tenth World Congress of Jewish Studies, Division A: The Bible and
Its World (ed. D. Assaf; Jerusalem: World Union of Jewish Studies, 1990) 16; Kiuchi,
The Purification Offering, 144-45; Jenson, Graded Holiness, 197. Commenting on the
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ment scholarship has recognized the need for taking the final text seriously

its own right, regardless whether one claims for it an author, a redactor, or
44

ta
in
4 composer.” .

An investigation into the meaning/function of a ritual at a stage for which
evidence is extant need not be crippled by lack of a solid prehistory any more
than semantic study of a word should be fatally flawed by insuﬁic%ent et:ymo—
logical background. Linguists have demonstrated ‘[h.at the way in Whmh a
word is used in a given period determines its meaning during that period.
While etymology is interesting and important, it is not a safe gu.ide to mean-
ing. > Similarly, the origin of a ritual does not determine some kl‘l']d of invari-
able essential meaning but, rather, the meaning of a given ritual activity
resides in the way it is used and understood by a particular group of people
according to the system of concepts that belongs to their cultural system.*
Normative ritual meaning can be fixed by a religious authority, including one
believed to be a deity, such as Yaws. But although this meaning may be held
to originate from a source outside of or transcending the culture in W}}ich the
ritual operates, it nevertheless functions within the cultural context.”

Scholars present diverse interpretations regarding the role of
the special Day of Atonement services

Among those who interpret the Day of Afonement services within the func-
tional context of the Israelite ritual system, there is a bewildering variety of

fact that Milgrom’s Leviticus commentary “deals with the level of meaning found in
the text's final form,” G. Anderson approves: “Perhaps nowhere more than in the Book
of Leviticus could such a methodological presupposition be better founded, for no-
where else in the Bible has source criticism been more controversial arfld hardevr to em-
ploy than here” (Review of “Jacob Milgrom, Leviticus 1-16: A' Ngw Tlranslatzmi x".')zth
Introduction and Commentary, CBQ 55 [1993] 762). Along sn’mlgr hnes, E Criise-
mann says that “the text should first be interpreted, even in its details, in conjunction
with the entire P system” (The Torah: Theology and Social History of Old Testament
Law [trans. A. Mahnke; Minneapolis: Fortress, 1996] 313 n, 186), Fmd \/‘v’atts_ contend's
that “methodologically the text must be read sympathetically (i, degcybed as it
stands) before historical questions and evidence can be adduced from it {Reading
Law, 132). 7 §
44 R. Knierim, Review of “The Book of Leviticus. By Gordon J. Wenham,
Encounter 44 (1983) 308. .
45. See, e.é., ]. garr, The Semantics of Biblical Language (London: SCM / Phila-
delphia: Trinity, 1961) 107-60. . ) ~ .
46. R. Hendel, “Sacrifice as a Cultural System: The Ritual Symbolism of Exodus
24,38 ZAW 101 (1989) 369-70, 389; cf. Gorman, The Ideology of Rituczl, esp. 14-19.
47. Glenn Hartelius (Santa Rosa, California) suggests that ritual is between culture
and the transcendent (personal communication).
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opinion. J. Calvin viewed the Day as providing simply a yearly reaffirmation
on the corporate level of expiation that has already been granted to individual
[sraelites throughout the year.* However, many scholars have understood its
unique procedures to serve as a dynamic complement to the other sacrifices
by providing one or more aspects of expiation that have not already been
received.

Of the latter group, some see the role of the Day of Atonement rituals as
removal of imperfections that have not already been remedied by expiatory
sacrifices,*” whether (1) because these evils have not been recognized,® or
(2) because they are too serious to remove through other sacrifices (e.g.,
m. Yoma 8:8; t. Yoma 4.7). Emphasizing the latter reason, Milgrom explains
the NXVAM sacrifices of the Day of Atonement as uniquely purging from the
sanctuary pollution that has been caused by the “aerial” penetration of wan-
ton, unrepented sin all the way into the inner sanctum, thereby complement-
ing the function of purification offerings throughout the year that remedy
lesser penetrations of inadvertent offenses to the outer altar or outer sanc-
tum.’! Similarly, R. Rendtorff holds that on the Day of Atonement “the sanc-
tuary is cleansed from the impurity caused by all the happenings for which
atonement could not be made,”>? that is, from the kinds of evil for which the

48. J. Calvin, Commentaries on the Four Last Books of Moses Arranged in the Form
of a Harmony (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1996) 1:313-14,

49. G. Bush, Notes, Critical and Practical, on the Book of Leviticus (New York: Ivi-
son & Phinney, 1857) 164; Baentsch, Exodus-Leviticus-Numeri, 385; A. Clamer, Lévi-
tique, Nombres, Deutéronome (La Sainte Bible 2; Faris: Letouzey et Ané, 1946) 127.

50. C. F Keil and F. Delitzsch, Biblical Commentary on the Old Testament (Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1952 [orig. 1874]) 2:394-95; C: Feinberg, “The Scapegoat of
Leviticus Sixteen,” BSac 115 (1958) 320; A. Schenker, “Interprétations récentes,” 67.
Schenker places the function of the Day of Atonement rituals within the context of
his proposal for the ways in which the Israclite expiatory system deals comprehensive-
ly with various categories of sin, including intentional sin (burnt offering), inadvertent
sing of commission (purification offering), and inadvertent sins of commission that
remain undetected for a long time (reparation offering; “Der Unterschied zwischen
Siindepfer chattat und Schuldopfer ascham im Licht von Lv 5,17-19 und 5,1-67
Pentateuchal and Deuteronomistic Studies: Papers Read at the XIIIth I0SOT Con-
gress, Leuven 1989 [ed. C. Brekelmans and J. Lust; BETL 94; Leuven: Leuven Uni-
versity Press, 1990] 121-23). C. Ginsburg believes that the Day of Atonement is “an
annual supplement and completion” of the other cultic practices in that it atones for
imperfections and sins that have been mixed up with and have tainted even the sa-
cred worship throughout the year (Leviticus [ed. C. Ellicott; LHC; Grand Rapids:
Zondervan, 19617 146).

51. Milgrom, Leviticus 1-16, 257-58; cf. idem, “Israel’s Sanctuary: The Priestly
‘Picture of Dorian Gray.'”

52. R. Rendtorff, The Old Testament: An Introduction (trans. John Bowden; Phila-
delphia: Fortress, 1985) 146.
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offender is condemned to extirpation or death, without an opportunity to re-
ceive the benefit of sacrificial expiation.

M. M. Kalisch emphasized a general kind of imperfection, which woul.d
be difficult to recognize and remedy in a tidy way: the Day of Atonf:mf:—nt “Is
essentially the institution of sin-offerings concentrated and intensified,”? but
unlike those sacrifices, its expiation “did not concern special offences, but the
human weakness in general which cannot be admitted into a communion of
God except by an act of grace and mercy.”™* | )

Recognizing the comprehensive language of Lev 16:16 (UQNKBU"-L);, all
their sins”; ef. vv. 21-2) and unique usage of 1o for moral cleansing in v. 30,
some have held that the Day of Atonement remedies all sins with wﬂh—ich the
[sraelites soil themselves during the course of the previous year.”> Along
these lines, F. Criisemann finds that the reiteration of “all” (%) in this chap-
ter (vv. 16,17, 21, 30, 34) in connection with a variety of important‘tert.ns forﬂ
sin emphasizes the comprehensiveness of the atonement and elimination ot
the nation’s sins.

Of course, the restrictions of Lev 4:2 or 4:13 have been overcome. We are
no longer dealing exclusively with sins con‘u'nitk?d unintentiomll?f, this
means all sin. There can be no doubt, on the basis of the overall view (.)f
priestly theology, that an annual, complete cleansing of the entire nation is
what is intended.*®

Similarly, A. Schenker believes that the blood applications of the special
sacrifices of the Day of Atonement have the same function for forgivﬂeness as
in other NRWA sacrifices, but without limitation in coverage of guilt.”” At the
same time, the blood purifies the cult, signifying that God himself must heal
it from damage done to it through human fallibility. In this way Yawh rest(.n)"es
the integrity of his relationship with Israel at the beginning of each year.”

53. M. M. Kalisch, A Historical and Critical Commentary on the Old Testament,
with @ New Translation: Leviticus (2 vols.; London: Longman, Green, Reader, and
Dver, 1867-72) 2:174. ‘ '

" 54, Ibid., 1:173. Cf. E. Gerstenberger: “Through transgressions agamst‘the com-
mandments, the community of faith was continually heaping guilt upon itself; and
because God dwelled in his house in the midst of this flawed and guilt-ridden people,
some portion of the substance of that sin was also bound to come into contact with
and taint the sanctuary despite all cautionary measures” (Leviticus: A Comn}entary
[trans. D. Stott; OTL; Louisville, Kentucky: Westminster John Knox, 1996] 216):

55. See rabbinic sources cited by A. Biichler, Studies in Sin and Atonement in the
Rabbinic Literature of the First Century (LBS; New York: KTAV, 1967) 302.

56. Critsemnann, The Torah, 314. _ '

57. A. Schenker, Versshnung und Siihne (BibB 15; Freiburg: Katholisches Bibel-
werk, 1981) 114.

58. Ibid., 114, 116; cf. 113,
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Some scholars have argued that the Day of Atonement rituals provid
second stage of atonement (992) with regard to all or at least some of the s
imperfections for which a first stage has already been accomplished throy
individual expiatory sacrifices. Thus A. Rodriguez summarizes with regard
the NXLM sacrifice: “Through the ritual sin is brought to the sanctuary. The
itis kept until its final removal on the Day of Atonement.”% J. H. Kurtz foy
the language of Lev 16:16 to indicate that the Day of Atonement ceremg
remedies “all the sins of the wl
known, atoned for or not atoned for.” 6 Similarly, S. Kell
scope of the Day of Atonement both sins that have al

ordinary NN sacrifices and those that have been overlooked. 6!

In Kiuchi’s understanding, the instructions in Ley 4—
to attain forgiveness for their individual sins during tl
of Atonement and another,
(16:30, 34) is connected with the crucial purification of tl
maintains that “all the sins over a certain period of time

atoned for again on the day of Atonement by the most potent blood

lation.”% For him this is not only repetition, but completion of a process:
it is possible to hold that by purifying sancta Aaron bears the guilt associ-
ated with uncleanness, and that he lays it on the head of the Azazel goat
when he confesses the sins of all the Istaelites. On this interpretation the
Azazel-goat ritual can be seen to meet the demand in Lev 10.16-20 that the
guilt Aaron bears as the head of the house must be removed. 6

According to Kiuchi, the high priest’s blood H{anipul

ations in the outer
sanctum for his own sin or that of the community (Lev

4) serve as a provi-

59. A. Rodriguez, Substitution in the Hebrew Cultus (AUSDS 3; Berrien S
Michigan: Andrews University Press, 1979) 136, ¢f. 219, 305-7; cf. G. F. Hasel
in Biblical Atonement I: Confinual Sacrifice, Defilement / / Cleansin
The Sanctuary and the Atonement: Biblical, Historical, and Theological Studies (ed.
A, Wallenkampf; Washington, D.C.: Review and Herald, 1981) 93-107; idem, “Studies
in Biblical Atonement II: The Day of Atonement,” The Sanctuary and the Atonement,
115-25; Treiyer, The Day of Atonement and the Heavenly Judgment, 147-212.

60.J. H. Kurtz, Sacrificial Worship of the Old Testament (trans. J. Martin; Minne-
apolis: Klock & Klock, 1980; repr. of 1863) 346.

61.S. Kellogg, The Book of Leviticus
259.

62. Kiuchi, The Purification Offering, 156-59; cf, Rendtorff, Leviticus. 3:222.

63. Kiuchi, The Purification Offering, 159.

64. Ibid., 163. Cf. the less-complicated interpretation of G, Knight that, after all the
sacrifices for specific sins and impurities, the once-per-vear sacrifice of Yirwi's goat as-
sures the Israelites that God indeed forgives sins, and the ritual with Azazel’s goat deals
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(wv. 20-22) as purifying the people from all the sins (not only the cultic ones)
that they have committed in the last year.

PART 2

Conclusion -

Whatever the prehistory of the pentateuchal cultic legislation may have
been, the final form of the biblical text presents its rituals throughout the year
and on the Day of Atonement as a functionally integrated system. Amid on-
going debates regarding the authorship/redaction of passages such as Lev 4
and 16 and diachronic relationships between them, we can justify a syn-
chronic approach that investigates the meanings of the rituals as the final text,
our primary source of data, presents them.

"The vast array of scholarly opinions regarding the special role of the Day
of Atonement services reveals the vexing complexity of this topic, which is
crucial for understanding the nature of ancient Israelite religion. We are left
with major questions: Do the Day of Atonement procedures duplicate or
complete the 182 process accomplished by expiatory sacrifices earlier in the
year? If the latter, does this completion treat only evils that have not already
been remedied, or does it deal with at least some of the same sins a second
time to provide a kind of 193 that goes beyond forgiveness? In the remainder
of this book, T will relentlessly pursue solid answers to these questions.

 Purification Offerings Performed
throughout the Year

68. Baentsch, Exodus-Leviticus-Numeri, 381, 383-85. .
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Yaws and the offerer (cf. 7:34).%In a burnt offering, the prebend is the hide
of the animal (7:8). In a grain offering it is everything except a handful that
is burned on the altar as a memorial portion (2:2-3, 9-10; 7:9-10). In a well-
being offering it is the breast and right thigh (7:31-35). In a purification or
reparation offering, it is the remaining meat (6:19]26], 22[29]; 7:6-7). The
fact that the remaining meat of a purification offerifig functions as a prebend
is confirmed by 7.7, where this portion is mentioned among prebends of
other sacrifices (vv. 7-10). So priestly consurnption of the remaining meat is
not simply to get rid of it. Consequently, it is not functionally equivalent to
disposal of purification-offering carcasses by incineration when a priest offi-
ciates on behalf of himself or a group in which he is included (cf. 4:11-12,
21; 8:17).9

In outer-altar purification offerings for sin, the remaining meat is more
than a prebend. The priest’s privilege and duty of eating the flesh (Lev
6:1926], 22[29)) simultaneously functions as appropriation of his agent’s
commission and as contributing in some way to expiation (10:17).% It is not
necessary to argue for one of these functions to the exclusion of the other. We
will devote ch. 5 to this debate.

Conclusion

Thus far we have found that an outer-altar purification offering carries
out the goal of removing evil (sin or ritual impurity) on behalf of the of-
ferer through activities that identify the offerer as the party transferring the
victim to Yuwn (hand-leaning), effect purgation (blood), make a debt pay-
ment to YAWH (suet), and award an agent’s commission to the officiating
priest (meat).

94. Compare the three-party apportionment of the well-being offering among
Yuws, the priest, and the ofterer (Lev 7:1 5-36; Gane, “Bread of the Presence,” 198).

95. Cf. D. Wright, The Disposal of Impurity: Elimination Rites in the Bible and
in Hittite and Mesopotamian Literature (SBLDS 101; Atlanta: Scholars, 1987) 132,
Against N. Snaith, who argues that a priest involved either personally or corpo-
rately in the sin for which the sacrifice is brought does not eat the meat because he
cannot consume (i.e., dispose of) his own sin (“The Sin-Offering and the Guilt-
Offering,” VT 15 [1965] 74-75).

96. B. Baentsch, Exodus-Leviticus-Numeri (HKAT; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1903) 325, 337, 352-53; Hoffmann, Das Buch Leviticus, 213, 298; Milgrom,
Leviticus 1-16, 622-25, 636=39; cf. Wright, The Disposal of Impurity, 133 n. 22,

Chapter 4
Outer-Sanctum Purification Offerings

In the purification offering of a bull on behalf of the high priest (Le?f 43—
12) or the entire community (vv. 13-21), the high priest applies b?ood 1‘n ﬂ?,e
outer sanctum of the Sacred Tent, and the rernainder of the animal 1§ dis-
posed of by incineration. Such an outer-sanctum purification oi]ferin.g is re-
quired only when the high priest or the community inadvertently violate a
divine command (v. 2). The ritual paradigms for these offerers are the same,
with the qualification that in the sacrifice for the community the representa-
¢ elders rather than the high priest perform the hand-leaning (v. 15).

T'he outer-sanctum purification offering differs from the outer-altar type in
several respects. First, the victim is a bull, the most expensive sacrificial ani-
mal. Second, the high priest must officiate the ritual. Third, and most impor-
tant, the blood is sprinkled seven times “before the veil” in the outer sanctum
and daubed on the horns of the incense altar rather than on the horns of the
outer altar. Fourth, the remaining meat is incinerated rather than eaten by

Hv

the officiating priest.

The ritual procedure includes some activities that are
mentioned in the text and others that are not

We will focus on the high priest’s purification offering and refer to that of
the community as necessary. Activities explicitly prescribed in Lev 4:3-12 for
the high priest’s sacrifice include:

lean hand on head of animal

slay animal

bring some blood into outer sanctum . .
dip finger in blood and sprinkle blood seven times in front of (inner) veil
put some blood on horns of incense altar

pour remaining blood at base of outer altar

remove suet

burn suet on altar

carry remnainder of animal to clean place outside camp

incinerate remainder of animal

71
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the inaugural sacrifice mentioned above (9:11). Correctly performed inciner-
ation of this outer-altar offering for the priests, which was the counterpart of
the outer-altar offering for the community (v. 15) that the priests should have
eatenn under normal circumstances (10:16-20), undermines Kurtz’s explana-
tion that outer-sanctum offerings (uniquely) had to be incinerated because
they were too holy even for priestly consumption 58

7

Conclusion

"Thus far we have found that an outer-sanctum purification offering carries
out the goal of removing inadvertent sin of community-wide scope on behalf
of the offerer(s) through activities that identify the offerer(s) as the party trans-
ferring the victim to YHWH (hand-leaning), effect superior purgation (blood
in outer sanctum), make a debt payment to YHWH (suet), and dispose of the
remaining animal material that includes what would other‘wise ?)6 thfa
“agent’s commission” (meat) for the officiating high priest, who is denied this
because he simultaneously plays the role of an offerer.

58. Kurtz, Sacrificial Worship, 237.

Chapter 5

Purification-Offering Flesh:
Prebend or Expiation?

In our investigation of the outer-altar purification offering, we found that a
priest who officiates such a sacrifice on behalf of another Israclite receives the
remaining meat as a prebend/perquisite that functions as an “agent’s commis-
sion” for carrying out the primary transaction between YnwH and the offerer
(Lev 6:19[26], 22[29]; 7:6). Here we will take up the question of whether
priestly consumption of the meat additionally and simultaneously plays some
kind of role in effecting purgation (192) on behalf of the offerer.

When priests eat the flesh of purification offerings at which they
have officiated, they contribute to expiation

Those who regard the purification-offering flesh as a priestly perquisite
that lacks an expiatory role use a variety of arguments. [ will describe and
parry these in the following paragraphs, arriving at my own conclusion in the
process.

J. Kurtz and A. Dillmann have viewed the “most holy” status of purifica-
tion offerings (Lev 6:18[25], 22[29]; 10:17) to be incompatible with the idea
that they carry evil.! Later we will find this argument to be undermined by
6:20-21]27-28), where most holy purification offerings are uniquely and par-
adoxically treated as if they are impure.?

Dillmann observed that in Lev 4 atonement is achieved (vv. 20, 26, 31, 35)
without any indication that it depends on the priest’s eating of the meat. Ac-
cording to his reading of the text, following the forgiveness granted in ch. 4
no further extermination of sin is needed.> He did not give adequate weight
to the fact that eating the meat is postrequisite. It takes place after the core

I.]. H. Kurtz, Sacrificial Worship of the Old Testament (trans. J. Martin; Minne-
apolis: Klock & Klock, 1980; repr. of 1863) 228-30; cf. 240-41; A. Dillmann, Die
Biicher Exodus und Leviticus (Leipzig: Hirzel, 1897) 463-64; cf. 517.

2. Cf. . Milgrom, Leviticus 1-16 (AB 3; New York: Doubleday, 1991) 403-4.

3. Dillmann, Die Biicher Exodus und Leviticus, 464.
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If the T were to remain on the priests, who are immune to its conse-
quences, when would they get rid of it? Koch's next sentence reads: “Further-
more, the high priest is also able through confession and leaning a hand on
the animal’s head to transfer the ‘awén to that animal such that the ‘scape-
goat’ is now the one bearing it (Lev. 16:21£.).” > This is an intriguing connec-
tion, to which we will return later when we trace the trajectories of terms for
evil that appear in Lev 16:16, 21. -

W. Zimmerli distinguishes between expressions of direct, divine sin-bearing
with YawH as subject, which refer to forgiveness in noncultic contexts, and
cultic usage, which includes priestly consumption of purification-offering
flesh (10:17).%° So even if noncultic instances show no aftereffect for Yaws,*
can we assume the same to be true when a human priest bears 7% on behalf
of another person as a result of carrying out expiation that is prerequisite to
divine forgiveness?®’

The close parallel between the language of Exod 34.7, in which Yawd is
TR YW T RWI, “bearing iniquity and transgression and sin,” and Lev
10:17, in which his priest bears 19, indicates that there is a close relationship
between the two. Koch observes: “Use of the term ‘awon is one example
among many demonstrating that the legislative concerns of the Priestly docu-
ment focus on institutionalizing God’s own activity in removing guilt rather
than fostering some sort of nomism.”’ It appears that, by eating the flesh, the
priests participate in the process through which Yawn grants forgiveness. If
there is a distinction between divine and human sin-bearing on behalf of an-
other, it is most likely to be sought in the difference between the divine and

54. Koch, “17¥ ‘awon,” 559.

55. W, Zimmerli, “Zur Vorgeschichte von Jes. LIIL” Congress Volume: Rome, 1968
(VTSup 17; Leiden: Brill, 1969) 239.

56. Regarding God bearing sin for people, R. Knierim states that he possesses power
to remove a load of offenses without suffering from their destructive power (Die Haupt-
begriffe, 52).

57. Zimmerli comments on Isa 53 that here the bearing of guilt does not indicate
the guilt-bearing of God but in the sense of Lev 16:22 and 10:17 it has to do with
the vicarious guilt/punishment-bearing of a man, the Servant of Yaws (“Zur Vorge-
schichte,” 240). Olaffson argues that the effect on a secondary “carrier” can “be safely
assumed in light of what happens to those who bear their own iniquities: suffering, dis-
ease, and/or death” (“The Use of ng’)” 216). This assumption does not take into ac-
count the possibility that secondary carriers in passages such as Lev 10:]7 may have
immunity.

58. Koch, “11¥ ‘@won,” 560; compare Milgrom on “to remove the iniquity of the
community” in Lev 10:17: “True, the subject is man, not God, but in this case it is the
priest who serves as the divine surrogate on earth and exclusively so in the sanctuary”
(Leviticus 1-16, 623).

Furtfication-Uffering lesh: Prebend or Lxpiations 1

human natures of YHwH and his priests, respectively, in terms of the kind(s)
of immunity to evil that they possess. In later chapters we will pursue further
the issue of cultic immunity and the dynamics of 73 in relation to other kinds
of moral evil.

Conclusion

The structure of Lev 10:17 shows that priestly eating of purification-
offering meat as a prebend is an integral, if postrequisite, part of the ritual and
contributes to the expiatory process. When a priest bears the culpability of a
sinner as YHWH's servant and representative, he participates in the process by
which YawH frees the sinner from culpability by bearing it for him.
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but not on the Day of Atonement.”’ (2) Gammie argues the following with re-

gard to passages such as Lev 4:1-5:13:
kipper takes the preposition ‘al instead of et for a very good linguistic rea-
son, namely, to remind the reader that from which the person or thing has
been purged, namely, sin or uncleanness. Thus ‘a/ is frequently followed
by min (e.g., Lev. 4:26; 5:6) and even when mift’is absent the very use of ‘al
carries with it the reminder that there is a purgation from something; the
particle ‘et would not convey this meaning. See also Lev. 12:8; 14:19.78

The phrase 29 193 could serve as a reminder that something is removed
only because it serves as the functional equivalent of a longer version of the
formula in which J7 carries a privative sense. It is the presence or implied
presence of 11, not a difference between 7¥ and 1, that is the determining
factor.

Gammie concludes with a fascinating observation, which tracks with my
earlier rematks to the effect that some interpretations rejected by Milgrom ac-
tually provide strong support for aspects of his overall understanding of the
purification offering.

Under Milgrom’s view the slate was constantly being wiped clean, so to
speak, with every sin offering. Under the view argued above, the sanctuary
for the priestly writers was far more a portrait of Dorian Gray than Mil-
grom’s own theory would allow. The sin offerings purged the people from
their sins, but only the sin offerings once a year on the Day of Atonement
purged the tent of meeting and ouly the sin offerings at ordination purged
the outer altar. Thus we may conclude: Sanctuary and sancta indeed re-
flected the state of the people’s sinfulness precisely because the uncleannesses
that the former accrued were not removed at every hat{a’t offering.”

Conclusion

I agree with Milgrom that the NRW sacrifices at the intitial consecration
of the altar (Exod 29; Lev 8) and on the Day of Atonement (Exod 30:10; Lev
16) have the function of purging the sanctuary and its sancta on behalf of
their offerers. But controlled syntactic analysis of the 192 formulas that state
the goals/functions/meanings of the various kinds of purification offerings
has forced me to the inescapable conclusion that all other purification offer-
ings (discounting the ritual of Azazel’s goat, which is not an offering) remove
evil from their offerer(s), rather than from the sanctuary, as Milgrom claims.

77. 1bid., 39-41.
78. 1bid., 40 n. 61,
79. Ibid., 41.

rurjieanon Uffering: Purgation of Sanctuary or Offerer? 143

In subsequent chapters we will find reinforcements for this conclusion, the
implications of which reach to the core of the dynamic meaning behind the
Israelite sacrificial system. Regarding the relative positions of Milgrom, Kiu-
chi, and Gammie, I am in basic agreement with Gammie, and I am in some
respects between Kiuchi and Milgrom.
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as working together to provide dynamics of passage. Purification offerings
effect separation from the previous state, and burnt offerings accomplish ag-
gregation to a new or renewed state. Consequently, Marx suggests that the
“purification offering” should be termed “sacrifice of separation.”'??

Some problems with the system of Marx are as follows: 133

1. Purification offerings can be involved in rites of passage, such as conse-
cration ceremonies (e.g., Lev 8:14-17), and within the conceptual system of
Israelite ritual they do change states of persons or things. However, “passage”
is not a defining functional trait of this category of sacrifices because it is not
unique to them. Burnt offerings can also be involved with purification offer-
ings in transitions of state (see below), and a burnt offering is included in the
consecration ceremonies (e.g., w. 18-21) along with the special ordination
(@RYm) sacrifice (vv. 22-28), which is primarily if not exclusively a rite of
passage. Like purification offerings, a reparation offering accomplishes 793,
thereby removing an impediment to the divine-human relationship, prerequi-
site to reconciliation when forgiveness is granted directly by Yuwn (5:16, 18,
26{6:7]; 19:22). liven well-being offerings provide some kind of 193 (17:10-12).

2. In Lev 5:6—13 and Num 15:24-28, lone purification offerings and com-
binations of purification offerings with burnt offerings are functionally equiv-
alent. Therefore, if it is true that purification offerings are rites of passage,
they must not be limited to separation. In the passages just mentioned,
whether or not a burnt offering accompanies a purification offering is due to
quantitative considerations. The burnt offering supplements the quantity of
offering material and thereby brings the expiatory power of the purification
offering up to its requisite level, either by enhancing the lesser offerings of
poor persons (Lev 5) or by expanding the scope of a purification offering to
embrace the entire community (Num 15). 1%

3. While it is true that purification offerings are involved in consecration,
this is because they serve a purifying function that is prerequisite to transition
to a state of enhanced intimacy with Yaws, whether a holy state (e.g., Lev

132. Mar, “Sacrifice pour les péchés,” 37-48. The classic work on “rites of passage”
is A. van Gennep, The Rites of Passage (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1960).
CF. B Leach’s attempt to apply similar concepts (including liminality, separation, and
aggregation) to sacrifice in general (“The Logic of Sacrifice,” in Anthropological Ap-
proaches to the Old Testament [ed. B. Lang; Philadelphia: Fortress, 1985} 136--50}.

133. Cf. J. Milgrom’s penetrating critique of Marx: “The Hatta’t: A Rite of Pas-
sage?” RB 98 (1991) 120-24; idem, Leviticus 1-16, 289-92.

134. Cf. Milgrom, “The Hatta’t: A Rite of Passage?” 122.

Blood or Ash Water? 197

oz

8:15)13% or a status of authorization for levitical service (Num 8:5-22; see esp.
w. 8, 12, 21). However, the consecration activity par excellence is not the pu-
rification offering, whether alone or in combination with the burnt offering
but, rather, the application of holy anointing oil (Exod 28:41; 29:7; 50:30;
40:13, 15; Lev 8:12, 30). 136

41t is true that in the cultic calendars of Lev 23 and Num 28-29, calen-
dric purification offerings are prescribed in connection with important times
of the year, and these performances are not mandated by specific needs for
purification. However, there is no warrant for disconnecting their function
from the basic idea of purification carried by their n&OM label and the goal
verb 03 (Num 28:22, 30; 29:5).

Conclusion

The fact that purification-offering blood contarminates (Lev 6:20{27]) be-
fore it is applied to the sanctuary and/or its sancta can be explained by its
function to remove sin or physical ritual impurity from the offerer. However,
three purification offerings are exceptional: initial decontamination of the al-
tar, inner-sanctum sacrifices on the Day of Atonement, and the red cow ritual
performed outside the camp.

Milgrom has reconstructed a general paradigm of purification-offering dy-
namics on the basis of the exceptional initial purification of the altar and
inner-sanctum offerings, in which nxwn blood purges the sacred objects and/
or areas to which it is physically applied. But we have found that this kind of
purgation does not apply in outer-altar and outer-sanctum sacrifices. 1 agree
with Milgrom that individual expiable sins throughout the year have commu-
nal consequences in that they pollute the sanctuary.'*” However, whereas he
holds that outer-altar and outer-sanctum purification offerings purge the sanc-
tuary from the sins that have already polluted the sanctuary, I contend that
these sacrifices result in mitigated pollution of the sanctuary, which must
consequently be purged on the Day of Atonement.

135. For my suggestion about how the Nazirite’s final purification offering serves
this function in relation to culmination of his/her holy status, see on Num 6:14 and 16
in my Leviticus, Numbers (NIVAC; Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2004) 535.

136. Milgrom, “The Hatta’t: A Rite of Passage?” 121.

137. Cf. K. C. Hanson, “Sin, Purification, and Group Process,” in Problems in Bib-
lical Theology: Essays in Honor of Rolf Knierim (ed. H. T. C. Sun et al.; Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1997) 177.
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Perhaps this amnesty recognizes the potential risks and/or conflicting inter-
ests involved in testifying and encourages witnesses with misgivings to aid the
legal process, even after a delay.””

It appears that the factor of delay is a common denominator between all
moral faults expiable by noncalendric outer-altar or outer-sanctum NRUM sac-
rifices. Whether a person commits an inadvertent offense that he/she fails to
recognize until later (Lev 4), delays giving required testimony (5:1), or forgets
a duty to Yawn (5:2-4), there is delay between the violation and its ritual
remedy.®

Lest a “gap theory” of Num 15:22-31 appear too strange, we can point
out that the unique pronouncement regarding defiant sins (vv. 30-31) ap-
pears to be the main thrust of this legislation, which is placed between nar-
ratives of communal rebellion recorded in chs. 14 and 16 and immediately
preceding a narrative concerning an inexpiable offense committed by an in-
dividual (15:32-36).6! In this context it makes sense that the inadvertent-
defiant opposition in vv. 22-31 would be contrastive (rather than necessarily
comprehensive) in order to emphasize the gravity of the covenant-defying,
“high-handed” category.®? Placement of purification-ofering legislation in
Num 15:22-29, immediately preceding the warning against “high-handed”
sin in wv. 30=31, supports B. Levine’s observation: “The covenant, and the
only-to-be-expected violations of it represent the larger framework within
which the hatt@’t sacrifice functioned.”®

[ have found no real contradiction between Lev 5 and Num 15. The dif-
ference between the two passages is in terms of their legal scope. Whereas the

logical, but it is somewhat more neat than the biblical data. For example, he does not
adequately take Lev 5:1 into account. Here failure to testify is included in the scope of
th’?e purification offering (cf. vv. 5-6) even though its commission is neither T33Y3 nor
o7y,

'59. On leniency to encourage confession, see Phillips, “The Undetectable OF
fender,” 150.

60. On the graduated NRWM (Lev 5:1-13) as the remedy for the wrong of prolonging
impurity (w. 2-3), see Milgrom, Leviticus 1-16, 310-13.

61. Cf G. Wenham, Numbers: An Introduction and Commentary (TOTC; Leice-
ster: Inter-Varsity, 1981) 130-31; P. J. Budd, Numbers (WBC 5; Waco, Texas: Word,
1984) 173-74.

62. See Wright's observation that suffering lesser impurities would remind the
Israelites of the threat of serious impurities (“Two Types,” 192).

63. B. Levine, In the Presence of the Lord: A Study of Cult and Some Cultic Terms
in Ancient Israel (SJLA 5; Leiden: Brill, 1974) 103, Levine compares the Hebrew verb
RO, “sin,” with its Akkadian cognate hatd, “to err, be at fault, betray,” which can refer
to treaty violations {Levine, Leviticus, 19; cf. In the Presence, 102-3).
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former has to do with the intermediate category of nondefiant deliberate sins,
the latter deals with the outer inadvertent and defiant categories. So I find un-
necessary the various attempts to harmonize these passages by adjusting the
semantic parameters of terms for sin or introducing factors such as post hoc

repentance. 64

Conclusion

While moral faults and physical ritual impurities are related, they remain
distinct categories. The former are violations of Yawr’s commandments, but
the latter arise from a human state of mortality.

Numbers 15:22-31 asserts that, although Yawn will extend mercy to the
inadvertent sinner through sacrifice, no such remedy is possible for the defi-
ant sinner, who is irrevocably and irredeemably condemned to the terminal
punishment of extirpation (113). The point of this passage is not to divide the
entire range of possible offenses down the middle into inadvertent and advert-
ent categories but to highlight the severity due to rebels by contrasting it with
the leniency available to sinners at the other end of the spectrum.

It is true that in biblical narratives Yaws can directly extend mercy to pre-
sumptuous sinners who repent (e.g., Manasseh; 2 Chr 33:12-13), and in Kzek
18:21 YHwH promises amnesty to the wicked who repent.®® However, there is
no indication that the mediation of the cult is envisioned as reversing terminal
condemnation of defiantsinners. In subsequent chapters we will find, in agree-
ment with Criisemann (see above), that this observation holds true even for
the awesome services of the Day of Atonement, including the high priest’s
comprehensive confession over Azazel's goat and subsequent banishment of
the animal in order to purify the Israelite camp collectively of all moral faults
(Lev 16:21-22).

64. Cf. my “Numbers 15:22-31 and the Spectrum of Moral Faults,” in Inicios, para-
digmas y fundamentos: Estudios teolgicos y exegéticos en el Pentateuco (ed. G. Kling-
beil; River Plate Adventist University Monograph Series in Biblical and Theological
Studies 1; Libertador San Martin, Entre Rios, Argentina: Editorial Universidad Adven-
tista del Plata, 2004) 149-56.

65. Compare the fact that in some texts (Exod 32:30; Ps 65:43]; 78:38; 79:9; Dan

9:24) "2 is only a divine act rather than the result of human cultic performance
(F. Maass, “92 kpr pi. To Atone,” TLOT 2:631).
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Chapter 10
Inner-Sanctum Purification Offerings

Observing that the prescriptions for the Day of Atonement in Lev 16 are
strategically placed at the heart of the central book of the Pentateuch, S. A,
Geller suggests that the chapter is “the gateway to the hidden sanctum of P’s
theology.”! While the Day of Atonement was not the greatest of Israelite cer-
emonial days in terms of the quantity of sacrifices specified for it (cf. Num 28—
29), its unique character sets it at the pinnacle of Israelite cultic observance.?

On the Day of Atonement, five main rituals are structurally
bound together as a unified system

Verses 1-2 of Lev 16 introduce the ceremonies that are unique to the Day
of Atonement® within a narrative framework as originating from Yaws “after
the death of the two sons of Aaron,” at the time when the sanctuary was inau-
gurated (cf. Lev 10:1-2). Geller suggests that this introduction is a literary
clue to focus on the blood manipulations in the Holy of Holies rather than on
the bloodless ritual with the so-called “scapegoat.”

1. 5. A. Geller, “Blood Cult: Toward a Literary Theology of the Priestly Work of
the Pentateuch,” Prooftexts 12 (1992) 97-124. On the centrality of ch. 16 in the ar-
rangement of material in Leviticus, sce W. Shea, “Literary Form and Theological
Function in Leviticus,” in The Seventy Weeks, Leviticus, and the Nature of Prophecy
(ed. F. Holbrook; DARCOM 3; Washington, D.C.; Biblical Research Institute, 1986)
138, 146-51; J. Hartley, Leviticus (WBC 4; Dallas: Word, 1992) xxxiv-xxxv, 217, 224;
W. Warning, Literary Artistry in Leviticus (BIS 35; Leiden: Bull, 1999) 86-87. Of
course, literary structure can be viewed on more than one level. See the “ring” struc-
ture of Leviticus proposed by M. Douglas (“Poetic Structure in Leviticus,” Pomegran-
ates and Golden Bells: Studies in Biblical, Jewish, and Near Eastern Ritual, Law, and
Literature in Honor of Jacob Milgrom [ed. D. Wright, D. N. Freedman, and A. Hur-
vitz; Winona Lake, Indiana: Eisenbrauns, 1995] 24755, esp. 253) and endorsed by
J. Milgrom (Leviticus 17-22 [AB 3A; New York: Doubleday, 2000] 1364-65), in which
ch. 19 is the central turning point.

2. CE G. B. Gray, Sacrifice in the Old Testament: Its Theory and Practice (Oxford:
Clarendon, 1925) 306-7.

3. Excluding the regular daily (Exod 27:20-21; 29:38-42; 30:7-8; Num 28:1-§)
and weekly (Lev 24:1-9) rituals and additional sacrifices performed similatly on other
festivals (Num 29:7-11).

4. Geller, “Blood Cult” 105-6.

3
i
~3
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Verses 3—10 outline preparations for the rituals of the day, including assem-
bling certain animals at the sanctuary (cf. 9:1-5), the personal ritual purifica-
tion of the high priest by washing his whole body, and designation of the
respective ritual roles of two goats through the use of lots. Leviticus 16:11-28
prescribes the main ritual procedures, including core activities (vv. 11-25)
and tasks that are postrequisite to Azazel’s goat and purification-offering ritu-
als (vv. 26-28). The chapter concludes in vv. 29-34 with commands for all
Israelites to practice self-denial and abstain from work on this tenth day of the
seventh month because of the special 103 that is performed for them, both
priests and laity, and for all parts of Yawn's sanctuary.

In vv. 11-25, the high priest officiates over five main Day of Atonement
rituals:®

1. Two elaborate purification offerings, using a bull on behalf of the high
priest and his household and a goat on behalf of the lay community, are in-
terwoven with each other. That is to say, the second ritual begins before the
first is completed, and similar activities belonging to the two rituals alternate.
When the mixed bloods of both animals are applied together to the outer altar
(vv. 18-19), the rituals are merged. The blended purification offerings func-
tion together as a higher-level activity system called 09277 NRWN, “the puri-
fication offering of purgation” (Fxod 30:10; Num 29:11; see further below).6
Only during this exceedingly solemn ritual complex on the tenth day of the
seventh month is the high priest, and no other, permitted to enter the awe-
some inner sanctum of the sanctuary, which in this chapter is called simply
wIpa, “the holy (place)” (Lev 16:2, 12-16a). Because these NRUN sacrifices
uniquely involve blood applications in the inner sanctum, I have referred to
themn as “innersanctum purification offerings.”

2. The high priest makes a verbal confession over a goat designated for
“Azazel” (so-called “scapegoat”) while leaning both his hands on its head,
and then the goat is led away into the wilderness by an assistant (vv. 20-22;
cf. v. 10). The live goat is provided by the lay community (v. 5) but functions
for all Israelites (v. 21), including the priests.

3. Following the ritual with Azazel’s goat, the high priest offers two
burnt offerings of rams, one on behalf of the priests and the other on behalf

5. Not counting the lot ritual (vv. 810} or any ablutions of the high priest, such
as his second full bath in v. 24

6. W. C. Kaiser (“The Book of Leviticus,” NIB 1:1112) and P. Jenson (“The Leviti-
cal Sacrificial System,” in Sacrifice in the Bible [ed. R. Beckwith and M. Selman;
Grand Rapids: Baker, 1995] 36) mistakenly identify 01997 nRun in Num 29:11 with
the scapegoat ritual.
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of the laity (v. 24; cf. vv. 3, 5). Not stated in Lev 16, but required by Num
15:1-16, are a grain and drink offering to accompany each burnt offering
(cf. Num 29:8-11).

In the Israelite system of rituals, only the special Day of Atonement cere-
monies involve what P. Jenson has termed “two extreme poles of the spatial
dimension of the Holiness Spectrum”: the Holy of Holies (purification offer-
ings) and the wilderness (Azazel’s goat).”

The ritual of Azazel’s goat (Lev 16:20-22) and the burnt offerings (v. 24)
interrupt the inner-sanctum purification offerings after their blood manipula-
tions (vv. 14-19) and before the burning of their suet/fat (v. 25), which is fol-
lowed by disposal of their carcasses by incineration outside the camp (v. 27).8
So the purification offerings provide a framework within which the Azazel’s
goat ritual and the two burnt offerings are embedded. Thus all five rituals are
structurally bound together as a unified system. This system is embedded
within the larger system comprising all rituals performed on the tenth day of
the seventh month, including regular rituals (Exod 30:7, 8; Num 28:1-8) and
additional festival offerings (Num 29:7-11).

Of the five rituals unique to the Day of Atonement, the basic carriers of
qualitative meaning are the two purification offerings and Azazel’s goat.? The
meaning of the burnt offerings on behalf of the priests and laity is subsumed
under that of the purification offerings on behalf of these offerers, respectively.
As elsewhere when these two kinds of sacrifices are coupled on behalf of the
same offerer, the burnt-offering token “gift” enhances the efficacy of the puri-
fication-oftering token “debt payment” in a quantitative sense, making what
amounts to a greater purification offering (cf. Lev 5:6-7;, Num 15:24-28).10

7. P Jenson, Graded Holiness: A Key to the Priestly Conception of the World
{JSOTSup 106; Shefheld: JSOT Press, 1992) 201-2.

8. While m. Yoma 6 (see esp. 6:6~7) retains the biblical order, the Temple Scroll
avoids interruption of the XYM sacrifices by placing the burning of their suet and dis-
posal of their carcasses before the high priest commences the ritual of Azazel’s live
goat (26:7-11).

9. Compare Geller, who supports the conclusion that the entrance into the inner
sanctum to manipulate blood and the scapegoat ritual must bear the special meaning
of the Day of Atonement on the basis that these are the only rites unique to the day
{(“Blood Cult,” 104-5).

10. Ct. 5. R. Driver, “Propitiation,” in A Dictionary of the Bible {ed. J. Hastings;
New York: Scribner’s, 1911) 4:131. So it is unnecessary to seek a separate significance
for such a bumt offering, as some scholars do. For example, A. F. Rainey interprets
combinations of purification and burmnt offerings as representing expiation followed by
consecration (“The Order of Sacrifices in Old Testament Ritual Texts,” Bib 51 {1970]
498, esp. 1. 5). In his analysis of Lev 8, F. Gorman explains such a pair as purging the
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"Thus the burnt offerings are an integral, although fuctionally secondary, part
of the system of rituals involved in the purgation of the sanctuary on the Day
of Atonement. !

Although Lev 16 provides consideraQIe detail, it economizes in several
ways:

| Leviticus 16 does not mention some activities that must logically be
included for practical physical reasons. For example, blood must be col-
lected at the time of slaughter (cf. 2 Chr 29:22; m. Yoma 4:3) so that it can
be manipulated.

7 Leviticus 16 assumes a fully operational cultic system and knowledge of
rules that operate throughout it. For example, the high priest would purify
himself by washing his hands and feet with water drawn from the sacred laver
before each period of officiation at the altar or entrance into the Sacred Tent
(cf. Exod 30:17-21).12

3. Leviticus 16 abbreviates by referring to patterns of activity previously set
up in the same ritual complex. Inv. 16b the text prescribes blood manipula-
tions to be performed in the outer sanctum, called here the “Tent of Meet-
ing” (i.e., the rest of the Tent), 13 by saying simply that he shall do likewise for
the Tent of Meeting, Here “likewise” (12) refers back to the pattern of activi-
ties specified for the inner sanctum (. 14-15).

sanctuary (purification offering) and then providing a gift to YHWH to secure right re-
lations with him, averting divine wrath caused by the offense of sin (burnt offering;
The Ideology of Ritual: Space, Time and Status in the Priestly Theology [JSOTSup 9%;
Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1990] 126-27). Such approaches fail to account for the fact that
an unaccompanied NRUN sacrifice can be functionally equivalent to a purification—
burnt offering pair (Lev 5:5-6; Num 15:24, 27).

11. The Temple Scroll (25:15-16) recognizes that the bumt offerings accompany
the special NRUM complex. Contra B. Levine, who explains the reference to 52 in
connection with the burnt offerings in Lev 16:74: “The ‘olah, ‘burnt offering, was not
directly involved in the rites of expiation. This is a general statement referring to all
that the High Priest had done by way of expiation, rather than to the ‘olah specifically”
(Leviticus [JPS Torah Commentary: Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society, 19891
108). Also contra Geller, who interprets the high priest’s performance of burnt offer-
ings in his usual vestments {v. 24) as immediate resumption of the regular cult (“Blood

~alt” 107). In the very next verse the high priest butns the suet of the inner-sanctunt
purification offerings on the altar (v. 25), showing that he has not yet resumed his regu-
lar cultic activity.

12. Milgrom, Leviticus 1-16 (AB 3; New York: Doubleday, 1991) 1017.

13. R. Péter-Contesse and J. Ellington, A Handbook on Leviticus (UBSHS; New
York: United Bible Societies, 1990) 250; compare Lev 4.7, where 187 o773, “all

the blood of the bull)” refers to the remainder of the blood that had not already

»

been used (cf. v. 18), and v, 12, where '\@:‘j‘i?g refers to “all the rest of the bull
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4. Leviticus 16 assumes knowledge of a ritual paradigm presented earlier
in Leviticus: v. 24 calls for two burnt offerings but provides no instructions for
their performance. These instructions appear in Lev 1.1

Now we turn to more-specific analysis of the inner-sanctum purification
offerings. In the following chapter we will examine the ritual of Azazel’s goat.

Two inner-sanctum purification offerings form a unit

As mentioned above, the two special purification offerings performed on
the Day of Atonement, one on behalf of the priests and the other on behalf of
the lay community, are designated as 871937 NXuA, “the purification offering
of purgation” (Exod 30:10; Num 29:11). Several factors support the idea that
this construct expression, which refers to a single NRWN sacrifice, must cover
both rituals:

1. In Exod 30:10 the high priest purges the incense altar once a year by
performing purgation on its horns with blood of “the purification éfferiné
(nxwn, sing.) of purgation.” In Lev 16:14-16 and 18-19, bloods of both
inner-sanctum purification offerings are used once a year to purge the sanc-
tuary and its sancta, including the outer sanctum where the incense altar is
located (v. 16b).

2. In Lev 16:25 the high priest burns the suet of NRYNI, “the purification
offering” (sing,), clearly referring to both purification offerings collectively. !’

3. The offerings stipulated in the cultic calendar of Num 28-29 are ;)er—
formed on behalf of all Israelites, including the priests. In this context, it can
be assumed that “the purification offering (NRWN, sing.) of purgation” inv. 11
should also be on behalf of all Israel. In Lev 16 this coverage is accomplished
by means of the two inner-sanctum rituals, one on behalf of the priests and
the other on behalf of the rest of the people.

The collective singular “purification offering of purgation” refers to the rit-
ual complex that contains both NXWM rituals. Compare use of the singular
n‘ziv, “burnt offering,” in Num 28-29 for two or more regular or additional
burnt offerings that form a burnt-offering complex and are performed on
behalf of the same offerer, all Israel (28:3, 6, 10, 11, 19, 27, etc.).

14, Thelack of details in Lev 16 regarding the burnt offerings disturbed A. A. Bonar
who concluded that on the Day of Atonement “the Lord wished to fix the attention of
all upon the sin-offerings” (A Commentary on the Book of Leviticus, Expository and
Practical [5th ed.; London: Nisbet, 1875] 301). ’ ’

15. Compare Targum Ongelos’s plural Xmwm here. K. Elliger unnecessarily specu-
lates that the singular in the MT could indicate that originally only one N was of
fered (Leviticus {HAT 4; Tiibingen: Mohr, 1966] 216). '
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animals by stipulating that the suet and carcass of the bull should be treated
before those of the goat, are placed in the middle.3® Note that we have added
“exit to court” in the “both” column as the transition from initial application
of the bull’s blood in the inner sanctum (Lev 16:14) to the slaughter of the
community’s goat (v. 15). As before, italics indicate activities only belonging
to the bull ritual. K

The inner-sanctum purification offerings purge ritual impurities
and moral faults from the three parts of the sanctuary on behalf
of the priests and laity, and reconsecrate the outer altar

A. Chapman and A. Streane found that the Day of Atonement service is
complicated, and its rituals “seem designed to illustrate more than one idea
in connexion with atonement and purification.”® Their observation is con-
firmed by wv. 6, 11a, 16, 17b, 18a, 19b, 20a, 30, 32-34 of Lev 16, which indi-
cate that the goal of the inner-sanctum purification offerings 1s to purge (piel
of 99 with 9¥ or direct object; compare pi‘el of WV in v. 19) the three parts
of the sanctuary—inner sanctum, outer sanctum, and outer altar—from (J0)
the impurities and moral faults of the Israclites on behalf of (7va/7y) the
priests and laity,* who are thereby purified (770, v. 30),* and to (re)conse-
crate (pi‘el of WpP) the outer altar (v. 19).

38. Postrequisite activities are lumped together after core portions of all rituals are
completed. Although disposal of the carcasses (v. 27) must occur after the suet is re-
moved from the animals so that it can be burned on the altar (v. 25) and before those
who incinerate the carcasses purify themselves (v. 28), this disposal could take place
before the handler of Azazel’s goat purifies himself (v. 26). The latter activity would be
performed sometime after he releases the goat in the wilderness (v. 22; ]. Milgrom,
personal communication). Among postrequisite activities, those pertaining to the rit-
ual of Azazel's goat may be mentioned first (v 26) because the core of this ritual is
completed (v. 22) before that of the mner-sanctum NRYA complex (v. 25).

39. A, Chapman and A. Streane, The Book of Leviticus (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1914} 166.

40. Compare Ezek 45:18-20, where there is a threefold purification of the temple
on the first and seventh days of the first month, butin this passage the three places of
blood application are the doorpost of the temple, the four corers of the altar’s ledge,
and the post of the gate of the inner court.

41. Milgrom comments: “as the sanctuary is polluted by the people’s impurities,
their elimination, in effect, also purifies the people” (Leviticus 1-16, 1056). Kiuchi
objects to Milgrom’s clear-cut distinction between purification of sancta and of per-
sons in Lev 16 on the basis of v. 33, where “the sancta kipper is somehow equivalent
to, or parallel to, the kipper on behalf of the priests and the people” (The Purifica-
tion Offering, 93). However, in this verse DX 103 takes the three parts of the sanctuary

as direct objects because the blood is physically applied to them, but purification of

the people is expressed with by 190, Although these sacrifices benefit the people, the
preposition by acknowledges that this benefit is not direct in the same way. B. Levine

AAner-odnCium rurjicdtion WiJerings Lol

Purging the sanctuary purifies the Israelites because its condition and
fate is theirs. If their sins accumulate too much in Yaw#’s sanctaary, his
rgsident Presence (cf. Exod 25:8) will abandon them (cf. Ezek 9'3-}/170-4
18-19; 11:22-23). 72 o
. There'are two crucial differences between the inner-sanctum purifica-
tion offerings and the NXWM sacrifices belonging to the outer-altar and outer-
sanctum types, which are performed on other days.

1. In our study of 792 goal formulas (ch. 6), we found that throughout the
year outer-altar or outer-sanctum purification offerings remove evil from (192
with 99, optionally followed by privative 1) their offerer(s), but on the Day of
Atonement the inner-sanctum sacrifices remove evil from (92 with 1737} or
direct object, optionally followed by privative 1) sacred areas or object
belonging to the sanctuary. T

2. Throughout the year, 992 for physical ritual impurity results in the pu-
rity (710) of the offerer (e.g., Lev 12:7-8; Num 8:21), and 193 for sins is pre-
requisite to forgiveness (1170; e.g., Lev 4:20, 26, 31, 35). But on the Das of
Atonement, purgation (192) of the sanctuary from ritual impurities ;md
moral faults results in purity (72) for the people from their sins (16:30). As
A. Biichler pointed out, only the Day of Atonement puriﬁcatioh o.fferi‘n
effect purity from sin. | ®

The Israelites do not receive purity from their physical ritual impurities on
the Day of Atonement, presumably because they have already recei?ed it di-
1'c—:.c’dy‘ through rituals earlier in the year. But remedying sin is another matter
First it requires sacrificial 193, then divinely granted forgiveness (170), and ﬁ;
nally communal purification (71) on the Day of Atonement. 'I’herei:ore on
the Day of Atonement the people reach the 7V stage of 93 with regarél to
their sins that is equivalent to the 770 stage reached earlier in the year with

e)ﬁp}]aii}s that,'by practicing self-denial and abstaining from work, the Israelites identify
z&“}il tle pm‘lﬁcauon” of the sanctuary, and thus a purification of them is effected
PCOa;txf::, BQ?kdof, J(/]\BD ]4:31 }V) I'};is seems to complement Milgrom’s view: the
cople are purified as they id entify with the cleansi anctuary that is ace
e B e nsing of the sanctuary that is accom-
42. Milgrom, Leviticus 1-16, 258-61 i “ ]
_ , , 258~61; cf. idem, “Israel’s Sanctuary: The Pri
2. ! viticus 01 , 5 Sa y: The Priestly
é’lct:ulf; E)fl {)901‘121!1‘()13}', R‘I‘S 83 (1976) 396-99; cf. Hasel, “Studies in Biblical Atong-
:en t , d; B. ‘Schwartz, ‘Th.e B'earing of Sin in the Priestly Literature,” in Pome-
g a(r;a es and Golden Bells: Studies in Biblical, Jewish, and Near Eastern Ritual, Law
Z\n thgraturf in Honor of Jacob Milgrom (ed. D. Wright, D. N. Freedmarl md’
. Ii;lrxltz}'g; Vvlmona Lake, Indiana: Eisenbrauns, 1995) 21 .
. A. Biichler, Studies in Sin and Atonement in the Rabbinic Li -
T, e abb . " i
Century (LBS; New York: KTAV, 1967) 263. i Literature of the Firt
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regard to their ritual impurities.* This is evident in the striking parallel be-
tween Num 8:21, expressing the "0 goal of an outer-altar purification offer-
ing that removes physical ritual impurity from the Levites, and Lev 16:30,
stating the 1Y benefit of the communal Day of Atonement rituals with re-
gard to sins of the entire community:~

Num 8:21: ujfgtg? R Dﬂ’b._\? 1227, and Aaron effected purgation on their

behalf to purify them.

Lev 16:30: mpng ’1:,'_!19‘:7 z::;y?z;z_ 982", . . . shall purgation be effected on your

behalf to purify you.®
In each of these verses, 193 for the collective offerer (Levites or whole com-
munity) cleanses (pi‘el of IMV) them.

Milgrom agrees with Knohl in regarding Lev 16:30 as part of an H interpo-
lation (vv. 29-34a)%0 and notes that in this verse H uses 10 in the sense of
moral purification, as opposed to P, which only speaks of forgiveness (D). 47
Elsewhere Milgrom explains:

H’s metaphoric use of P’s cultic terms is highlighted by tame’. In P, it is rit-

ual impurity; in H, moral impurity. Ritual impusity (P) is remediable by rit-

ual purification, but moral impurity is irremediable. It is a capital crime,

punishable for the individual by karet and for the community by exile.”*
Since the XPWY-MY opposition earlier in Leviticus has to do with physical rit-
ual impurity rather than with moral faults, the use of 71 in 16:30 does ap-
pear at first glance to accord with Milgrom’s characterization of H. But here
there is a major difference from irremediable moral impurity in Milgrom’s H:
I expresses the remedy of purification from moral impurity. So whatever
the redactional status of this verse may be, its terminology simultaneously
expresses an exceptional ritual efficacy and serves as a bridge to the concep-
tual world of the following chapters.

The contrast between expiable sins purified from the people in 16:30
versus inexpiable faults dealt with later in Leviticus is due to the respective

44. Rendtorff misses this final outcome, stating rather that in Lev 167102 itself is the
goal for which Aaron offers his n¥wn (Leviticus, 218).

45 Translation by Milgrom, Leviticus 17-22, 1294; cf. idem, Leviticus 1-16, 1011.

46. Tbid., 62-63, 1064-65; idem, Leviticus 17-22, 1343; cf. Knohl, The Sanctuary of
Silence, 2728, 105; idem, “The Priestly Torah-versus the Holiness School: Sabbath
and the Festivals” HUCA 58 (1987) 86-92. Knoh! also regards Num 8:21 as belonging
to an H passage (The Sanctuary of Silence, 71-73, 85, 93 n. 115, 105), but Milgrom
thinks there is inadequate evidence for this (Leviticus 17-22, 1340~41, 1343-44).

47. Milgrom, Leviticus 1-16, 37.

48, Idem, Leviticus 17-22, 1326. On the difference between these kinds of impu-
rity, see also J. Klawans, Impurity and Sin in Ancient Judaism (New York: Oxford Uni-
versity Press, 2000} 22-31.
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natmc.s Qf ‘d.l?se moral evils. In 16:30 they are NXWA sins, which up to this
point in Leviticus are inadvertent or otherwise nondefiant sins (e.g., Lev 4-5)

. . . . ) ’
but the irremediable offenses to which Milgrom refers are more serious (eg,

Lev 18:20, 23-25, 27-28, 30; 19:31; 20:3; etc.).®

The inner-sanctum purification offerings accomplish 703 that
is beyond forgiveness

As early as the Second Temple period, it has been thought that the opu-
lent rites of the Day of Atonement, combined with the people’s repentance
expressed through self-denial, provide forgiveness on a grand scale from vari-
ous kinds of moral faults.>0 Importing terminology from Lev 4:20-21 regard-
ing the outersanctum purification offering for the community to express the
goal of the inner-sanctum sacrifice of the people’s goat on the Day of Atone-
ment, Temple Scroll 26:9-10 reads:

Y M0 Ypn oY 210 Yy 12 9957 897 S AR, (for it is) the sin offer-
ing for the assembly; and he shall atone with it for all the people of the as-
sembly, and they shall be forgiven.’!

Surprisingly, the verb 190, “forgive,” does not appear even once in any of the
biblical Day of Atonement prescriptions (Lev 16; 23:26-32; Num 29:7~11).52
This fact alone constitutes a major difference between the purification

49.Ibid., 1422: “Thus the alleged difference between H and P regarding the nature
qf expiation has to be sharply modified. H, after all, speaks of advertent, unrepentant
sins (18:24-30; 26:14-39). P, however, deals with inadvertent violations, which are ex-
piable by sacrifice. But P also posits—as can be derived from its laws— that advertent
sins committed by the community result in Israel's exile (vol. 1.256-64)

50. Cf.m. Yoma 8:8-9; b. Yoma 86a; |. Herrmann, Die Idee der Stihne im Alten Tes-
tament: Fine Untersuchung tiber Gebrauch und Bedeutung des Wortes kipper (Leipzig:
H'innchs? 1905) 93; A, Médebielle, “Le symbolism du sacrifice expiatoire en Isragl)”
Bib 2 (1921) 281; idem, L'Expiation dans L'Ancien et le Nouveau Testament (SPIB>-
Rome: Pontifical Biblical Tustitute, 1923) 85; S. Neches, As at This Day (New York:
Bl'och, 1930) 10; S. Y. Agnon, Days of Awe (New York: Schocken, 1948) 211-14, C. D.
Gmsburg‘, Leviticus (ed. C. §. Ellicott; LHC; Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1961 150;
Al ’SChenker, Versohnung und Sithne (BibB 15; Freiburg: Katholisches Bibelwerk
1981) 112, 114-15; Levine, Leviticus, 100; Kaiser, “The Book of Leviticus,” 999, 1113:
14; B Critsemann, The Torah: Theology and Social History of Old Testament Law
(trans. A. W. Mahnke; Minneapolis: Fortress, 1996) 318; M. Rooker, Leviticus (NAC
3A; Nashville: Broadman and Holman, 2000) 212, 219. ‘

51. Translation by Y. Yadin, The Temple Seroll (Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Soci-
ety, 1983) 2:117.

52. Cf. L. Morris, “The Day of Atonement and the Work of Christ,” Reformed
Theologiqal Review 14 (1955) 12; Rendtorff, Leviticus, 180; cf. 212, 217-18, 221;
g}wa{ _‘[‘thlerar_v F}omg 166; G‘EC})ﬁlaffson, “The Use of ns” in the Pentateuch and Its

ontribution to the Concept of Forgiveness” (Ph.D. diss., Andrew: iversity, 199
20T, Gellon s Shome ]107. g (Ph.D. diss., Andrews University, 1992)
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offerings of the Day of Atonement and those that remedy sins throughout the
rest of the year. The purity accomplished for the people on this day is 793 be-
yond forgiveness.”®

It seerns that the idea of forgiveness on the Day of Atonement has come
from a combination of powerful sources. First, it is (incorrectly) assumed that
1902 through a NRWN sacrifice always results in forgiveness. Second, it is (in-
correctly) assumed that, when Azazel’s goat bears the iniquity/culpability of
the people (Lev 16:21-22), this implies that they receive forgiveness. Third, it
is (incorrectly) assumed that in v. 30, which links cleansing from sins with
"93, the moral purification (770) of the people through observance of the
Day of Atonement involves or at least implies the granting of forgiveness at
that time.>* This idea is reinforced by the close association between unclean-
ness and sin in v. 16%° and between 193 and 1Y in goal formulas of purifica-
tion offerings that remedy physical ritual impurity (12:7-8, etc.), combined
with the fact that Ps 51 (vv. 4[2], 917], 12[10]) and the prophets use 7 for
moral purity/purification (e.g., Jer 33:8; Ezek 36:33).%6

M. Weinfeld informs us of another source for the idea of forgiveness on
the Day of Atonement. The jubilee announced on the Day of Atonement
(Lev 25:9-10) “underwent a process of spiritual metamorphosis during the
Second Temple period, so that the proclamation of freedom brought about
not only the physical liberation of slaves and of land, but also the liberation
of the soul and its restoration to its pure source.”>’

Since the terminology of 16:16 and 21 indicates that the Day of Atone-
ment rituals deal both with rebellious (WD) and nondehant (NRVM) sins,

53. Shea, “Literary Form,” 166. .

54, So H. Ringgren, “W0 tahar) TDOT 5:295. Notice the prominence of Lev
16:30 in traditional confessions for the high priest (m. Yoma 3:8) and over Azazel’s goat
on behalf of the entire community (m. Yoma 6:2).

55. Idem, “W19 tahar,” 293

56. Cf. ibid., 294-95; . Maass, “W0 thr To Be Pure,” TLOT 2:484-85. Jeremiah
33:8 is particularly potent because it has the verbs 7L and 190 in parallel to express
Yawn’s remedy for moral faults, using all three roots for sin(ning) that appear in Lev
16:16, 21: YWD (“transgress|ion]”), K (“sin”), and 7 (“culpability”). Interestingly,
arrangement of these roots in Jer 33:8 reflects the pattern of their occurrence in Lev
16:16, 21 (repetition of two roots followed by addition of the third) but with a different
order (including reversal of YWD and M), aside from the fact that Jeremiah places
Xor and YWD in relative clauses that define the 739, (Read from right to left.)

XoM—IUDTW  (TTIN, “confess”; v. 21)  RuMeywh (WD, “purge”;v. 16)  «Lev 16

VUD—RUM W (Mo, “forgive”) ROM—TW (W, “purify”) «Jer 33:8

57. M. Weinfeld, Social Justice in Ancient Israel and in the Ancient Near East
(Jerusalem: Magnes / Minneapolis: Fortress, 1995) 208; cf. 209-12.
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postbiblical prayers and confessions assume that God forgives these categories
i 58 o ckand; : -
on Yorn Kippur.”® But this understanding of the Day of Atonement has re-
sulted from interpretive development beyond the plain sense of Leviticus.
Interestingly, Milgrom’s general theory of NRWIT sacrifices also has 792 after
forgiveness for an act of sin. However, in this case initial forgiveness results
from repentance and is granted before the offerer brings his outer-altar or
outer-sanctum purification offering, which is needed to purge (193) the sanc-
tuary, prerequisite to additional forgiveness for the negative effect of the sin
on the sanctuary.>

Activity components contribute to the overall goal

Organizing the innersanctum purification offering paradigm hierarchi-
cally into subsystems of activity dealing with incense, blood applied to the
three parts of the sanctuary, suet, carcass, and purification of assistant(s), we
can outline the ritual procedure as shown on p. 236. The function of the
inner-sanctum purification offerings is reflected by the structure of their ac-
tivities. Interweaving and merging indicate a close relationship between the
two rituals (see table 13),% which operate together on behalf of the entire
community of Israel, including both priests and laity. The order of blood ma-
nipulations shows that primary significance is accorded to treatment of each
of the three sacred areas in descending order of sanctity.! It is more important
to complete the blood manipulations in each area before moving to the next
area than it is to maintain the continuity of each individual ritual. Thus the
bloods of both animals are applied to the inner sanctum, then to the outer
sanctum, and finally to the outer altar. The principle of descending sanctity
also requires that the priests” sacrifice be performed before that of the people.

After the blood applications to the inner sanctum, outer sanctum, and
outer altar, the suet is burned on the outer altar, and then the carcasses are in-
cinerated outside the camp. So the entire inner-sanctum purification-offering
complex progresses outward through four areas:

inner sanctum ~ outer sanctum — outer altar — outside the camp

58. Ibid., 208-9.

59. Milgrom, Leviticus 1-16, 256.
~ 60. M. Noth obscures this relationship with his contention that Lev 16:15, prescrib-
ing manipulations of the blood of Yawa's goat in the inner sanctum that exactly cor-
respond to the procedure with the blood of the high priest’s bull, is secondary material
1;%}1/11]7561 912 ;}p(}:flgficzags refers to v. 14 (Leviticus [trans. ]. E. Anderson; OTL; London:

61. Jenson, Graded Holiness, 204.
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There is an additional reason to incinerate both the high priest’s bull and
the community’s goat: unlike NXWA sacrifices performed at other times, these
function as ritual “sponges” to purge evils from the sanctuary. So incinerating
them not only rules out benefit to the high priest; it eliminates the evils, ex-
cept that in some sense the moral faults survive to be further eliminated to
the wilderness by means of Azazel’s goat. \

Purifying Assistant(s)

Any assistant who participates in disposing of the inner-sanctum NRUN car-
casses must purify himself by laundering his clothes and bathing (Lev 16:28).
This is understandable if these animals, presumably with the exception of
the suet burned for Yaws on his altar (v. 25), function as ritual “sponges” to
absorb the ritual impurities and moral faults purged out of the sanctuary (cf.
v. 16). While the carcasses themselves never directly contact the polluted
sancta, the animals are regarded as units: purgative application of their blood
to the sanctuary contaminates their carcasses pars pro toto. So a person sub-
sequently contacting such a carcass contracts impurity.’?

While the inner-sanctum purification offerings purge the sanctuary of the
ritual impurities and moral faults of the Israelites (v. 16), Azazel’s goat carries
away only moral faults (v. 21). So apparently the ritual impurities are de-
stroyed when the carcasses laden with them are incinerated.” The moral
faults are tougher to eradicate. They remain to be driven away on the live
goat, polluting its handler in the process (v. 26).7*

Conclusion

On the Day of Atonement, a tightly woven ritual complex consisting of
two elaborate purification offerings on behalf of the priestly and lay commu-

72. Denying contamination by contact of such an assistant or the assistant who
leads Azazel’s goat into the wilderness (v. 26), Kurtz attempted to explain the require-
ments for purification of these individuals on the basis of the fact that they went out-
side the camp, the place of purity, where they could have become defiled without
knowing it (Sacrificial Worship, 415). But there is no evidence that simply going a dis-
tance from the camp could cause a person to be contaminated or that purification in
these cases was for defilement that was only potential.

73. Cf. B. Levine, In the Presence of, the Lord: A Study of Cult and Some Cultic
Terms in Ancient Israel (SJLA 5; Leiden:'Brill, 1974) 103; Schwartz, “The Bearing of
Sin,” 17 n. 55. -

74. CE. ibid., 17-18. P. Bovati observes: “When a crime has been committed, it be-
comes part of history; inscribed forever on reality” (Re-Establishing Justice: Legal
Terms, Concepts and Procedures in the Hebrew Bible [JSOTSup 105; Shetheld: JSOT
Press, 1994] 159).
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nities, respectively, purges the ritual impurities and moral faults of the Israel-
ites from the three parts of YHWH's sanctuary: inner sanctum, outer sanctum,
and outer altar. While purifying ("WT0) a person from severe physical ritual
impurity is accomplished in one major stage of ritual 193 by a noncalendric
outer-altar purification offering, cleansing a person/party from N®UM, “sin,”
requires two major phases of "93: First, a noncalendric outer-altar or outer-
sanctum purification offering purges (W02) the moral evil from the offerer,
prerequisite to Yawn’s forgiveness (M90). Second, the corporate purgation
(1D3) of the sanctuary on the Day of Atonement results in the moral cleansing
(77) of the people.”

75. Cf. Kiuchi, The Purification Offering, 157; Shea, “Literary Form,” 165-66.
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3. Putting the sins on the head of the goat (v. 21) is the interpreted
function of confessing while leaning both hands. Tt is not a separate
physical activity. Likewise, “the goat shall carry upon it all their
iniquities” (v. 22) explains the purpose of “it shall be sent off” (v. 21).

4. Because the impurity necessitating personal purification of the assistant
is contracted from his participation in the ritual, this purification can
be regarded as a postrequisite part of the ritual.

Chapter 11
The Purification Ritual of Azazel’s Goat

When the high priest iinishes purging the three components of the sanc-
tuary—inner sanctum, outer sanctum, and outer altar—through the blood-
manipulation phase of the inner-sanctum purification offerings, he turns his
attention to the live goat that has been standing in the courtyard following its
designation by lot “for Azazel” (Lev 16:20; cf. v. 10). While the activities in-
volved in the ritual of Azazel’s goat are relatively simple, their goal/meaning
is rich and in some ways elusive. Our aim here is to penetrate the significance
of this ritual enough to assess its basic purpose and its relationship to the inner-

The overall goal of the ritual with Azazel’s goat is to banish
moral faults from the Israelite camp

The basic function of the procedure with Azazel’s goat is to transport all
of the culpabilities, transgressions, and sins of the Israclites away from
their camp to the wilderness, where they are obviously supposed to remain
(Lev 16:21-22). Thus nonmaterial evils are treated as if they can be loaded
onto an animal and toted away on this “tote-goat” as if it were material
baggage.

Verses 5, 8, 10, and 26 provide additional data. Like the goat slain on behalf
of the lay community, the tote-goat serves as a NXOM, that is, some kind of pu-
rification ritual (v. 5). But whereas the goat to be slain is designated “for
Yuwi,” the live goat is “for Azazel” (v. 8) and is “stationed alive before Yirws
to perform expiation upon it by sending it off into the wilderness to Azazel”
(v. 10).) So the goal is to free the Israelites’ camp of their moral faults by trans-
ferring them to Azazel, who/which is in the wilderness. By contacting Azazel’s
goat, which functions as a contaminated vehicle for transporting moral evils,
the man who leads it into the wilderness becomes ritually impure and must
undergo purification before reentering the camp (Lev 16:26). As pointed out
by D. Wright, the close relationship between sin and ritual impurity is espe-
cially clear in this instance, where sin causes impurity.?

"The core dynamics of the ritual, not including postrequisite purification of
the assistant, involve two phases of transfer:

sanctum sacriﬁces.

The live goat is banished from the sanctuary court
to the wilderness

Leviticus 16:20~22 prescribes the system of activities belonging to the rit-
ual of Azazel's goat. First the high priest confesses the moral faults of all Is-
rael over the goat while leaning both his hands on its head. Then an assistant
leads the goat from the court of the sanctuary into the wilderness, where he
releases/abandons it, after which he must purify himself. We can list these

activities as follows:

lean both hands on head of goat

speak while keeping hands on head of goat
banish goat into wilderness

launder clothes

bathe in water I. Contfess: transfer moral faults to the goat.

2. Banish: transfer moral faults, which are on the goat, to the
wilderness.

Note the following clarifications:

1. “Bringing forward” (2771) the goat (v. 20b) is simply a transition to the
beginning of the individual ritual (cf. v. 11). It is not presentation to the
altar.

. Uniquely in the Israelite rituat system, the high priest (here Aaron)
leans both hands, not just one hand, on the head of the goat. He
confesses while remaining/in this posture.

I. Translation by J. Milgrom, Leviticus 17-22 (AB 3A; New York: Doubleday, 2000)
1293; cf. idem, Leviticus 1-16 (AB 3: New York: Doubleday, 1991) 1009.

2. D. Wright, The Disposal of Impurity: Elimination Rites in the Bible and in Hittite
and Mesopotamian Literature (SBLDS 101; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1987) 19; cf. 18,
79; idem, “Day of Atonement,” ABD 2.73.

~J
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Srevempeva 2 x

Ehrlich views the distinction as quantitative, with two hands used on Azazel’s
goat because it is to bear numerous sins of the entire community.® Similarly,
C. D. Ginsburg has linked the use of both hands with the fact that the animal
functioned for both the priests and the lay community.’

While T agree with those who hold that leaning one hand signifies identi-
fication of the offerer as owner of the victim, I would suggest that the two
kinds of hand-leaning have a common denominator: each signifies a (differ-
ent) kind of identification that is involved in transfer. Both require additional
actions for transfer to take place. But the respective identifications and trans-
fers differ qualitatively. When one hand is used, the following activities trans-
fer the victim from the offerer to Yuwn for his utilization, When the high
priest places two hands on Azazel’s goat, this act combined with simultaneous
confession transfers moral faults to the goat. The role of double hand-leaning
is not to identify ownership, which has already been established by the lot rit-
ual, but to identify the route of transfer as it takes place. So whereas the iden-
tification gesture with one hand precedes transfer, the gesture with two hands
is an integral part of the transfer process.

The respective functions of the two kinds of hand-leaning are shaped by
the ritual contexts in which they appear. So perhaps two hands indicate quan-
titative heightening (cf. above) while the context establishes a qualitative dif-
ference in function.

Confession plus double hand-leaning appears to be the means by which
the sins of the entire nation are transformed from abstraction, as if out of the
air, into a concentrated, quasi-spatially containable form, gathered to the high
priest, and channeled through his hands to the goat.® Although he is immune

We can outline the ritual hierarchically as follows:

The Purification Ritual of Azazel’s Goat

confess while leaning both hands on head of goat

lean both hands on head of goat

speak while keeping hands on head of goat
banish goat into wilderness
purify handler of the goat

launder clothes

bathe in water

Confession and leaning two hands serve to gather the moral
faults and transfer them to Azazel’s goat

While the text says only that the high priest confesses over the goat (Lev
16:21), we can assume that this speech is addressed to the injured party,
namely YawH, against whose cornmandments the Israelites sinned. 3

Elsewhere in the Israelite ritual system, confession is required in some pre-
scriptions for purification and reparation offerings (Lev 5:5; Num 5:7). But
confession simultaneous with leaning two hands on the victim appears only
in the corporate ritual of Azazel’s goat.

Some scholars, such as R. Péter, B. Janowski, D. Wright, and J. Milgrom,
have made a qualitative distinction between transfer with two hands on Aza-
zel’s goat versus identification of the offerer with one hand.* Keil and De-
litzsch, on the other hand, did not regard the difference as essential, “but the
laying on of both hands rendered the act more solemn and expressive.”> A, B.

3. S0 m. Yoma 6:2; cf. Milgrom, Leviticus 1-16, 303 on Lev 5:5.

4. See, e.g,, R. Péter, “LVimposition des mains dans 'Ancien Testament,” VT 27
(1977) 48~55; B. Janowski, Stihne als Heilsgeschehen: Studien zur Stihnetheologie der
Priesterschrift und zur Wurzel KPR im Alten Orient und im Alten Testament (WMANT
55; Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 1982) 209-10, 21 5-21; D. Wright, “The
Gesture of Hand Placement in the Hebrew Bible and in Hittite Literature,” JAOS 106
(1986) 433-46; ]. Milgrom, Leviticus 1-16, 15152,

5. C. E Keil and F. Delitzsch, Biblical Commentary on the Old Testament (trans.
J. Martin; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1952 [orig. 1874]) 2:404 n. 1, of N, Kiuchi, The
Purification Offering in the Priestly Literature: Its Meaning and Function (JSOTSup
56, Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1987) 113; K. Mattingly, “The Laying on of Hands on

Lev 16:21” (Substitution in the Hebrew Cultus [AUSDS 3; Berrien Springs, Michigan:
Andrews University Press, 1979] 197). However, neither Num 27:18, 23 nor Lev 16:21
is a sacrificial ritual. If Lev 16:21 is taken to exemplify sacrificial practice, it violates
Rodriguez’s distinction because it is prescriptive (= Rodriguez’s “descriptive”) rather
than an actual performance.

6. A. B. Ehilich, Randglossen zur Hebrdischen Bibel: Textkritisches, Sprachliches
und Sachliches (Hildesheim: Olims, 1968) 2:56; cf. N, Zohar, who works back from
the idea that two hands signify transfer in Lev 16:2] to the conclusion that leaning
one hand indicates transfer of less evil (“Repentance and Purification: The Signifi-

Joshua: An Exegetical Study of Numbers 27:12-23 and Deuteronomy 34:97 (Ph.D. cance and Semantics of NXWM in the Pentateuch,” JBL 107 [1988] 612-13, 615 n. 31).
diss., Andrews University, 1997) 139-43. A. Rodriguez tentatively argues for two 7.C. D. Ginsburg, Leviticus (ed. C. J. Ellicott; LHC; Grand Rapids: Zondervan,
hands in the sacrificial ritual, thereby leveling the distinction between one and two 1961) 155.

§. Cf. K. Koch, “Stthne und Simden\fergebung um die Wende von der exilischen
zur nachexilischen Zeit” EvT 26 (1966) 229; F. Gorman, The Ideology of Ritual:
Space, Time and Status in the Priestly Theology (JSOTSup 91; Sheffield: JSOT Press,
1990) 94. Wright avoids the idea that the sins are transferred through the high priest:

hands, on the basis of Num 27:18 and 23, where God commands Moses to lay his
hand (sing) on Joshua (v. 18), but then Moses laid his hands {pl.) upon him (v. 23):
“In the light of Num 27:18, 23, it may be suggested that, while descriptive cultic texts
employ the singular, the actual performance of the ritual involves both hands, as in



to this evil, no wonder he leans his hands before commencing the confession,
so that the toxic flow will immediately pass from him!

The requirement of confession, which makes the transfer depend on more
than simple physical contact, is symptomatic of the fact that moral faults are
less directly treatable than physical ritual impurities. Compare outer-altar
purification offerings, which can remove physical ritual impurities from per-
sons (e.g., Lev 12:6-8; Num 8:12, 21) but can only serve as prerequisites to
divine forgiveness for moral faults (Lev 4:26, 31, 35; Num 15:26, 28).

Moral faults are dangerous, as shown by the bipartite structure of the com-
plex of rituals unique to the Day of Atonement. The transition between the
two parts of this complex occurs just after the release of Azazel’s goat and is
signaled by the high priest’s change of garments from the plain linen garb re-
quired for entering the inner sanctum to his usual ornate vestments (vv. 23—
24a).? The fact that he does not change from his special linen clothes until
he has officiated the ritual with Azazel’s goat, which involves neither the Tent
nor even the outer altar, implies that the process of removing moral faults
from the sanctuary and then to the wilderness is an urgent one that must not
be interrupted. With the release of Azazel's goat in the wilderness (Lev
16:22b), the period of greatest danger is over.

The nxvi of Azazel’s goat is a unique, nonsacrificial
“purification ritual”
. . L LR TN »
Expulsion of moral evils by means of a goat, serving as a ritual “vehicle,
involves its conveyance to the wilderness and disposal by abandonment

“Aaron never carries or embodies these evils. Consequently, one cannot say that sins
are transferred. Rather, the placement of the sins is effected by both the hand plqce-
ment gesture which designates where the sins are to rest and the spoken F:OIIECESIOH
which concretizes the sins which then fall on the head of the goat” (Wright, “The
Gesture of Hand Placement,” 436; of. Milgrom, Leviticus 116, 1043).

9. Ibid., 1048. The high priest’s humble linen garments are appropriate within t_hg
context of the rite of passage that he enacts (idem, “The Priestly C011secrat1f)11 {Leviti-
cus 8: A Rite of Passage,” in Bits of Honey: Essays for Samson H. Levey [ed. S. E Chyet
and D. H. Ellenson; SFSH]J 74; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1993] 60). For association of
the linen garments with humility or penitence, among other concepts, see ? H.
Kellogg, The Book of Leviticus (EB; New York: Funk & Wagnalls, 1900) 26’2'; W. Korn-
feld, Levitikus (NEchtB 6; Witrzburg: Echter, 1983) 63; M. F. Rooker, Lewtzcz@ (NAC
3A; Nashville: Broadman & Holman, 2000) 215. For the idea that the high priest un-
dergoes a rite of passage, see B. Jiirgens, Heiligkeit und Versohnung: Levitikus 16 in
seinem literarischen Kontext (Herders Biblische Studien 28; Freiburg: Herder, 2001)
67-72.

Lue rurreanion ]Kitudl of Azazel's (Goat 247

there.'® Because no part of the goat is offered to Yuww for his use, this is not
a sacrifice; it is simply an elimination ritual.!! The biblical prescription does
not call for the death of the goat.'? It must simply be sent away as a ritual “gar-
bage truck” carrying controlled toxic waste to Azazel.

Azazel’s precise nature is elusive, and the uncertain etymology of this
designation does not help.”® The common understanding of Azazel as

U. For Hittite and Mesopotamian parallels, see Wright, The Disposal of Impurity,
45-72, esp. 57-60 on the Hittite Ambazzi and Huwarlu rituals, which most closely
parallel the Israelite ritual “in that they use live animals as bearers of the evil and lack
the motif of substitution” (idem, “Day of Atonement,” 74); cf. M. Weinfeld, “Social
and Cultic Institutions in the Priestly Source against Their Ancient Near Eastern
Background,” in Proceedings of the Eighth World Congress of Jewish Studies, Panel Ses-
sions: Bible Studies and Hebrew Language (Jerusalem: World Union of Jewish Studies
/ Perry Foundation for Biblical Research, 1983) 112-14; A, Treiyer, The Day of Atone-
ment and the Heavenly Judgment from the Pentateuch to Revelation (Siloam Springs,
Arkansas: Creation Enterprises, 1992) 258-65. On Hittite parallels, see O. R. Gurney,
Some Aspects of Hittite Religion (The Schweich Lectures of the British Academy,
1976; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1977) 47-52; J. C. Mover, “Hittite and Israelite
Cultic Practices: A Selected Comparison,” in Seripture in Context I; More Essays on
the Comparative Method (ed. W. W. Hallo, J. C. Moyer, and L. G. Perdue; Winona
Lake, Indiana: Fisenbrauns, 1983) 33-35. For an apparent Ugaritic parallel, in which
an elimination ritual involves driving a goat to a distant place, see K. Aartun, “Fine
weitere Parallele aus Ugarit zur kultischen Praxis in Israels Religion,” BO 33 (1976)
288; cf. O. Loretz, Leberschau, Stindenbock, Asasel in Ugarit und Israel (UBL 3; Alten-
berge: CIS-Verlag, 1985) 35-49.

LY. Kaufmann states: “It is not conceived, then, as an offering but as a vehicle
for carrying off sin. What the community sends to Azazel is not so much the goat as
the sin it bears” (The Religion of Israel [trans. and abridg. M. Greenberg; Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1960] 1 14); cf. Janowski, Stihne, 210. While Azazel’s goat
represented a demon in early Jewish interpretation (Enoch literature, Apocalypse of
Abraham, rabbinic literature), with which Rev 20 has important connections, in early
Christian tradition (Barnabas, Tertullian), the goat was a symbol of Christ (L. Grabbe,
“The Scapegoat Tradition: A Study in Farly Jewish Interpretation,” JST 18 [1987] 152
67). John Calvin regarded the live goat as a bloodless sacrifice paired with the slain
goat to typify another means of making atonement to God “when Christ, ‘being made
a curse for us, transferred to Himself the sins which alienated men from God” (Com-
mentaries on the Four Last Books of Moses Arranged in the Form of a H armony [Grand
Rapids; Baker, 1996] 1:320; cf. 316-17,319).

12. Perhaps so that it would not be regarded as a sacrifice. However, according to
m. Yoma 6:6, in Second Temple times the unfortunate goat was killed by pushing it
over a cliff, undoubtedly to prevent it from returning to areas of human habitation.

13. On possible interpretations of the name Azaze! (Lev 16:8, 10, 26), including ref-
erence to a place, a personal being such as a demon or deity, or an abstraction signifying
removal or one who removes, see C. L. Feinberg, “The Scapegoat of Leviticus Six.
teen,” BSac 115 (1958) 324-33; B. Levine, “0™10m,” Erlsr 9 (Albright Volume; 1969)
94 n. 42; idem, Leviticus (JPS Torah Commentary: Philadelphia: Jewish Publication
Society, 1989) 250-53; H. Tawil, “Azazel The Prince of the Steppe: A Comparative
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“(e)scapegoat,” referring to the goat itself, is ruled out by the fact that the ani-
mal is sent “to Azazel” (Lev 16:10, 26). Obviously the goat would not be sent

Study,” ZAW 92 (1980) 43-59; Wright, The Disposal of Impurity, 21-22; Milgrom, Le-
viticus 1-16, 1020-21; Treiyer, The Day of Atonement, 331-58; Jiirgens, Heiligkeit, 81—
91. In agreement with the tradition that in the Second Temple period Azazel's goat
was driven to a place of jagged rocks, over which it was driven to its death (m. Yoma
6:6), and following clues from Sa‘adyah and °Abt Sa‘td, G. R. Driver understands Aza-
zel as “jagged rocks/precipice,” an intensive form derived from the Semitic root ‘zz,
which has also yielded Arabic ‘azdzu(n), “rough ground.” “The choice of the lots then,
is between that cast for the Lord’ and that cast for ‘(the) rugged rocks, (the) precipice’
(taken as a proper name): the first goat was slaughtered on the spot as a sacrifice to the
Lord, the second was taken into the wilderness to the precipice called ‘Azazel” or
‘jagged rocks’ and driven over them to its death, carrying the sins of the people with
it” (“Three Technical Terms in the Pentateuch,” JSS 1 [1956) 98). While Driver’s ex-
planation is attractive linguistically, it appears excessively influenced by postbiblical
tradition and does not adequately take into account the indication in Lev 16 that Aza-
zel is a personal being, as shown by the parallel between “belonging to Yawn” and
“belonging to Azazel” (v. 8). However, this does not rule out the possibility that the
word Azazel originated from the root %z as Driver argues, but that in Lev 16 it is used
as a (possibly pejorative) representation of what is at least in some sense regarded as a
personal being. In any case, there is no indication in Lev 16 that the goat is led to a
precipice called Azazel and driven over it to its death. Rather, the goat belonging to
Mr. Azazel (i.e., possibly Mr. Very Rough Ground) is simply led into the wilderness
and released there to fend for itself in an inhospitable, rough place that is cut off (Lev
16:22) from the ordering of human civilization and agriculture. Since the wilderness
is a place of disorderliness, which in the moral realm manifests itself in the moral
faults that are laid on the goat, we could say that responsibility for actions of chaos were
sent to Mr. Chaos in the realm of chaos (cf. D. Davies, “An Interpretation of Sacrifice
in Leviticus,” ZAW 89 [1977] 394-95). O. Loretz suggests a linguistic relation to the
Ugaritic divine name ‘b, which is listed in KTU 1.102, line 27 (Leberschau, Siin-
denbock, Asasel in Ugarit und Israel [UBL 3; Altenberge: CIS-Verlag, 1985] 56-57).
M. Gérg connects Azazel with the Egyptian god Seth and suggests that Azazel is de-
rived from Egyptian ‘d? + dr/l, a noun + passive participle for which he provides the
approximate rendering: der beseitigte/ferngehaltene Schuldige (“the culprit removed/
kept away”) (“Beobachtungen zum sogenannten Azazel-Ritus,” BN 33 [1986] 14).
However, B. Janowski argues that Gorg’s theory does not fit the context of Lev 16,
where Israel rather than Azazel is guilty (“Azazel —biblisches Gegenstlick zum 4gyp-
tischen Seth?: Zur Religionsgeschichte von Lev 16,10.21f.) in Die Hebriische Bibel
und ihre mweifache Nachgeschichte: Festschrift fiir Rolf Rendtorff zum 65. Geburlstag
[ed. E. Blum, C. Macholz, and E. Stegemann; Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener Ver-
lag, 1990] 102-8. As an alternative, B. Janowski and G. Wilhelm interpret the Hurrian
term aza/ushi in light of the Akkadian sense of the root zz as referring to divine anger
and thus explain the original “Azazel” ritual as expelling a goat in order to overcome
divine anger (“Der Bock, der die Siinden hinaustrigt: Zur Religionsgeschichte des
Azazel-Ritus Lev 16,10.21f7 in Religionsgeschichtliche Beziehungen zwischen Klein-
asien, Nordsyrien und dem Alten Testament [ed. B. Janowski, K. Koch, and G. Wilhelm;
OBO 129; Freiburg: Universitiitsverlag / Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1993]
134-62; cf. Janowski, “Azazel: Biblisches Gegensttick,” 108-10). W. W. Hallo points out
that nakkusis, a Hittite technical term for an animal that was loaded with impurities
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to the scapegoat.!* However, partial illumination comes from the lot cere-
mony that determines the respective roles of the two goats provided by the
community (vv. 7-10).

Use of lots to determine the respective ritual roles of animals is unique
here in Israelite ritual.® The purpose of this preliminary procedure cannot
be explained by the need to differentiate between two creatures of the same
kind, even when they are provided by the same party and one is slain while
the other is released alive. Compare the bird ritual for purification of a scale-
diseased person, in which one bird is slain and the other is set free (14:4-7),
but no lots are needed. ' The reason for the lot ritual “before Yawn” (16:7)
on the Day of Atonement is that fe must decide the roles of the goats through
what appears to be chance.!”

"Through the lot ceremony, one goat is designated 17", “for Yawn” (i.e.,
“belonging to Yawn”) and the other is 21XTYY, “for Azazel” (i.e., “belonging
to Azazel,”v. 8).% So Yuwn and Azazel are legal parties capable of ownership.

of a penitent and sent on its way, etymologically “appears to be composed of ‘to let
go’ (nakk-) and the abstract sufhx (-57), providing a parallel to one of the proposed ety-
mologies for azazél, the ‘goat that departs’” (“Leviticus and Ancient Near Eastern
Literature,” in B. |. Bamberger, Leviticus [New York: Union of American Hebrew
Congregations, 1961] 744); cf. M. Weinfeld, “Social and Cultic Institutions,” 114.

14. C. D. Ginsburg, Leviticus, 151. §. A. Geller tries to make sense of sending the
goat to the Goat as a possible product of polemical intent on the part of P against the
realm of magic (“Blood Cult: Toward a Literary Theology of the Priestly Work of the
Pentateuch,” Prooftexts 12 [1992] 106). Long ago S. R. Driver and H. A. White pointed
out that “the rendering scape-goat, derived through St. Jerome from Symmachus, is
certainly incorrect: it does not suit v. 26, and implies a derivation opposed to the
genius of the Hebrew language, as though Azazel were a compound word (‘the going
goat’ = Heb. ‘ez %ozel). Moreover, the marked antithesis between for Azazel and for
JrvH does not leave it open to doubt that the former is conceived as a personal being”
(The Book of Leviticus [SBONT 3; New York: Dodd, Mead, 1898] $1).

[5. Roles of other animals are decided by offerers before they bring them to the
sanctuary. ’

16. Compare Lev 5:7-10 and 14:22, 30-31, where a single offerer brings two birds
of the same kind, but no lots are cast to determine which is to function as a purifica-
tion offering and which is to be a bumnt offering,

17. Cf. E. Leach, “The Logic of Sacrifice;” in Anthropological Approaches to the
Old Testament (ed. B. Lang; Philadelphia: Fortress, 1985) 148; H. Maccoby, Ritual
and Morality: The Ritual Purity System and Its Place in Judaism (Cambridée: Cam-
bridge University Press, 1999) 86. For divine selection/identification through lots in
the Bible, see, for example, Josh 7:14-18; 1 Sam 10:20-21.

18. For the % of possession, see Isa 38:9; Hab 3:1; Ps 3:1; BDB 513; HALOT 1:509.
Archaeologists have found many objects, especially seals, with the inscribed names of
their owners immediately preceded by the ? of ownership (Levine, Leviticus, 102). The
lots placed on the two goats apparently indicate their new owners, which have just
been determined through the casting of lots, so that the animals will not subsequently
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The fact that YawH is supernatural could be taken to imply that Azazel is also
some kind of supernatural being.'?

Yuwn's goat is sacrificed as a NXWRA, “purification offering” (v. 9) on behalf
of the community, but the other goat remains alive, to be sent “to Azazel into
the wilderness” (v. 10; of. vv. 21-22). Whatever the precise nature of “Azazel”
may be, v. 10 identifies him as the party who receives the live goat. Now it
makes sense that only Yawn can designate the respective roles of the two
goats: “otherwise, if the high priest chose the animals, it would appear that he
and the people he represented were offering an animal to Azazel.”?

While the lot ceremony transfers ownership of the goat from the commu-
nity to the mysterious “Azazel” the animal is not an offering to him.*' Rather,
the live goat transports Israelite moral faults to Azazel, who ends up with this
noxious load.?? The ritual is a singularly unfriendly gesture toward Azazel.
It would be like sending someone a load of chemical or nuclear waste. Be-
cause YHwH is the authority who commands the Israelites to perform the
ritual (vv. 1=2), it appears that Azazel is his enemy. Therefore, it is likely that
Azazel is some kind of demon®® and that his presence in an uninhabited re-

be confused (Milgrom, Leviticus 1-16, 1019-20). The biblical text does not indicate
the manner in which the lots are to be cast. For the traditional rabbinic description,
see m. Yoma 3:9; 4:1. In noncalendric rituals, the giving parly indicates his departing
ownership by leaning one hand on the head of his animal. Placing lots on the heads
of the two goats indicates ownership of the recipients —Yawr and Azazel —but there
is no need to indicate departing ownership in this case because the ritual is a calendric
ritual.

19. Maccoby, Ritual and Morality, 88~89.

20. Milgrom, Leviticus 1-16, 1020. v

21. Cf. P Heinisch, Das Buch Leviticus (HSAT 1; Bonn: Hanstein, 1935) 75; Korn-
feld, Levitikus, 64—65. M. Noth viewed the ritual of Azazel’s goal as ambiguous: “the
gift to Azazel should then have had the apotropaic purpose of warding off this redoubt-
able desert demon and the dangers that he threatened; whilst the burdening of the
he-goat with Istael’s trespasses meant the cleansing and atoning removal of these tres-
passes. Thus it might be asked whether the whole rite had not already had a history be-
fore it came into the cleansing ritual of Lev. 16” (Leviticus [trans. J. E. Anderson,
OTL,; London: SCM, 1965] 125). However, there is no evidence that Azazel presented
such danger to the Israelites.

22. Cf. Zech 5:5-11.

23, See | En. 10:4-5. On the Azazel episode in I En. 10, including its background,
see P D. Hanson, “Rebellion in Heaven, Azazel, and Fuhemeristic Heroes in 1 Enoch
6-11,7 JBL 96 (1977) 220-27. For interpretation of Azazel as an evil being or demon,
see C. Bush, Notes, Critical and Practical, on the Book of Leviticus (New York: Ivison
& Phinney, 1857) 149; J. Kurtz, Sacrificial Worship of the Old Testament (trans. J. Ma’r—
tin; Minneapolis: Klock & Klock, 1980; repr. of 1863) 399-401, H. L. Str‘ack, Die
Biicher Exodus, Leviticus, Numeri (Munich: Beck, 1894) 334; A. Dillmann, Die Biicher
Exodus und Leviticus (Leipzig: Hirzel, 1897) 577-78; Heinisch, Das Buch Leviticus, 74;
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gion (cf. Lev 17:7; Isa 13:21; 34:14; Luke 11:24; Rev 18:2) represents “the ex-
treme opposite of God’s holy presence in the Holy of Holies.”?* However, the
nature of Azazel’s personality is not revealed in Leviticus, perhaps to avoid
the danger that some would be tempted to worship him.?> Notice that unlike
non-Israelite exorcisms involving demons, the ritual expels evil to Azazel
rather than expelling Azazel himself. 26

The goat for Azazel is not a sacrifice. It is not the lack of slaughter that
excludes it from the category of sacrifices/offerings.?” A sacrifice of grain

R. de Vaux, Les Sacrifices de I'Ancien Testament (CahRB 1; Paris: Gabalda, 1964)
87, Kornfeld, Levitikus, 64; Milgrom, Leviticus 1-16, 1020~21. Keil and Delitzsch,
following Origen (Contra Celsum 6:43), thought Azazel must refer to “the devil him-
self, the head of the fallen angels, who was afterwards called Satan; for no subordinate
evil spirit could have been placed in antithesis to Jehovah as Azazel is here, but only
the ruler or head of the kingdom of demons” (Biblical Commentary, 398). Compare
Kellogg, The Book of Leviticus, 269-70. While A. Noordtzij finds no evidence for
identifying Azazel with Satan, he regards him “as a desert demon that was capable of
feeding on an animal laden with the sins of the entire nation of Israel” and notes that
“there is no mention at all of any worship or even fear of Azazel. The ceremony rather
forms a strong expression of contempt, for Moses” contemporaries, who were accus-
tomed to presenting offerings to the desert demons (see discussion on 17:1-9), must
have been greatly struck by the fact that it was here Israel’s sins were fed to Azazel”
(Leviticus [trans. R. Togtman; BSC; Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1982] 162-63). B. Le-
vine regards this rite of riddance “to the domain of Azazel, the demonic ruler of the
wasteland (see Lev 17:7)” to have “heavily magical overtones” and to represent “a ves-
tige of pre-monotheistic religion, continued by the priests of Israel to dramatize expi-
ation” (“Leviticus, Book of,” ABD 4:315). For the theory that the ritual of Azazel’s goat
was incorporated into Israelite religion from pagan practice, see Kaufmann, The Reli-
gion of Israel, 114-15; J. L. Mays, The Book of Leviticus, The Book of Numbers (LBC
4; Atlanta: John Knox, 1963) 54.

24. P. Jenson, Graded Holiness: A Key to the Priestly Conception of the World
(JSOTSup 106; Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1992) 203. E. Leach notes that the movement
of the scapegoat reverses the movement by which Aaron was consecrated as high
priest (“The Logic of Sacrifice,” in Anthropological Approaches to the Old Testament
fed. B. Lang; Philadelphia: Fortress, 1985] 149}

25. Wright, The Disposal of Impurity, 22-25; idem, “Azazel” ABD 1:536-37; Mil-
grom, Leviticus 1-16, 1020-21. G. A. Boyd says of demons in the Old Testament:
“Their reality is affirmed, but their autonomy from the will of Yahweh is minimized.
Such an emiphasis was perhaps necessary at this early stage of biblical revelation in or-
der to establish among God’s people the singularity and sovereignty of the Lord in the
face of a culture that absolutely denied it” (God at War: The Bible and Spiritual Con-
flict [Downers Grove, Illinois: InterVarsity, 1997] 83).

26. Kaufmann, The Religion of Israel, 114,

27. Contra Ibn Ezra on Lev 16:9; H. Cazelles, Le Lévitique (La Sainte Bible; 2nd
ed.; Paris: Cerf, 1958) 79; Noordtzij, Leviticus, 162-63; G. Hasel, “Studies in Biblical
Atonement II: The Day of Atonement,” in The Sanctuary and the Atonement: Bibli-
cal, Historical, and Theological Studies (ed. A. Wallenkampf;, Washington, D.C.:
Review and Herald, 1981) 120-21; A. Rodriguez, “Sacrificial Substitution and the Old
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community of the faithful participates in the great Day so that its efficacy ap-
plies to them.?s

Moral cleansing beyond forgiveness recognizes the need
for loyalty to endure d

Why does Yuwn require his people to demonstrate loyalty to him through
two phases of ritual 993, in which evils are transferred into his sanctuary ang
then out of it? The Israelites’ need for mercy does not provide an adequate
rationale for expiatory sacrifices performed at the sanctuary. YHwH was able to
forgive people apart from the sanctuary cult before it began to function (eg,
Exod 34:6, 7) and while it was in operation (e.g., 2 Sam 12:13; 2 Chr 33:12~
13; cf. 30:18-19). Even when ritual 193 was officiated by priests at the sancty.
ary, it did not accomplish forgiveness but was only prerequisite to forgiveness
granted directly by God (Lev 4:20, 26, 31, 35).

Why should Yawn deal with sin through sacrifices at the sanctuary when
he could do it without such procedures? One possible answer is that the cult
was meant to teach moral values. For example, according to S. Kellogg the
purpose of the Day of Atonement rituals once per year was to expiate sin

in the highest and fullest sense then possible. . . . The fact of such an ordi-
nance for such a purpose taught a most impressive lesson of the holiness
of God and the sinfulness of man, on the one hand, and, on the other, the
utter insufficiency of the daily offerings to cleanse from all sin . . . the sol-
emn observances of this day, under God, were made for many in Israel a
most effective means to deepen the conviction of sin.?

D. Wright has pointed in the same direction by suggesting that the system of
purities had a didactic purpose: to teach Israelites the difference between
categories such as holy, profane, pure, and impure, which they would need to
understand in order to relate to the resident deity in the proper manner. Rem-
edies for lesser impurities would teach about potential danger from more se-
vere contaminants that could inflict serious harm on society. “As they focus
on these lesser impurities, this Pentateuchal tradition really has the larger
moral issues and goals of religion as a major concern.”* Both physical impu-
rities and moral faults are defined in relation to Yawn and must be remedied

38. Cf. P. Heinisch, Das Buch Leviticus (HSAT 1; Bonn: Hanstein, 1935) 76.

39. Kellogg, The Book of Leviticus, 259-60.

40. D. Wright, “The Spectrum of Priestly Impurity,” in Priesthood and Cult in An-
cient Israel (ed. G. Anderson and S. Olyan; JSOTSup 125; Sheffield: JSOT Press,
1991) 180; cf. 171-79.
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by rituals. The natures and trajectories of the two kinds of evils coincide to a
sufficient degree that each kind helps to explain the other.

If nROM sacrifices, which remedy sins and physical impurities, contribute
to teaching the contrast between divine holiness and human imperfection,
how do we account for differences between the trajectories of these evils?
Most notably, why does an Israelite need a second major stage of 192 for his/
her sins in order to arrive at moral purity ("W0; Lev 16:30) when a noncalen-
dric nRYN sacrifice for severe bodily impurity completes a person’s physical
purification (7W) in only one major stage of 03 (e.g, 12:7-8; 14:19-20;
15:15, 30)? What does this difference teach?

Unlike ritual impurities, moral faults raise the question of loyalty to Yaws.
Although expiable (i.e., nondefiant) sins do not sever the divine-human rela-
tionship, they create moral imbalance and compromise loyalty. Repentance,
as expressed by confession if necessary and expiatory sacrifice as required, in-
volves humble acknowledgment of accountability to Yuws and acceptance
of his gracious provision for restoration. So repentance with sacrificial 193,
which is the precondition for forgiveness, affirms loyalty to Yawn. In addi-
tion, self-denial on the Day of Atonement demonstrates that the penitence,
and therefore loyalty, of people who have already been forgiven continue.
Thus the Israelite system of 793, with moral cleansing beyond forgiveness
(Lev 16:30), simultaneously recognizes the frailty of human nature, with its
penchant for fleeting repentance, provides assurance that the moral equilib-
rium is restored, and encourages long-term moral rehabilitation. !

S. Geller identifies another dimension of reconciliation beyond for-
giveness:

the logic of the covenantal relationship between God and Israel requires

that sins be more than merely “forgiven.” It is a known fact that, despite the

proverbial expression, it is impossible really to “forget” offenses one has
supposedly “forgiven.” The memeory of the crime remains as a shadow on
future relations. When two people begin to quarrel, each soon resurrects
the full inventory of “sins” the other has committed in the past. For the
covenant to remain effective, God must wipe out completely this residual
effect of sin . .. and so renew the pristine nature of the bond. For this pro-
cess an expression like “purgation of impurity” would then be a priestly
metaphor. 2

41. Cf. H. Cohen, “The Day of Atorement: 1" Judaism 17 (1968) 357; idem, “The
Day of Atonement: 11, Judaism 18 (1969) 86-87.

42. 8. Geller, “Blood Cult: Toward a Literary Theology of the Priestly Work of the
Pentateuch,” Prooftexts 12 (1992} 108.



